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Thesis summary

This thesis presents qualitative case studies of two native English speaker teachers of English in

a Japanese university. The longitudinal research investigated the teachers’ cognitions about

learner autonomyandthe links to their practice through two research questions:

Whatcognitions do native English speaker teachers working in Japanese universities hold about

language learner autonomy?

How dothey try to foster language learner autonomy in their classrooms and what role do

cognitions play in how teachers do this?

Though there have beenstudies into learner autonomy through the prism of teacher cognitions,

to my knowledgethisis the first to also investigate classroom practice through the methodology

of interviews, classroom observations and participant diaries. Results showed that each teacher

in the study had a unique understanding of learner autonomythat had developed without exposure

to professional learning or training. The findings also confirmed the limiting effect of both

contextual and cognitive factors on the ways in whichteachers can introducestrategies to enhance

learner autonomyin classrooms. It was found that beyond oft-cited restrictions of institutional

contexts and learners’ ability, teachers’ own professional cognitions, which included how they

identified themselvesas teachers,led to self-limiting behaviour. This is not a factor that has been

noted in previous studies and suggests how more research is needed to establish how context

intersects with cognitions and howit affects autonomouspractice.
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Chapter 1: Introduction

1.1 Introduction

There is a growing body of research into teacher cognition, the unseen processes

acknowledged to influence how teachers behave (Borg, 2006), and there is also a growing body

ofresearchinto learner autonomy, broadly understoodas the extent to which learners have control

over different aspects of their learning (Benson, 2011). However, until recently almost no

published research has sought to understand the relationship between the two, even though the

study of what is today knownasteachers’ cognitions, or the hidden side of teaching (Freeman,

2002), is recognised as a keyfactor in driving how teachers teach. By understanding more about

cognitions, it is believed that much can be understood about why teachers teach in the waythat

they do, the decisions they make andtheactivities that they choose, greater knowledge of which

could lead to improvements in teacher education and moreeffective language teaching generally

(Johnson, 2009).

A teacher’s cognitions are believed to be collected in dynamic systems that are resistant

to change, although not immuneto adapting to circumstances (Pajares, 1992). It has long been

thought that a teacher’s own school experiences are the main influence ontheir beliefs about

teaching that makeup a majorpart oftheir cognitions (Lortie, 1975). However,it is possible past

studies have paid too much attention to whatteachers believe about teaching at a momentin time

and there has been an uncritical acceptance that what teachers say reflects what they do.

Observation of practice is an essential aspect of teacher cognition research that is too often
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excluded from studies (Borg, 2006). To date, methodologically orientated teacher cognition

research hasoften relied on teacher questionnaires and interviewsforits findings without looking

inside classrooms, a gap whichthis thesis addresses.

Separately, those studies that have investigated cognitions and practice have often been

carried out to discover convergence or divergence of teachers’ cognitions and their practice (see

Basturkmen, 2012), a view ofthe relationship that has recently comein for criticism because of

its simplicity and the seemingly static quality attached to cognitions. Borg and Al-Busaidi (2012b,

p. 22) advocate a different view of cognitions. They suggest "it is more productive to think of

teachers’ cognitions as being characterised by systems of competing forces which vie for

implementational supremacy(i.e. in shaping teachers’ actions)". By adopting this view, it

becomesclear that cognitive systemsare less stable than much published research implies and

more needs to be understood about how the competing forces achieve implementational

supremacy, somethingthat this thesis alsotries to do.

Furthermore, there has been minimal investigation into the wider complexities of how

cognitions intersect with the communities and contexts within which they work. In the words of

Kubanyiova and Feryok (2015 p. 436), teacher cognition research should aim to "embrace the

complexity ofteachers’ innerlives in the contextoftheir activity". This is another under-explored

aspect of the questionsconsideredin this thesis that is strongly connected to the implementation

of learner autonomy. This is because autonomouspractice is embedded in the local context,

somethingthat is recognised as hugely importantin the successful application ofteachingpractice

that can foster learner autonomyin learners.
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Learner autonomyis a flexible concept which exists on a spectrum from weakto strong

(Kumaravadivelu, 2003; Smith, 2003). The kind of learner autonomy invoked in a classroom

depends on a numberof factors such as institutional requirements and restrictions, learners’

languageability, their motivation, andtheir learning goals and context (see Borg and Al-Busaidi,

2012a, 2012b). Further, while it is acknowledged that learners must make their own efforts to

learn a language,the focal point for learning in the classroom remainsthe classroom teacher who

is seen as a facilitator of opportunity rather than a transmitter of knowledge and information

(Hedge, 2000). In other words, learner autonomy should not be confused with learning

independently, a position that is reflected in the amount of practitioner research that details

classroom activities and events (see, for example, Barfield & Brown, 2007; Barfield & Nix, 2003).

Thoughpublishedpractitioner research has deepened our knowledge about how learner autonomy

can be fostered in classrooms so that there is now consensus on the importance of learner

reflection, learner interaction and target language use in fostering autonomy(Little, 2007), there

are few comprehensive accounts of how teachers navigate the complexities of enhancing learner

autonomy within a Japanese tertiary setting.

There is evidencethat though teachers think learner autonomyis desirable they often find

it difficult to implementin class. This is a powerful contradiction if the advocated benefits of

learner autonomyare correctly understood andso there is a clear need for researchthat situates

teachers in their teaching environment and investigates how they deal with perceived obstacles

and whetherthey do or do not overcome them in their classroom practice. This study, which sets

the participant teachers’ cognitions about learner autonomy in greater contextual detail than has

been done up to now, while also giving detailed accounts of how autonomyis fostered in actual
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practice, could address weaknessesin both fields and fill longstanding gaps noted above.It could

also draw attention to previously unknown connections between a teacher’s cognitions about

learner autonomyandtheir practice and reveal new areasto investigate.

1.2 Aimsof this study

As explained in the previous section, this research serves to fill research gaps that

currently exist in the areas of teacher cognition and learner autonomyresearch. This thesis aims

to fill the gap with a fine-grained analysis (Kubanyiova, 2015) of the cognitions of two teachers

that elucidates what they know and believe about language learner autonomy, their reasoning

behind the adoption or rejection of accepted autonomousprinciples in their practice, and the

contextual factors which affect their decision making.

There are numerous examples of research into either teacher cognition or language

learner autonomy in a Japanese setting but, crucially, almost nothing that has examined both

issues in tandem. Two exceptions are Nakata (2011), which investigated high school teachers’

cognitions, and Stroupe, Rundle and Tomita (2016) which focused on university teachers.

Significantly, neither used classroom observations as part of their methodology. This thesis

therefore aims to fill a research gap in the literature on language learner autonomy asitis

perceived throughthe prism of teacher cognition. The research questionsare as follows:

1. What cognitions do native English speaking teachers working in Japanese universities hold

about language learner autonomy?
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2. How dothese teacherstry to foster language learner autonomyin their classrooms and what

role do cognitions play in how teachers do this?

Totry to answer the above questions,this thesis presents a qualitative case study of two teachers

working in a Japanese university. The argumentusesa constructivist-interpretivist paradigm (see

section 3.2). Though the context is Japan, given the current worldwide interest in learner

autonomy,it is hoped that the findings will be relevant to researchers outside ofthe country. In

the particularity of both cases, it is hoped that a light will be shone upon as yet unperceived, and

therefore under-researched, aspects of teacher cognition that could be generalisable to other

contexts. In offering a teacher-generated account of autonomouspractice, it also hopes to

highlight and account for differences between the conceptualisation of language learner autonomy

in the literature and in the wayit is developed in the classroom, while taking into account the

powerful effects of the contexts in which teachers work.

1.3 Structure of the thesis

Chapter 2 (A Reviewofthe Literature) starts by surveyingthe historical background of

research into language teacher cognition. It surveys the research landscape in general education

(Berliner, 1986; Clark & Peterson, 1986; Clandinin & Connelly, 1995; Murphy & Mason, 2006;

Nespor, 1987; Schén, 1987; Woolfolk Hoy, Davis & Pape, 2006) and shows how that work

becameinfluential in language teaching and resulted in teacher cognitions research moving from

being a marginal concern in the 1970sto a central concern of language teaching researchin the

present day. After discussing debates surrounding key terminologysuchasbeliefs and knowledge,
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the chapter explains how research into cognitions and practice has been a primary area of

language teacher cognition research. The chapter then brings the reader up to date with the most

recent studies before showing how the research paradigm is currently being influenced by

dynamic, complex and ecological systems theories (Feryok, 2010; Kubanyiova & Feryok, 2015;

Larsen-Freeman & Cameron 2008) and briefly discussing the reasons why this might be. The

chapter concludesby outlining the theoretical understandings that underpin learner autonomy in

language learning (Benson,2011; Little, 1995, 2007a) with the aim of situating this doctoral study

firmly within an ever-expandingfield. It shows that, while definitions of learner autonomy vary,

there is a growing, collectively acknowledged body of empirical evidence which has strong

suggestions for how autonomycanbefostered in the language learning classroom (Benson, 2012;

Borg & Alshumaimeri, 2017).

Chapter 3 (Research methodology) establishes the qualitative nature of the study and

discusses issues of credibility, transferability, dependability, and confirmability (Anfara, Brown

& Mangione, 2002; Denzin & Lincoln, 2011; King & Mackey, 2016). Reasons whya qualitative

case study methodology was adopted and a variety of data collection methods used are also

provided. In this chapter, acknowledgement is also be made of myrole asa participant-observer

and reflection is given on my relationship with each of my participants. It is hoped that

transferability is established by a description of the sampling methods and a detailed account of

the context in which the research took place. The chapter ends by offering a defence of small

numbercase studies and documents the measurestaken to ensure this was an ethical undertaking.
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Chapter4 (Data collection and analysis) explains how the data collection took place and

reflects on issues encountered duringit. It then details the procedures which were used during the

analysis and gives an insight into the challenges encountered, depicting the way in which the

thesis developed and the findings emerged. Credibility, dependability, and confirmability are all

established through this detailed and reflexive accountthat includes multiple examplesof actual

documents that helped develop the analysis. In doing so,it is hoped that this thesis avoids the

opacity of many qualitative accounts as to how the findings were reached (Duff, 2014; Richards,

2011) andits credibility is further supported.

Chapters 5 — 8 (Case study of A’s and B’spractices and cognitions respectively) begin

with a detailed account of the cognitions of the participants before turning to the classroom

practices that each participant used in order to promote and foster language learner autonomy.

Classroom materials are provided in the appendices.

The aim of these chaptersis to illustrate the complex systems of cognitions that each

teacher held in relation to language learner autonomy.In particular, these chapters show the ways

in which the participants’ general cognitions about language learning; their personal, practical

knowledge (Elbaz, 1983; Clandinin & Connelly, 1995) gained over teaching for many years in

Japan, had resulted in learner autonomy cognitions and practice that were directly derived from

Japanese culture. The chapter also describes how their general understanding of language learner

autonomy, and their cognitions about their roles in the classroom, combined with their

professional cognitions and their personal concerns in their practice, enabled them to overcome

obstacles and helped them ordertheir practice. In both cases, it can be seen how cognitions were
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layered, with some being prioritised over others, and how factors outside the classroom also

influenced howthey taught. This confirmsthe crucial mediating role of context (A as a part-time

teacher labelled a native speaker, and B in a new university setting) in causing teaching practice

to differ from the teacher’s stated cognitions.

Chapter 9 (Discussion) addresses the research questionsset out in this introduction. In

addition to providing a summary of the main findings derived from each case, the chapter also

refers to past research to show howthis thesis is situated in the field and to showits contribution.

It also makes suggestions for future research.

Chapter 10 (Conclusion) provides a concise summary of the conclusions that can be

drawn from the wholestudy.
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Chapter 2: Language Teacher Cognitions and Learner Autonomy

2.1 Introduction

There are two theoretical domains that provide the base forthis study: teacher cognition

and learner autonomy. Both have been the subject of much theoretical discussion over the past

30-40 years and while researchers of learner autonomy have largely reached a consensus about

how it should and should not be defined, the same cannotbe said about teacher cognition. Teacher

cognition is both the term most commonly used today and also the one which will be used

throughoutthis thesis to refer to the body of work which grew out ofstudies initially made into

teacher thinking, followed by teacher decision making, teacher knowledge andteacherbeliefs

amongst manyotherdescriptions. The aim ofthis chapter is not to coverall of the argumentsthat

have occurred in the developmentofthe field as Borg’s (2006) book onthe topicis both relatively

recent and thorough. Instead, while it will briefly outline the historical background of research

into teacher cognition from the 1970s, and introduce some of the most commonly used terms,it

will then turn to a discussion of where the field is today by showing current developments and

their importance.

In the second half of the chapter, I will examinethe literature on learner autonomy.

2.2 Languageteacher cognition research

The field of language teacher cognition owes much to the development in the 1970s,

largely in America, of psychologically-based investigations into teacher thinking that recognised

teaching as "thoughtful behaviour" and teachers as decision-makers rather than the passive

conduits of knowledge (Borg, 2006,p. 7). Pre-1970s, formal research neglected teachers’ mental
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work(planning, evaluating, reacting, deciding) or simply ignoredit (Burns, Freeman & Edwards,

2015). Recognition of teachers as being mentally engaged in classroom processes becamea basis

to argue for teachers having a greaterrole in the discourse on education rather than simply being

a cog in systems devised by "researchers, curriculum developers and policy makers" (Freeman,

1996a, p. 90). More recently, the "sociocultural turn" (for example, Johnson, 2009) has been

influential, though without being "integrated into mainstream reviews" (Kubanyiova & Feryok,

2015, p. 438).

In other words, early teacher cognition research could be considered a first step in the

empowerment of teachers, introducing what appeared to be a moral and ethical imperative to

understanding what teachers did in classrooms. Today ethical concerns about what teacher

cognition research offers to the field, practitioners and society in general have been brought up

by Kubanyiova and Feryok (2015), who frame the 2015 volumeofpapers that they edited for the

Modern Language Journal:

Assetting an agenda for reinvigorated inquiry into language teacher cognition

that aims to redraw its current boundaries and thus reclaim its relevance to the

wider domain of applied linguistics and to the real-world concerns of language

teachers, language teacher educators, and language learners around the world.

(p. 435)

Though Kubanyiova and Feryok (2015) argue that language teacher cognition researchis

currently "at a crossroad", there can be no doubt that it has come a long wayin the past forty

years, helping teachers find a voice and dislodging the prevailing 1970s behaviourist view of

teaching as interest in the field developed. Borg, (2006, p. 7) explains "Teaching was no longer

viewed solely in terms of behaviours but rather as thoughtful behaviour; and teachers were not
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being viewed as mechanical implementers of external prescriptions, but as active, thinking

decision-makers".

Freeman’s 2002 article "The hidden side of the work: Teacher knowledge and learning to

teach" was an important paper that argued for greater appreciation of what teachers knew, and

argued that how they behaved in the classroom was undervalued and underappreciated. It

followed on from the work of Donald Schén (1983), best known for the terms "knowing-in-

action" and "reflection in action" that has influenced teacher cognition research significantly

(Borg, 2006; Johnson, 2009) especially in the area of teacher education, in which reflection has

come to be understood as playing a hugely important role in a teacher’s overall development

(Beauchamp & Thomas, 2009; Edge, 2011; Lave & Wenger, 1991). Sch6n (1983) argued for the

existence of a type of professional knowledgethat he called "school knowledge". Nonetheless, in

proposing this concept he also acknowledged its flaw, noting that "there is also in this view of

school knowledge, the notion that the more general and the more theoretical the knowledge, the

higherit is" (Thomas, 2007, p.16). This meant that teachers were excluded from doing research

because practice was seen as being a less valuable type of knowledge. On the other hand, he

argued that in teaching there was a "kind ofartistry that good teachers in their everyday work

often display" or knowledge-in-action. Teachers, in other words, possessed forms of knowledge

which they were not necessarily able to articulate in words. Giving voice to teacher knowledge

was a major concern of teacher cognition research that arguably began with Elbaz’s (1983)

seminal study (Borg, 2006) that identified a teacher’s "practical knowledge", a term meaning

personal knowledge learned from experience of dealing with practical problems, and first

introduced by Elbaz (1983) in a case study of a high school English teacher based on interviews

and classroom observations (Hawley Nagatomo, 2012).
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Prior to Elbaz though, Shavelson and Stern’s (1981) review of research on "teachers’

pedagogical thoughts, judgements, decision and behaviours" wassignificant in recognising "the

two-way interaction between thinking and classroom practice" (Borg, 2006, p. 10) with decision-

making becoming a majorfocus of enquiry (e.g. Clark & Peterson, 1986). It also drawsattention

to how from its earliest days the field was wracked with competing concepts and terminology, a

problem that it has never resolved as will be shown below.

Shavelson and Stern (1981) also identified how students, classrooms and working

environment affected teachers’ decision-making, suggesting how, very early on, context was

recognised as being of significance in the study of how teachers teach. However, contextual

factors seemed to drop out of teacher cognition research design as the cognitivist view became

dominant; one that recognised that the mental processes of teachers were significant but without

taking into account context and interaction (Li, 2013).

The development of the concept of teachers’ narrative knowledge by Clandinin and

Connelly (1995) seems to have been important in reinstituting context into the research agenda

for understanding teacher knowledge. By making teacher reflection, that emerged through

teacherstalking abouttheir teaching, a research focus, teachers’ stories became a wayfor teachers

to learn about and developtheir practice in order to avoid "endless, repetitive, living out of stories

[i.e. classes] without possibility for awakenings and transformations" (p. 13). Again, research into

how teachers explained their practice, in Clandinin and Connelly’s (1995) view, had an ethical

purpose, namely by allowing for teacher developmentthroughreflection on the value oftheir own

practice, in a safe space thatdid not risk them being "portrayed as uncertain, tentative, nonexpert

characters"(p. 15). In their opinion, the prevailing view wasthat teaching was something teachers

acted out, using methods discovered by researchers, and very little heed waspaid to their voices.

23



OneofClandinin and Connelly’s objectives wasto give teachers a voice, particularly in research.

In other words, they were working to overcomethe split between teachers and researchers that,

as Schén (1983) noted, placed researchers’ theories on a higher plane than teachers’ knowledge.

The work of Schén (1983) and Clandinin and Connelly (1995) draws attention to the

close links between teacher cognition research and language teacher education (LTE). Teacher

cognition research hasoften cited asits aim a desire to improvethe efficacy of language teacher

education. Though an importantfield in its own right, LTE is beyond the scope ofthis review,

though Johnson (2009) connects the two fields through a sociocultural lens (see pp. 7-16) and

Freeman acknowledgesthe impactofresearchinto teacher knowledge on LTE inhis 2002 review.

Up until the early 2000s, general education studies had investigated "attitudes,

perceptions, implicit theories, cognitions, reasoning, images, metaphors, and epistemological

beliefs" (Woolfolk Hoyet al., 2006, p. 715) among other more holistic organisational concepts

like "gestalt" (Korthagen, 2010). Developments connected to teacher learning in general

education have influenced research into language teacher cognition by broadening "ideas of how

language teacher cognition occurred in situ" (Burns, Freeman & Edwards, 2015, p. 588), a

significant shift from the cognitivist-individualist ontology that has paved the way for social,

sociohistorical and finally complex chaotic systems ontologies (Burns, Freeman and Edwards,

ibid) (see section 2.3).

Having outlined a few of the major developments in teacher cognition research in a

chronological way, the next part of this chapter briefly introduces key terminology that has been

used overthe past forty years and someof the debates surrounding their use.
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2.2.1 Teacher thinking

Teacherthinking, though only the subject ofresearch since 1974, wasby the time of Clark

and Peterson’s (1986, pp. 292-293) review significant enough to have a chapter in the Handbook

ofResearch on Teaching. In it, they drew a constructivist picture of the teacher as "a reflective

and thoughtful professional" with the capability to "reflect and analyze the apparent effects of

their own teaching and applythe results of these reflections to their future plans and actions. They

have becomeresearchers on their own teaching effectiveness", they added (pp. 292-293). By

showingthe interactive link between "Teachers’ Thought Processes" and "Teachers’ Actions and

their Observable Effects" (see Figure 2.2) they highlighted the importance of actually examining

teachers in their classrooms, which wasrare at the time and wasstill not standard research practice

throughout the twenty-year period that followed (Borg, 2006). Clark and Peterson (1986) also

stated clearly how "Teachers do have theories and belief systemsthat influence their perceptions,

plans, and actions" (p. 292) thus laying a clear foundation for a new phase of research into what

was mainly labelled with the term teacherbeliefs.
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Figure 2.1 The relationship between teachers’ thought processes and teachers’ actions and

their observable effects

 
(Clark & Peterson, 1986, p. 257)

2.2.2 Teacherbeliefs

Today, the term teacher beliefs has largely replaced the term teacher thinking, although

they largely seem to describe the same thing. Nespor’s (1987) study was one ofthe first to

examinethe role of beliefs in the practice of teaching, using data from the Teacher Beliefs Study

in which eight teachers were observed and interviewed. In arguing that beliefs and knowledge

were different, a view shared by Fenstermacher (1986, cited in Borg, 2006, pp. 29-30) writing

with a philosophically-based epistemological concern (Borg, 2006), Nespor also pointed out how

beliefs are organised into systems which "involve moods, feelings, emotions and subjective

evaluations...they take the form of gestalts" (p. 323, also see Korthagen, 2010). A key point

Nespor made wasthat teachers’ contexts were complex and beliefs helped them make sense of

the problems and challenges they faced. He also pointed out that "Beliefs are not so muchsets of
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propositions or statements as they are conceptual systems which are functional or useful for

explaining some domain oractivity" (p. 326) reminding us of the systematic and practical nature

ofbeliefs.

At around the same time, Pajares (1992) did a major andstill influential review of the

field in which he noted that knowledgeandbeliefs are different but inseparable, a view which has

generally become universal in both general education (Alexander & Dochy, 1995; Alexanderet

al., 1998; Murphy & Mason, 2006; Woolfolk Hoyet al., 2006) and language teaching research

(Borg, 2006; Freeman, 2002; Woods, 1996). Woods and Cakir (2011) for example, argue that

teacher knowledge, made up of Beliefs, Attitudes and Knowledge (BAK)exists on a continuum,

with things that teachers know or believe sometimes being more personal, and at other times,

moretrue or universal.

Someof Pajares 16 statements about beliefs, based on the empirical findings up to that

point, are included in the summary in section 2.2.3.1. (see Borg, 2006, p. 26 for a full list of

statements.). More recently, Skott (2015 in Borg & Alshumaimeri, 2017, p. 2) looking at different

definitions of beliefs, identified and condensed the findings into "four core elements" as

summarised here:

* they refer to ideas that individuals considerto be true;

* they have cognitive and affective dimensions;

* they are stable and result from substantial social experiences;

* they influence practice.
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2.2.3 Teacher knowledge

The idea of teachers having a specialised kind of knowledge, possibly internalised and

therefore difficult to articulate but knowledge nonetheless, has already been introduced above.

For example, Elbaz (1983) argued that "teachers play a central autonomousrole in shaping

curricula" (in Borg, 2006,p. 13) andthat "the single factor which seemsto have the greatest power

to carry forward our understanding of the teacher’s role is the phenomenon of teachers’

knowledge" (Elbaz, 1983, p. 45 in Borg, 2006, p. 13). This concept, although often labelled

slightly differently, has been widely adopted in language teaching (e.g. Abdelhafez, 2014; Breen

et al. 2001; Golombek, 1998; Mangubhaiet al., 2005). A fuller list of knowledge concepts and

terminology can be found in Borg (2006, pp. 36-39 and 46-49).

It has been pointed out that the domain oflanguage teachingis distinct from other subjects

because the subject being taught is generally also the medium ofinstruction (Borg, 2006). It is

important to recognise then that teachers’ knowledge is distinct from pedagogical content

knowledge (PCK), whichis "the blending of content and pedagogyinto an understanding of how

particular topics, problems or issues are organised, represented, and adapted to the diverse

interests and abilities of learners, and presented for instruction" (Shulman, 1986). One of the

suggestions from Shavelson and Stern’s (1981) review was for more research into the role of

subject knowledge in teaching. In other words, they suggested that more attention should be paid

to the issue of teachers needing to know things, while also being able to communicate them

effectively so students could learn. As Borg (2006) notes, PCK hassince been studied a great deal

in subject-specific areas like science and maths but not in language teaching (although see

Grossman, 1989), something Freeman (2002) suggests is because "Whenapplied to language as

subject-matter [...] PCK becomes a messy and possibly unworkable concept"(p.6).
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Also in the early 1980s, Calderhead (1983) presented a paper at the Annual Meeting of

the American Educational Research Association that specifically used the word cognitions in a

study that compared those of experienced, student and probationer teachers. The focus ofresults

though, werestill on types ofteacher knowledge, ofwhich Calderheadidentified four: knowledge

about pupils; knowledge aboutparticular pupils; specific knowledge about pupils; knowledge of

diagnostic/remediation routines. Though labelled as knowledge, arguably these could as much be

called beliefs because they seem essentially the personal judgements of the teacher, though they

might be informed by some evidence (for example, other teachers’ student reports; official tests

or examinations). This exampleillustrates the difficulty of knowing whether whatis identified as

knowledge is epistemologically "knowledge" and supports Pajares (1992), Woods and Cakir

(2011) and numerousothers’ contention that trying to differentiate knowledge from beliefs is not

necessarily beneficial if it is even possible (see section 2.2.2). Rather, as Festenmacher (1986)

identified, "teacher knowledge" as generally invoked in research is an umbrella or "grouping"

term that includes beliefs and other similar concepts like attitudes etc. Today, since Borg (2006),

the prevalent term — also an umbrella one — has becometeacher cognition, whichis also the one

preferred for this thesis.

2.2.3.1 Key points of teacher cognition research

Asthis brief review of important areas in the field currently knownas teacher cognition

research has shown,it is a huge challenge to acknowledge and fully understand the competing

influences on the developmentof different ontologies that have formed overthe past forty years.

Andthe fact that teacher cognition remains such a slippery concept, which nobody seemsto have

satisfactorily defined possibly shows us a fundamental truth about cognition systems: they are
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undefinable and we might neverbe able to identify or label all of the parts which make up the

whole. Rather, accepting the term as amorphous with room for concepts to be added and removed

from cognition systems might be a better way to approach the topic because it acknowledgesthat

cognition systemsare individual and unique, and therefore undefinable except by the possessor

of that cognition system. In other words, they resist definition and being universalised in

frameworks. As Woods and Cakir (2011) suggest, the important thing about research into teacher

knowledge (their preferred term) is learning about the interactions between components rather

than trying to comprehensively identify the component parts. The view that teacher cognition

research needs to put a greater focus on understanding complex interactions (particularly with

contextual factors in different teaching environments) is supported by Kubanyiova and Feryok’s

(2015) suggestion of the study of "ecologies of teachers’ innerlives" (p.440) and more generally

by Borg and Alshumaimeri (2017).

Putting forward the idea that teacher cognition research may be undefinable, and may for

too long have focused on whatexactly it is, does not mean that it remains an unknown‘black

box’. In fact, the opposite is true and much is known about how teacher cognition systems

function. However, too vast a body of research exists to be adequately coveredin this review, so

this section ends by offering a brief summary of key ideas that underpin this research along with

a reference to a key work.

° Cognitions are formed early and become systematised (Borg, 2006; Pajares, 1992).

° Cognition systems are not stable or closed but dynamic (Johnson, 2009); however,

educational cognitions are well established by university (Lortie, 1975) and more established

cognitions are more resistant to change (Murphy & Mason, 2006; Pajares, 1992).
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° Beliefs and knowledge are overlapping if distinct concepts within teacher cognition; a

teacher’s cognition acts asa filter for interpreting new information that helps them makepractical

decisions and act in the classroom (Johnson, 1995; Pajares, 1992; Woolfolk Hoyet al., 2006).

° During learning, new knowledge is integrated into existing networks of knowledge

(Murphy & Mason, 2006).

° Cognitions and experiences have an interactive, reciprocal relationshipi.e. beliefs drive

classroom activity but experiences can also lead to changed cognitions (Borg, 2006; Basturkmen,

2012).

° Cognitions are prioritised (for example, Ahn, 2011; Farrell & Tan Kiat Kun, 2007; Li,

2013) and older ones are moreresistant to change (Pajares, 1992).

° Weakercognitions must be understood in termsof their relationship to stronger ones and

situated within the overall system (Pajares, 1992); a teacher may have multiple cognition systems

(see Basturkmen, 2012, pp. 283-4).

° Reflection is important for a teacher’s development (Farrell, 2007; Freeman, 2002;

Johnson, 2009; Schon, 1983, 1987).

° Teacher cognition is tacit and personal, so beliefs must be inferred from statements,

intentions and behaviour. (Borg, 2006; Pajares, 1992).

° Context and teachers’ personallives influence cognition in significant ways (Clandinin

& Connelly, 1995; Kubanyiova & Feryok, 2015).

2.2.4 Research comparing cognitions and practice

Though attempts to define cognitions have dominated the field, another major strand

within teacher cognition research is research which compares the cognitions and practices of

31



languageteachers, which is of particular relevance to my study. Teachers do not always do what

they say (Borg, 2006; Li, 2013; Nunan, 1988; Pajares, 1992; Woods, 1996) andit is only through

careful and deliberate interactions with them that researchers can really understand thefull picture

ofclassroom activity (Li, 2013). For example, Li (2013) showedherparticipant deliberately chose

to make a class she observed more teacher-led because he knew students had important tests

coming up, even though his espoused views supported creating opportunities for student

communication. This divergence was only discoverable through observation and the reasons why

only uncovered in a post-observation stimulus recall interview. In other words, accepting a

teacher’s stated beliefs about their practice can be misleading because it fails to unravel the

complexities and depth ofteachers’ cognition and its embeddedrelationshipin practice.

It is generally believed that the convergence of cognitions andpractices is "desirable and

should therefore be facilitated" in teacher education and professional development (Kubanyiova

& Feryok, 2015, p. 437). However,in reality, practice may converge (for example, Farrell & Tan

Kiat Kun, 2007) or conflict with cognitions (for example, Fang, 2006; Ho-yan Mak, 2011). As in

Li (2013), conflicts or divergence from beliefs are often the result of contextual factors, which

force teachers consciously to change or adapt (Basturkmen, 2012; Borg, 2006; Crookes, 2009;

Woods, 1996). Understanding why divergence occurs is seen as a step "to improve teacher

learning and practice by identifying further development needs" (Kubanyiova & Feryok, 2015,p.

437). Li (2013) points out the advantage for participants in teacher cognition research, implying

another moral aspect that underpins the field: teachers, particularly novice ones, are not always

consciousofacting differently to their stated beliefs but through involvementin teacher cognition

research can become cognisant, for as Li (2013, p. 188) points out "seeking a connection or

studying the gap between espoused theories and theories-in-use creates a dynamic for reflection
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and dialogue". This further emphasises how the effect of teacher cognition research on LTE and

its ability to promote change is seen by manyas a corerole ofthe research (Clandinin & Connelly,

1995; Johnson, 2009; Johnson & Golombek, 2011; Kubanyiova & Feryok, 2015; Schén, 1987).

Research into convergence and divergenceofbeliefs is one area where studies involving

classroom observations have been more numerous than Borg (2006) generally suggests (see

Basturkmen, 2012). However, the usefulness of such studies is questionable. Borg (2006) for

example, identifies teachers as holding both ideal-oriented cognitions andreality-oriented ones,

implying congruence between beliefs and practicesis unlikely. This, he argues, further showsthe

importance of observing teachers’ practice as well as asking them about their beliefs, as he

explains "As researchers we mustensure that cognitions expressed theoretically andin relation to

ideals are not used as evidence of the practically-oriented cognitions which inform teachers’

actual instructional practices" (p. 280).

More recently, Borg’s criticism of studies searching for congruence betweenbeliefs and practice

has grown morescathing:

Recent work on teachers’ beliefs can also becritiqued for its simplification of

complex issues (such as the relationship between teachers’ stated beliefs and

whatthey do in the classroom). Thisis particularly obviousin studies (e.g. Hos

& Kekec, 2014) that compare prior stated beliefs and subsequently observed

classroom practices without sufficient critical awareness of the many factors

that make discrepancies between the twovery likely. The expectation thatstated

beliefs and enacted beliefs will be consistent is naive; in fact, in critical social

psychology, inconsistency between what people say and do is seen as a more

normalstate of affairs (Gross, 2015). (Borg & Alshumaimeri, 2017, p. 3)
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The "simplification" here seems to be concerned with the lack of sufficient interrogation and

subsequent understanding of the "many factors" which can affect how teachers in reality are able

to teach in classrooms,factors that include "a range of socio-cultural, intercultural, professional,

occupational andinstitutional forces" (p. 1). They conclude by suggesting a need for "further

quantitative and qualitative analyses of teachers’ beliefs and practices in broader socio-cultural,

intercultural, professional, occupational and institutional contexts for teaching and learning"(p.

24), a call which echoes Kubanyiova and Feryok’s (2015) argumentin support of research which

captures ecologies of teacher’s inner lives possibly through a prism of "collective intentionality"

(p. 440). The importance of context has previously been pointed out by Basturkmen (2012), who

in her review of 17 studies comparingstated beliefs andpractice since 2000,including 13 doctoral

theses, found evidenceto suggest that "contextual factors" played an important role in "mediating

the relationship betweenteachers’ stated beliefs and practices" (p. 286).

Kubanyiova and Feryok’s (2015) and Borg and Alshumaimeri’s (2017) recent papers

suggest that enough attentionisstill not being given to "contextual factors". There does, however,

seem to be a key differencein their suggested focusses(initially at least) of future researchefforts.

While Borg and Alshumaimeri (2017) point out the importance of macrosystems, Kubanyiova

and Feryok (2015) place greater emphasis on microsystems and furthering understanding of

teachers’ inner worldsas starting point for learning about larger systems.In this regard, they

seem to be drawing much moreclosely on recent research into teacher narratives and identities:

The micro-perspective of language teachers’ inner worlds and individual

practices is embedded in the larger ecologies of workplaces, educational

systems, national language policies, and globalissues... all play decisive roles

in determining which of the teacher’s unobservable dimensionsare relevant at

an instant and over a career. (Kubanyiova & Feryok, 2015, p. 445)
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Ideally, of course, a study would in its findings refer to both macro- and microsystems and be

closer to an ecological approach. Though this study as originally planned was a conventional

"stated cognitions-observed practice design" (Kubanyiova & Feryok, 2015, p. 437) that aimed to

address the issue of convergence-divergence between participants’ cognitions about learner

autonomyandtheir practice, it has evolved in such a waythat the final investigation is closer to

a study of teachers’ ecological systems, a point which will be expandedonin section 2.4.

Upto this point, this chapter has established the background to the developmentof the

field of language teacher cognition, made clear what is currently understood about cognition

systems and discussed key terms.It has also covered different areas of research and commented

on current methodological concerns. The nextsection will provide a briefoverview ofmore recent

work in the field of language teacher cognition that is relevant to this study, explain the present

research paradigm andsituate the study withinit.

2.2.5 Recent research on language teacher cognition

In Applied Linguistics and its related fields, language teachers’ cognitions became a

major area of research after 1990 (Borg, 2006, Li, 2017). This has resulted in the generation of

more conceptsorlabels to describe teacher cognition oridentify it as being an influencing factor.

For example, in the last few years, work has been published onattitudes (Russell & Kuriscak,

2015); beliefs (Sadeghi & Abdi, 2015); cognitions (Baker, 2014); emotions (Aragao, 2011; Cowie,

2011); future selves (Kubanyiova, 2015); reflections (Demir, 2015); perceptions (Al Asmari,

2013); philosophies (Crookes, 2009); roles (Wan et al., 2011); and theories (Li, 2013) amongst

others.
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Research focusing on a particular aspect of language teaching (for example, grammar,

writing, communicative language teaching etc.) has also continued to grow and in a wide range

of areas. Clearly Borg’s (2006) fear that the proliferation of different terms would hinder

developmentin the field has not cometo pass, though some working in the field still voice fears

about the issue (Kubanyiova & Feryok, 2015). The many new additionsto the field of teacher

cognition research also draws attention to the limitations of Borg’s framework for studying

language teacher cognition (see Figure 2.2); notable omissions being "emotions" (Cowie, 2011;

Kubanyiova & Feryok, 2015) and teacher identity (Kanno and Stewart, 2011; Stewart, 2005).

This seemstoillustrate what Kubanyiovaand Feryok, (2015) argue is an issue with the top-down

approachthathas resulted in the "the mainstream language teacher cognition domain offer[ing] a

limited epistemological landscape for understanding cognition, [becauseit is] largely informed

by the cognitivist paradigm" (Kubanyiova & Feryok, 2015, p.436).

Clearly, Borg’s (2006) framework, though acknowledging "contextual factors" draws

little attention to "workplaces, educational systems,national language policies, and global issues"

(Kubanyiova & Feryok, 2015, p. 445). More crucially, it makes no attempt to show howthey

interact, nor to describe "the communities of practice in which teachers work" (Johnson, 2009,p.

10), all elements that undoubtedly affect a teacher’s cognitions. The alternative approach, as has

already been mentioned, is a bottom up ecological approach proposed by Kubanyiova and Feryok

(2015).
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Figure 2.2 Frameworkfor the study of language teacher cognition research
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2.3 The present research paradigm: dynamic, complex and ecological systems

An ecological approach to studying teachers, that seeks to retain the rich contextual

network within which the teacherlives and acts, reflects where teacher cognition research should

be going to remain relevant, according to Kubanyiova and Feryok, (2015). This view is shared by

Li (2017) who suggests a greater focus on the "investigation of teacher cognition-in-interaction"

(p. 33). These imply more qualitative approaches to researching language teacher cognition. At

the same time, Borg and Alshumaimeri (2017) have argued that quantitative research, particularly

large-scale surveys,still have their part to play. It is clear, however, that language teacher research

more generally has taken on a constructivist-interpretivist view ofteaching (Freeman & Richards,

1996) and greater attention to teachers’ inner lives (Kubanyiova & Feryok, 2015) and teacher

identities (Stewart, 2005) would put teacher cognition research in line with the prevailing trends

in language education. Socio-cultural theory seems to have had a big impact in fomenting this

change (Kubanyiova & Feryok, 2015). In other words, without undervaluing the importance of

teachers’ cognitions and their impact on practice, there is a move towards more sophisticated

attempts to capture the complex nature of relationships within which teachers’ cognitions exist

rather than "putting them in an almost adversarial relationship by abstracting them from the

context that binds them together" (Kubanyiova & Feryok, 2015, p. 438). Kubanyiova and Feryok

further explain how practices are understood, not as spaces in which reified mental constructs,

such as beliefs, may or may not be applied, but rather as "dynamic and evolving outcomes of

individual and communalacts of meaning-making" (Skott, 2015, p. 24 cited in Kubanyiova &

Feryok, 2015). Accordingly, studying language teachers’ sense making should be understood as

an interpretive activity, akin to research in sociolinguistics, anthropology,or cultural psychology,

whose aim is to gain a deeper understanding of how ecologies of language teachers’ inner lives
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[...] unfold in contexts of their practice. The researcher’s task lies not in eliciting cognitions, but

rather in "disentangl[ing] patterns in the teacher’s reengagement in other past and present

practices in view ofthe ones that unfold at the instant" (Skott, 2015, p. 24).

Burns, Freeman and Edwards (2015) suggest that we might already be in a dynamic,

complex systems ontology previously outlined in relation to language teacher cognition,

theoretically at least, by Feryok (2010). Certainly, the image of the researcher as a disentangler

of patterns fits much better into a framework that adopts a dynamic systems approach. This

research paradigm hasrecently gained attention generally throughout language learning research

as havingthe potential to capture the complexity and dynamicnature ofsecond languagelearning.

The growth in interest in dynamic systems theory seems to have developed at the same time as

concerns about the inadequacy of experimental methods that aims to identify a single variable

isolated from its context have cometo the fore, something that has also benefitted qualitative

research more generally (Larsen-Freeman & Cameron, 2008). (Also see Chapter3.)

Cross and Hong (2012) have shown how a dynamic systems approach canberealised in

teacher cognition research in their study of the emotions of two elementary teachers in a school

serving a high-poverty, high-minority population. Using Bronfenbrenner’s Ecological Systems

Framework (Bronfenbrenner, 1976) they summarised their findings in the following way:
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Cross and Hong(2012, p. 959)

Diagrammatically, it is easy to see the contextual richness and resulting advantages of an

ecological approach to gain a deeper understanding of competing pressures and contexts on a

teacher’s practice. At the same time, it seems to show how thecriticisms of stated cognitions-

observed practice research designs may be well-placed.

Thoughthe obvious weaknessofattempts to capture dynamic processesin static 2D form

is not overcome,the figure is notable for the amount ofdetail that frames and thus supportstheir

findings. Cross and Hong (2012) identify how their participants’ cognition is held suspended in

four larger systems (microsystem; mesosystem; ecosystem; and macrosystem). Moreover, in

identifying these greater systems, they can situate the participants’ cognitions in a deeper and
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arguably more personal narrative than more conventional teacher cognition research has generally

doneuptill now. Being personal, this narrative takes on a unique quality that drawsattention to

aspectsthat affect teachers’ cognitions, for example, culture, economics,politics and evenhistory,

that have been unexplored until now.

Cross and Hong (2012) is a particularly good example of how teacher cognition research

can shed light on as yet unexplored contexts in which teachers work, such as in socially

marginalised and under resourced environments (Kubanyiova & Feryok, 2015). For example, of

their two participants, one was an African-American whohadspentten years in urban low socio-

economic status (SES) schools and the other, who identified as Latina, "understood the struggles

of students...based on her experiences as a teacher and with family member whostruggled

financially" (p.960). They concludedthat the two teachers’ personal backgrounds and experiences

created a strong empathy between them andtheir high-poverty, high-minority students who made

up 90% ofthe student population. Both were highly committed, with strong beliefs in the potential

for their students to be successful learners; at the same time, Cross and Hongnoted that "Although

both teachers were similar in many respects, they differed in their teaching style" (p. 967),

reminding us of Breen et al.’s (2001) finding and showing the relevance of Kubanyiova and

Feryok’s call to study "collective intentionality" (p.440) and Borg’s (2006) call to study groups

of teachers rather than individuals. Cross and Hong’s finding that their teacher participants had

coping strategies that were embedded in their "pedagogical beliefs" and "well-developed

professional identities" (p. 966), that enabled them to continue to work in an under-resourced

school in a deprived area, shows the contribution that such research can make to the study of

language teachers’ cognitions.
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2.4 Situating this study

As wasnotedin the Introduction, learner autonomyhasnot featured greatly in the teacher

cognition literature and studies have mostly been surveys of teachers’ beliefs or cognitions

without any investigation of the surveyed teachers’ practices. The mostrecent study by Borg and

Alshumaimeri (2017) does show, however,that there has been an increasedinterest in examining

learner autonomy in conjunction with teacher beliefs.

Although the study reported in this thesis is not an ecological one, it might have some

legitimate claim to be working within its tradition. This claim is made on the basis that the

participant teachers’ lives and identities were incidentally capturedas a result of the qualitative-

interpretative research design that allowedteachers to elaborate on their classroom experiences

during interviews and in diaries. In other words, the participants, through recounting stories and

episodes abouttheir teaching, revealed in great detail the emotions, motivations and values that

affected how they taught in the classroom, many being unexpected factors, thus presenting the

researcher with a valuable opportunity to include these elements in the final presentation of the

case studies. By using Borg’s (2006, p. 283) framework (see Figure 2.2) as a guide, the initial

focus of the interviews was on knownfactors that affect cognitions like "schooling, professional

coursework, and classroom/contextualfactors". However, as the research evolvedit becameclear

that other factors were affecting cognitions, notably emotions, cultural connections, knowledge

about Japaneselearners and whatI have termed "professional cognitions" (see Chapters 5 and 7).

This madeit difficult to adopt a working definition of teacher cognition and instead Kubanyiova

and Feryok’s (2015, p. 441) position is adopted. They saythat "The conceptual scope of language

teacher cognition research cannot be fully determined in advance, but needsto be allowed to
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emerge (in light of researcher knowledge and experience) through the research process". Thus,

within the case study chapters themselves, each teacher’s uncovered cognitions will be outlined

andillustrated.

2.5 Language teacher cognition summary

This section has outlined the theoretical background and historical developments of

language teacher cognition research, which provides onepart ofthe frameworkfor this PhD study,

from the 1970s upto the present day. It has also shown waysin whichthe study is connected to

current concernsin thefield. In the next section, I will look at theories and research connected to

the other main focus of enquiry, which is language learner autonomy.

2.6 Learner autonomy

Over the past twenty years learner autonomy has become a mainstream concern of

language teaching, generating a vast amount of writing on the subject (for example, Farrell &

Jacobs 2010; Harmer, 2007; Hedge, 2000; Kumaravadivelu, 2003; Scharle & Szab6, 2000).Its

popularity with teachers has resulted in many collected volumes written by practitioners about

their classroom practice, especially in Japan (for example, Barfield & Brown, 2007; Barfield &

Nix, 2003; Skier & Kohyama, 2006; Stewart & Irie, 2012). Moreover,its strong connectionsto

communicative language teaching (CLT) (van Esch et al., 2002), learner-centred curriculums

(Nunan, 1997; Tudor, 1996), motivation (Ushioda, 2008, 2011) and good language learnertraits,

amongst other areas, has produced many cross-over studies (for example, Leaver, Ehrman &

Shekhtman (2005) on CLT and good language learners; Murray, Gao & Lamb (2011) on

motivation). In fact, it has been pointed out how learner autonomyhasbeenanintegralpart of the
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generalshift in language teaching from formulaic accuracy to communicative ability, and how

the two have developed in tandem (Littlewood, 1996).

It is also important to acknowledge that the concept of learner autonomy has origins

outside of language teaching (see Figure 2.4) and drawshistorical connections to the work of

Paolo Freire, Lev Vygotsky, John Dewey and the eighteenth-century thinker Jean-Jacques

Rousseau amongst others (Benson, 2011). Because of the volume of material written about a

popular concept, this review limits itselfto research into learner autonomyin language classrooms,

the majority ofwhich has taken place since 1981.

Figure 2.4 Major influences on the theory of autonomyin language learning

 
(Benson, 2011, p. 26)
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It has been pointed out that the developmentoflearner autonomyis a natural and inherent

goal for any educational endeavour(see, for example, Harmer, 2007; Little, 1995; Littlewood,

1996). This suggests that teachers who claim to foster language learner autonomy in classroom

practice might be doing so with no formal teacher training on the topic. Thus, their practice is

likely to be personal, uniquely influenced by their experiences and will not necessarily conform

to what might be considered orthodox practice in the field. The notion that learner autonomyis

naturally initiated by teachers in their practice has implications for this study. Oneis that using

only frameworks for developing learner autonomy,that appear in the literature to judge whether

a teacher’s classroom promotes learner autonomyornot, is problematic because a teacher who

has had no formal exposure to the discourse on learner autonomy may not obviously exhibit

practice that promotes learner autonomyasdescribed in research. Thus, in the absence of formal

learning on learner autonomy,the fullest understanding ofwhether a teacher’s classroom practice

supports learner autonomy can only be understood through discovering whattheir cognitions are

about the topic, and how those cognitions underpin their observed classroom practice. This

underlines the soundness of the methodology employedin this study (see Chapter3).

The next section starts by briefly defining learner autonomyasusedin this study before

describing various theoretical frameworks. It then describes roles teachers adopt and tasks they

use to promote learner autonomyin classrooms, before finally noting the impactof institutional

restrictions.

2.6.1 Defining learner autonomy

The majority of reviews of language learner autonomy mention Holec’s (1981) definition

that it is "the ability to take charge of one’s ownlearning", although it has often beencriticised
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for implying that autonomy is something that can be learned like a body of knowledge. Rather,

as Little (2007) argues, humansexhibit autonomyfrom birth,soit is in fact better thoughtof as a

capacity that can be developed. Thus, the goal in language teaching is howto develop,foster or

promote the capacity for autonomy.

Benson’s definition of autonomyas "the capacity to take control of one’s own learning"

(2011, p. 58) is the one adoptedforthis study. The advantage of capacity over ability is the sense

that it suggests a learner’s potential for development without them being held to rigid universal

markers of progress that are implied by ability. Benson, elaborating on his definition, explains

this well:

It is [...] assumedthatit is neither necessary nor desirable to define autonomy

moreprecisely than this, because control over learning may take a variety of

formsin relation to different dimensionsofthe learning process. In other words,

it is accepted that autonomy is a multidimensional capacity that will take

different forms for different individuals, and even for the same individual in

different contexts or at different times. (Benson, 2011, p. 58)

A loose definition then "establishes a space in which differences of emphasis can coexist"

(Benson, 2011, p. 61) and allows teachers in different educational contexts to adapt learner

autonomy to make it usable in their local conditions. Furthermore, as Kumaravadivelu (2003,p.

133) points out, highlighting its multidimensionality, "autonomy is a complex process of

interacting with one’s self, the teacher, the task and the educational environment". Therefore,

studies of learner autonomy musttry to understand the wider contexts within which teachers work

because these are likely to impact how the fostering of learner autonomyoccurs.In a similar vein,

Toohey and Norton (2003) arguing from a sociocultural perspective suggest that:
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readers [...] consider language learning as increasing participation in

communities of practice (Lave & Wenger, 1991), [and therefore] to understand

‘autonomy’not so muchas individualized performancebut associally oriented

agency, and to conceptualise ‘cultures’ as specific settings with particular

practices that afford and constrain possibilities for individual and social action

in them.(p. 59)

Those working from a sociocultural perspective might question whether autonomy, whenit

suggests an individual’s freedom ofaction,is ever possibleat all given the individual’s embedded

state in social structures (Benson, 2011). They would argue that an individual can only seek

greater agency not autonomyin their lives. This, Benson (2011, p. 45) suggests, emphasises "how

learner autonomyis socially conditioned and constrained", and stresses that an individual’s

autonomyis negotiated with other individuals within society and takes into account society’s

needs, a point that has been supported by othersin the field of learner autonomy (for example,

Little, 2007). Further discussion of the arguments over definitions of autonomy and agencyare

beyondthe scopeofthis thesis, although detailed accounts are given in Benson (2007) and Benson

(2011, pp. 45-49).

This thesis accepts the view that learner autonomyis "a multidimensional capacity that

will take different forms for different individuals, and even for the same individual in different

contexts or at different times" (Benson, 2011, p. 58). It is socially embedded and subject to the

constraints of the social context in which an individual learns or uses language. Asa result ofits

multidimensionality, studies of learner autonomy must be data-driven with priority given to

meaning asit is put forward by the participants (learners or teachers), rather than the a priori
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frameworksofbest practice as set outin the literature (Little, 1995), something the adoption of a

qualitative, interpretive paradigm in this study allows for.

In a nod to sociocultural theory, Benson points out that "it is ultimately through the

learner’s own agency that a capacity for autonomy develops" (Benson, 2012, p. 18), but this

requires "the consciousefforts of the learner" (Benson, 2011, p. 16). It is also a long-term process

though, and learners’ efforts can be supported and enhanced by language teachers who

simultaneously address both the capacity to learn a language and to use it (Dam, 2011; Little,

2007). The idea that learner autonomy equals learning on your own (Dickinson, 1987) has been

rejected largely becauseofthe strong influence of constructivist and socio-cognitive theories of

learning which highlight the importance of interdependentcollaboration in the development of

autonomy (for example Little, 1995).

The following is a short summary ofkey ideas about learner autonomyhighlighted in this

section:

¢ Autonomyis a capacity for a learnerto take control of their learning

¢ All humanshavethis capacity to varying degrees; it is an accepted goal of education with a

long history

* Itremainsa capacity ofthe learner but can be developed, fostered or promoted by teachers over

time

* The meaning of autonomy can change accordingto context;it is a flexible conceptthat allows

for local interpretations

* Autonomyis developed through interaction with others
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+ In language classrooms, learners’ increased capacity to learn a language and communicate

using the language are simultaneous goals of learner autonomy; they are "twosides of the same

coin." (Little, 2007, p. 26)

2.6.2 Operationalising the concept

Benson (2012), in defining autonomyas a capacity for learners to take control oftheir

learning, suggests it consists of three main components: "ability", "desire" and "freedom".

Teachers support the development of these components by helping their learners gain control of

three areas: "learning management", "cognitive processes" and "learning content", as summarised

in the following diagram:

Figure 2.5 Benson’s components of autonomy

Ability

control over
Learning

Management  
Desire Freedom

control over control over
Cognitive Learning
Processes Content

(Adapted from Benson, 2012, pp. 17-18)

Bensonexplainsthat:

the practice of autonomy canbesaid to consist in creating conditions that help

learners to: (1) develop mental and behavioural capacities to control their

learning (developing ability); (2) develop positive attitudes towards learning

and controlover learning (arousing and sustaining desire), and (3) make choices

and decisions abouttheir learning (creating freedom). It also consists in helping

49



to develop this capacity to control learning along the dimensionsof learning

management, cognitive processing, and learning control (sic. content?).

(Benson, 2012, p. 20)

Benson’s model suggests that the components can be addressed individually, allowing teachers

to emphasise just one of them in an activity (Littlewood, 1996). However, he also points out that

classroom practices that addressall three areas(i.e. the centre of all three circles) are where

autonomyis both strongest and most likely to be developed (Benson, 2012). In reality, classroom

practice is unlikely to ever only address a single area of control as there is considerable overlap

and interdependencyasillustrated by the interlocking circles.

Thetasks that a teacher might use to promote autonomywill be explained later in this

chapter (see section 2.6.5); however, here I give some brief examples of what is suggested by

"learning management", "cognitive processes" and "learning content". In terms of learning

management, a teacher might show learners how to make a study plan or introduce them to

opportunities to use the L2 (Benson, 2012). Learners who understand their cognitive processes,

including metacognitive knowledge can have more powerto influence the outcomesoftasks and

be more successful in doing them (Wenden, 1999). Thus, teachers can introduce processes of

reflection, specifically planning, monitoring and evaluation (Little, 2007), into the classroom to

raise awarenessofcognitive and metacognitive knowledge.Finally, giving learners choices about

the goal of learning and the forms of language to be learned is one example of how control over

learning content can be promoted (Macaro, 2008).
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2.6.3 Versions andlevels of autonomy

For teachers, learner autonomyin general seems moreattractive in theory than in practice

and underpinning many attempts to theorise the concept, has possibly been a desire to show

teachers how it can be done. This has led to the development of several versions and levels of

autonomy. (See Tables 2.1 and 2.2 for selected examples.) While versions show "ways of

representing the idea of autonomy" (Benson, 2007, p. 24), levels attempt "to operationalise the

notion that autonomyis a matter of degree" (Benson, 2007, p. 23). In other words, levels appear

moreclosely linked to how autonomycan be fostered in the classroom, whereas versions have a

greater theoretical focus and situate learner autonomy within a broader educational philosophy.

In reality the distinction is not alwaysclear-cut.

In this section, a brief discussion of different "versions" of autonomywill be followed by

one on "levels", the aim being to orient the reader to some of the theories which informed the

analysis and findings and the terms adopted in the chaptersthat follow.

Table 2.1 Versions of autonomy

 

 

Author Year Numberof Descriptions

versions

Benson 1997.3 "technical", "psychological" and "political" autonomy

Holliday 2008) 3 "native-speakerist", "cultural-relativist" and "social"

versions of autonomy

Kumaravadivelu 2003 2 "narrow" autonomyand "broad" autonomy

Oxford 2003 4 "technical", "psychological", "socio-cultural" (2 forms)

and "political-critical" dimensions of autonomy

Smith 2003.2 "weak" autonomyand "strong" autonomy
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Table 2.2 Levels of autonomy

 

 

Author Year Numberof Descriptions

levels

Littlewood 1996 3 autonomy as a communicator, autonomy as a

learner, autonomyas a person

Nunan 1997 5 "awareness", "involvement", "intervention",

"creation" and "transcendence"

Scharle & Szab6 2000 3 "raising awareness", "changing attitudes" and

"transferring roles"
 

2.6.3.1 Versions

Confusion over the meaning of learner autonomy has long been a characteristic of the

field (Benson, 1997; Littlewood, 1996) and various attempts have been madeto bring clarity and

unity to the issue without necessarily solving it. For example, Benson (1997) devised a three-part

model of autonomyconsisting of "technical", "psychological" and "political" autonomy. This was

developed by Oxford (2003, pp. 77-79) to include a socio-cultural perspective that recognised

interaction with others in a community of practice. Though recent research often refers to Benson

and Oxford’s frameworks, very few researchers seem to use them asthe basis for studying learner

autonomy (Borg & Alshumaimeri, 2017). As Borg and Alshumaimeri (2017, p. 2) explain, "while

this is important work,it is unlikely to be analogous to the more practical ways in which teachers

conceptualise learner autonomy". In other words,they suggest there is a gap between the work of

academic researchers and ofpractitioner-researchers that highlights the importance of making

howteachers conceive of learner autonomycentral to uncovering their autonomouspractice, as

in this thesis.

A more political version of learner autonomy was Holliday’s (2003) that argued

autonomy was a western concept that pinned negative traits on the disadvantaged learner, who

could then be rescued by discovering autonomy through their native speaker teacher. Questions
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aboutthe appropriatenessor applicability of learner autonomy to non-western settings have been

questioned by others (e.g. Pennycook, 1997; Schmenk, 2005), but criticism has largely been

rejected on the basis that autonomyhashistorically been found in cultures around the world, and

in practice it is adapted to local educationalsituations (Aoki & Smith, 1999; Benson, 2011; Borg

& Al-Busaidi, 2012a, 2012b; Borg & Alshumaimeri, 2017).

The recognition of autonomyas a flexible and adaptable concepthasled to versions of

autonomy which reflect these ideas. For example, Smith (2003) suggests "weak" forms of

autonomy focus on learner training because learners lack a capacity to exercise autonomy, and

learning is "determined by the teacher, syllabus and/or institution" (p. 132). On the other hand,

"strong" forms assume students have an existing capacity for autonomy that can then be

developedin collaboration with the teacher through activities like a negotiated syllabus.

Kumaravadivelu’s (2003) broad/narrow version is similar. He suggests that narrow

autonomy "maintains the goal of learner autonomyis to learn to learn" andtreats "learning to

learn as an endin itself" (Kumaravadivelu, 2003, p. 47). On the other hand, a broad approach to

autonomy makesthe liberation of the student the aim of developing learner autonomy thus

connecting it to more radical personal transformation on a political, social and economic level.

Like Smith (2003), Kumaravadivelu associates autonomy at the narrower ends of the spectrum

with learner training, particularly through better use of learningstrategies.

Becauseofthe prevalence of educational landscapes where teachers havelimited control

over what and how they teach (Benson, 2007; Crookes, 2009; Wedell, 2009), research most often

details classroom practice at the weaker or narrowerendofthe spectrum.Asa result, the explicit

connections between learner autonomy and political change or individual empowerment have

been weakened (Oxford, 2003; Ushioda, 2006). Narrow or weak pedagogies might also be less
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effective because ofthe marginal attention they appearto payto the different aspects ofautonomy

(Benson, 2012) or actually harm its development because learners do notfeel they are genuinely

in control of their learning (Dérnyei, 2001). On the other hand, Morrison (2011) notes how "for

manylearnerstheir primary goalis the learning of a language and not the developmentof learner

autonomy"with theresult that some "may decide that relinquishing a degree of control at one or

more stages of the learning process is an effective learning strategy" (pp. 4-5) suggesting that

learners themselves allow and might even prefer weaker or more narrowly autonomous

classrooms.

2.6.3.2 Levels

As mentionedearlier, unlike versions, a characteristic of levels of autonomy is how they

provide frameworks for teachers to use in classrooms. For example, Littlewood (1996) suggests

how a teacher can addressthree levels of a learner’s autonomy (as a communicator, as a learner,

and as a person). This, he argues, can be done by focusing on the knowledge, skills, motivation,

and confidence ofa learner’s autonomy as a communicatorand learner, something that leadsto

the learner’s autonomyas a person naturally developing.

In contrast, Nunan’s (1997) five level model presents a less holistic and more linear

progression.In the first two stages, "awareness" and "involvement", students are guided towards

a greater understanding of the purposeoftasks, their own learning preferences and given choices

about how they learn. There follow two more levels, "intervention" and "creation", in which

learners adaptor create tasks to suit their needs before they reachthefifth level "transcendence"

wherethey "begin to be truly autonomousbyutilizing in everyday life what they have learned in

formal learning contexts" (p. 200). Nunan emphasises the importance of the teacher’s guiding
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hand because few languagelearnersare already strongly autonomous. This pointis also taken up

by Scharle and Szab6é (2000), who suggest that learners will need to be made aware oftheir

responsibilities and then trained, before classroom roles can be transferred to them.

Whetherit is versions or levels, the literature generally characterises learner autonomy

as a positive interventionthat helps learners escape from an ineffectual, teacher-centred pedagogy.

However, it is not without risk for teachers who mayfind that learners, who are unfamiliar with

autonomyandhave different expectations of classroom learning,resist and rejectit:

Sometimes the slaves become enamoured oftheir chains and are reluctant to

accept freedom. Having teachers make all the decisions can become the

accepted and expected practice. So, if the students are given more scope for

self-determination, they may reject it and criticize the teachers who offer it.

(Farrell & Jacobs, 2010, p. 26)

Asa result, transitions to student-centred learning can be difficult and chaotic and may evenfail

(Breen & Mann, 1997; Brown, Smith & Ushioda, 2007; Dam, 1995) while teachers can cometo

considerlearners themselves as obstacles to the implementation of autonomouspractice in their

classrooms (Borg & Alshumaimeri, 2017).

2.6.4 The roles of the teacher

Attempts to foster learner autonomy require teachers to adopt more varied roles than

those required in a traditional teacher-led classroom focusing on the one-way transference of

knowledge (Dam,1995; Hedge, 2000; Voller, 1997). In the following section these new roleswill

be described.
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Theterm facilitator is often used to describe the teacher’s role in an autonomouslearning

environment because it reflects the general shift of the classroom towards a learner-centred,

collaborative environment (Dam, 1995; Macaro, 1997; Scharle & Szabo, 2000; Voller, 1997). A

designation asa facilitator implies that teachers are responsible for maintaining an environment

conducive to learners taking control by "cultivating a classroom dynamic that constantly lifts

them to new levels of effort and achievement" (Little, 2007, p. 24). They also manage and

coordinate events within the classroom,as Farrell and Jacobs (2010) explain "The teacher helps

orchestrate the collection of resources and organising experiences that will provide optimal

opportunities for learning as well as providing a structure for organising and making sense of

learning" (p. 55). At the sametime, thetitle of facilitator also suggests teachers are flexible and

skilful in a numberofdifferent roles. For example, Hedge (2000, p. 66) notes how in particular

group workactivity the teacher must be the "managerofactivity, classroom organiser, guide,

language resource, corrector of errors, monitor, [and] diagnoser".

How exactly a teacherfacilitates learning also dependson the classroom.Atthe stronger,

broader end of the autonomy spectrum the teacher-learner relationship becomes more

collaborative and mutually supportive (for example, Smith, 2003). However, in weaker or

narrower situations the teacher as a facilitator will have to create and maintain a learning

environment that allows learners to take control and responsibility for their learning, as Dam

explains:

weare talking about the development of autonomyin an institutional context.

Within these constraints, I see the development of learner autonomy as a move

from an often totally teacher-directed teaching environment to a possible

learner-directed learning environment [...] The task for the teacher in this

connection is two-sided. On the one hand,she has to makethe learners willing
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to take over the responsibility for planning their own learning, for carrying out

the plansand for evaluating the outcome. At the same time, she has to support

them in becoming capable of doing so. (Dam, 2011, p. 41)

Dam’s picture of the teacher reflects a common distinction, noted by Voller (1997),

between two facets of support the teacher offers as a facilitator: psycho-social support and

technical support (see Figure 2.6). For example, Hedge (2000) sees the teacher’s role as being to

promote positive attitudes and group cohesion so that collaborative work can be successful. On

the other hand, a teacher must manage the classroom environmentandteach strategies so that

learners become more responsible for their learning. Littlewood (1996) also notes the

psychological support a teacher gives learners, for example highlighting how they encourage

learners during communicative tasks to overcome their fear of making mistakes, and also

technical support such as the scaffolding of activities so that learners can achieve their goals.

Macaro (2008) argues that a teacher should help learners behavestrategically in order to reduce

the "risks of both error and incomprehensibility" (p. 60) when using the L2, suggesting how

psycho-social and technical support are often inseparable.
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Figure 2.6 Different types of support a teacher can offer learners
 

 

Psycho-social support

teachers’ personalqualities: e.g. being caring, supportive, patient, tolerant, empathic, open, non-

judgmental

teachers’ capacity for motivating learners: e.g. encouraging commitment, dispersing uncertainty,

helping learners to overcomedifficulties

teachers’ ability to raise learners’ awareness: e.g. "deconditioning" learners from preconceptions

about the classroom roles of learners and teachers

Technical support

Teachers helping learners organise their own learning: (e.g. planning, choose materials, setting

goals etc.)

Teachers helping learners evaluate themselves (e.g. throughself-, peer-assessmentetc.)

Teachershelpinglearners to acquire the necessary skills and knowledge(e.g. by raising awareness

of language andlearning,their learning styles etc. through learnertraining)
 

Adapted from Voller (1997, p. 102)

Therole of teachersin training learners to become more autonomousoften centres on the

teachingofstrategies (e.g. guessing unknown vocabulary, practicing saying wordsaloud, looking

for opportunities to use language andasking the help of others (Macaro, 1997, pp. 118-119) that

can make them more autonomous (Dérnyei & Murphey, 2003; Hedge, 2000;Little, 1995; Smith,

2003). However, training learnersin strategy use is less explicitly connected to autonomythanit

has been in the past (for example, Oxford, 2003; Uhl Chamot, Barnhard, Beard El-Dinary &

Robbins, 1999; Wenden, 1991) becauseit is now recognisedthat it is how learners combine and

use strategies, rather than the number they know, which is important (Chen, 2007;

Kumaravadivelu, 2003). Instead, the teacher’s role has becomeoneof facilitating activities that

more holistically develop learners’ autonomouscapacities (see section 2.6.5).
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While learner autonomyis built on the transference of control and responsibility to the

learners, Little (2007a) points out how "Learners cannot construct their knowledge out of nothing

[...] Teachers remain indispensable, both as pedagogues and as discipline experts" (p. 20). This

implies the unavoidable, and moretraditional, teacher role of policing rules and regulations on

attendance and other official policies as dictated by the institution; however, the term more

broadly includes the commitmentandself-regulation required to learn a language successfully

which learners might not have fully developed. Hence,it is a teacher’s responsibility "to intervene

whenherlearners’ choicesare leading them into a blind alley, and especially when they are failing

to set themselves optimal challenges" (Little, 2007, p. 23). Having knowledge ofwhat constitutes

an appropriate challenge for students is part of the other teacher role Little mentions, that of the

teacher as pedagogical expert.

Expertise includes both linguistic knowledge and pedagogical knowledge of how best to

engagelearnersin the tasks that will enhance their autonomy.Theliterature devotes a lot of space

to the latter, suggesting how the teacher must be actively engaged with understanding their

students, as Voller explains:

If we see learning as an interpretative process, in other words, if we believe in

the social construction of knowledge [...] the teacher will have to have a

profound understanding both of the discourse community that the learner

aspires to join, and of the discourse community from which learners come,if

the teacheris to mediate effectively between them. (Voller, 1997, p. 106)

Teachers who know more about their learners’ prior learning experiences, needs, goals and

interests can take on the mediator role of which Voller writes. As a result, they can create classes

that are relevant to learners and give them more choice and control over the learning content
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thereby increasing their autonomy (Cotterall, 2000; Noels, 2013). They do this by providing

learners with opportunities to reflect their true selves in the L2 rather than repeating the formulaic

languageofothers as found in textbooks (Macaro, 2008),and by helping learners understandtheir

ownbeliefs about language learning (Cotterall, 2000).

Having background knowledge of students is important because it is widely

acknowledgedthat learners are often not in a position to take on responsibility for their learning

(Farrell & Jacobs, 2010; Harmer, 2007; Scharle & Szabo, 2000; Smith, 2003) and asLittle

(2007a) points out "Few learners will arrive at their first class ready to take complete charge of

their own learning; for most, self-managementin learning will be something they have to learn,

to begin with by taking very small steps" (p. 23). Therefore, in order to promote autonomy, a

teacher’s role includes gauging learners’ existing autonomyandtheir readiness to further develop

it (Cotterall, 2000). The accumulation ofknowledge abouttheir students is ongoing and feedback

surveysor in-class discussions about tasks can help teachers to adjust their level of support and

provide activities to suit learners’ needs and interests (Noels, 2013, p. 28), and can also help

maintain a dialogue that resolves any issues (Farrell & Jacobs, 2010; Harmer, 2007).

2.6.5 Activities and tasks

As shown above, the role of the teacher in autonomouslearning environments is to

support, guide and encourage learners towardsgreatercontrol and responsibility in the classroom

and the achievementoftheir learning goals. This can be achieved through tasks and activities that

encourage learner involvement, learnerreflection and appropriate target language use, as will be

explained in the following section.
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There is some consensus on what type of activities might promote autonomy. Benson

(2012), for example, suggests that they are onesthat:

1. involve student preparation

2. involve an elementof student design

3. draw on out-of-class experience

4. involve independent inquiry

5. involve student-studentinteraction

6. use "authentic" materials and "real language"

7. involve peer teaching

8. produce multiple outcomes

9. involveself- or peer-assessment

10. are followed by reflection

All of these characteristics of tasks or activities either put greater onus on the learner to take

responsibility for their learning or give them opportunities to control aspects of the classroom.

A common theme, and one widely taken upin theliterature, is the importance of fostering

peerrelationships and using group workto increase cooperative learning skills (Farrell & Jacobs,

2010; Hedge, 2000). In group work, learners must work with other people both for their own

goals and for the success of the group, thus improving participation and collaboration (Breen &

Mann, 1997; Farrell & Jacobs, 2010; Macaro, 1997; Murphey, 2003; Scharle & Szabo, 2000).

This acknowledgesthe influence of constructivist and sociocultural theories on learner autonomy,

in particular the work ofLev Vygotsky who "assumedthat learning begins from the starting point

of the child’s existing knowledge and experience and develops through social interaction"

(Benson, 2011, p. 41). Little (2007a) similarly invokes Vygotsky whenhe notesthe crucialrole

of group work in learner developmentthat particularly focusses on target language use:
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The key to successful implementation of the principle of target language use

lies in the effective use of group work [...] Group work is essential becauseit

is only by working in small groups that learners can engage in intensive

interactive use of the target language - following Vygotskian principles, we

predict that language produced interactively gradually becomes part of the

individual learner’s internalised mental resources. (p. 25)

At onelevel group workis simply an efficient way for learners to use the L2 but it also lowers

risks when speaking and helps them evaluate both the comprehensibility of their speech and how

muchthey understand (Hedge, 2000).

Autonomouslearning environments also emphasiseactivities where learners investigate

their interests or plan their own tasks, and in which they can use "real" or "authentic" language

generated by them andreflecting their immediate needs (Littlewood, 1996). This gives learners

greater control and is empowering, because, as Macaro (2008) points out "Autonomyresides in

being able to say what you wantto say rather than producing the languageofothers" (pp. 59-60).

Thefinal two items on Benson’s list are assessmentandreflection that help students gain

greater control over cognitive processes because they become more aware of what they know,

whatthey do not know and howtheycan bridge the gap. This enables them to plan their learning

with appropriate goals and targets, giving them greater overall control and enhancing their

autonomy (Benson, 2012). Little (2007a, p. 20) notes that reflection is supported by "classroom

procedures that are participatory, proactive, communal and collaborative" and that incidental

reflection is naturally promoted when learners are involved in setting learning targets and

choosing materials, activities and tasks. However, he also notes the need to "embracereflective

intervention" and "supplementthe incidentalreflection that planning, monitoring and evaluating
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learning entail by an explicitly detachedreflection on the process and content of learning"(Little,

2007, p. 24). More explicit forms of reflection increase learners’ understanding of their own

cognitive and meta-cognitive processes. However,it is also generally assumedthatteachers will

need to train learners in reflection and self-assessment, because in conventional classroomsit is

always the domain ofthe teacher (Farrell and Jacobs, 2010).

2.6.6 Institutional influences

The previous two sections have suggested that learner autonomy requires teachers and

learners to embrace different roles while doing tasks that increase learner control and

responsibility. However, there are many perceivedbarriers to these changes occurring suchas the

level and attitude oflearners, the ability of teachers to teach in a way that promotes autonomy and

the restrictions of the institution (Borg & Alshumaimeri, 2017, La Ganza, 2008). As

Kumaravadivelu (2003) points out, "Autonomyis not context-free, that is, the extent to which it

can be practiced dependson factors such as learners’ personality and motivation, their language

learning needs and wants, and the educational environment within which learning takes place"(p.

134). The effect of the educational environment on learner autonomyis what the final section of

this review will now address.

Howteacherssee their roles and the activities which they consider to be beneficial to

autonomy will depend on their cognitions; however, as pointed out earlier (see section 2.2),

teachersare not always able to teach accordingto their cognitions. For example, teachers remain

authority figures in classrooms whorepresentand are responsible for institutional expectations as

stipulated/identified in the curriculum and syllabus and as policed by administrative oversight;

naturally these factors affect the extent to which autonomous modesoflearning can be promoted
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(Benson, 2012; Hedge, 2000, La Ganza, 2008). Benson also notes how too muchinstitutional

control can have a negative effect on learner autonomy if learners feel the decisions they are

offered "have few real consequences,or that they are being asked to take responsibility without

at the same time being offered genuine freedom" (Benson, 2011, p. 175).

On the other hand, Dam (2011), while acknowledging restrictive aspects of the

institutional setting, do not consider it incompatible with developing learner autonomy.Little

suggests that regardless of how prescriptive syllabuses and curriculumsare, there is always space

to be exploited for the benefit of promoting learner autonomy because "First, each teacher will

necessarily have her own understanding of the curriculum and her own approachto its delivery.

Secondly, whereas the curriculum itselfmay not be negotiable, how precisely its goals are pursued

certainly is" (Little, 2007, p. 24).

In other words, his suggestion seems to be that where teachers are naturally inclined towards

promoting autonomyit will emerge through their teaching; and additionally, that they have a

powerto tailor the institutional requirements towards greater learner control. Benson (2012)

alternatively draws an image of a teacher promoting autonomy almost as an act ofrebellion

againstthe institution, describing autonomousclassroom practice as "opportunist" and reminding

us that developing learner autonomyis not alwaysanofficially recognised educational goal, and

notes that "In practice, approaches to autonomyin the classroom tend to be opportunist — a matter

of doing what we [teacher-practitioners] can or, perhaps, what we get away with, given the

constraints under which we work"(p. 19).

Quite how teachers identify and interpret the space for learner autonomythat Little and

7mBenson suggest exists and the natureof this relationship between teachers’ "understanding of the
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curriculum"and their "approach" is something that this research hopesto shedlight on. However,

there is already some evidencethat the space they identify cannot always be exploited by teachers.

For example, in one recent study by Borg and Alshumaimeri, (2017, p. 16), using a survey to look

at teacher cognition and learner autonomy, found that their participants identified "curriculum"

factors (17.2%) as being amongst several obstacles that teachers felt prevented them from

promoting learner autonomy along with learner characteristics (64%), prior education (13.4%),

society (2.7%) and classroom management(1.5%). Moreover,as will be shownlater, other factors

such as concerns over continuing employment, can complicate to the point of destabilising a

teacher’s identity their attempts to mediate between their cognitions and the curriculum (see

Chapter 5, section 5.3.2).

In other words, attempts to promote autonomyin the classroom will be reflected in the

control that the teacher has overtheir teaching. This has been described in the concept of "teacher

autonomy", which,it is argued, is a natural and requisite counterpart to learner autonomy(Little,

1995). Teacher autonomy thoughhasgenerated a separateliterature in itself and further discussion

is beyond the scope of this thesis (see Sinclair, McGrath & Lamb, 2000).

2.7 Chapter summary

This chapter hassituated the research reported in this thesis by offering a review of the

most relevant literature on the two areas which this study focusses on: teacher cognition and

learner autonomy.

One of the most significant points that this chapter has highlighted is how important

context is to understanding both teacher cognition and learner autonomy andthat past research

may have been too narrowly focused on teachers’ cognitions. It has also shown how,while both
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fields have developed quite sophisticated organising schema and frameworks, teachers in the

classroom are actively engagedin interpreting events and this may lead to discrepancies between

how a teacher describes or explains their teaching to a researcher(ideal-oriented cognitions) and

how they actually teach in class (reality-oriented cognitions). This, however, is to be expected

given the dynamic nature of the classroom andthefact that the relationships which surround the

teacher that are always in flux. Aboveall, this literature review has shownthe potential for the

field to gain from studies which combine teacher cognition and learner autonomy, of which there

are a growing numberbut none to my knowledge using the methodologythat will be outlined in

the next chapter.
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Chapter 3: Research Methodology

3.1 Introduction

As already pointed out in the previous chapter, both teacher cognition and learner

autonomy are complex and dynamic conceptsthat in spite of their popularity as research topics

for the past thirty to forty years have resisted simple definitions (Borg, 2006; Woods & Cakir,

2011). Teacher cognition is also contextually specific "private mental work"that is "invisible to

outsiders and beyondthe reach of researchers" (Burns & Freeman, 2015, p. 585); while learner

autonomycan be understood as a series of observable behaviours that a teacher aims to encourage

in a classroom (Pekkanli Egel, 2009). These characteristics, as well as a desire on mypart to gain

a deep understanding of whatin a teacher’s life influencestheir practice leads to the choice of

qualitative case study forthis research.

Qualitative case study is a "research strategy" (Denzin & Lincoln, 2003) appropriate for

"a detailed examinationof... a single subject" (Bogdan & Biklen, 2007, p. 59) because ofits use

of multiple data collection methods that can generate rich and detailed data longitudinally (Duff,

2008; Flyvbjerg, 2011; Merriam, 1998; Richards, 2003). It also allows for flexibility in its design

that meansthe research plan can evolveiteratively during the research period in response to the

data (Denzin & Lincoln, 2011). Finally, there is an emphasis on studying the case in its context

so as to gain as full and complete a picture of the network of relationships which can impact a

subject (Duff, 2014; Flyvbjerg, 2011; Richards, 2011). These characteristics of case study make

it appropriate for the challenge of trying to tease out the relationships between teacher cognition

and learner autonomyasthey exist within my participants’ theoretical cognition systems and how

they are manifested in practice in order to answer my research questions (see Chapter1, section 1.2).
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This chapter begins by describing the research methodology and outlining the

characteristics and strengths of qualitative case study, in particular ones which only involve a

small number of participants like my own (see sections 3.2 and 3.3). Following that, the

participants andsetting for the study will be introduced. This section will include the reasons for

selecting the two participants who took part in the study and describe their teaching experience,

personal teaching philosophies and relationship to the researcher. Information about the

institution and language programme where they workedwill also be given in the hopeofcreating

"a unified representation of the object of study" (Richards, 2011, p. 214). After that the choice of

data collection methods will be explained (see section 3.5), before a discussion of the ethical

concerns connectedto this research and the measurestaken to protect the participants (see section

3.6).

3.2 Qualitative inquiry

According to Richards (2003,p. 10) "the broad aim of qualitative inquiry is to understand

better some aspects of the lived world". This is a view shared by others, like Berg (2007) who

emphasises the particular interest qualitative research has in "how humansarrange themselves

and their settings and how inhabitants of these settings make sense of their surroundings through

symbols,rituals, social structures, social roles, and so forth" (p. 8).Given these two characteristics

of qualitative research it comesas no surprise that Duff (2008, pp. 30-31) notes "the importance

of examining andinterpreting observable phenomenain context." Berg (2007, p. 9), makes the

additional point that the researcher’s aim is to "explore how peoplestructure and give meaning to

their daily lives... and examine how people learn about and make sense ofthemselves and others".
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This can be termed "the emic or insider’s perspective" (Merriam, 1998, p. 6). Because of the

researcher’s reliance on their participants to gain the insider view,it is important they are treated

ethically and respectfully (Radnor, 2001).

However,in setting out to understand the "lived world" qualitative research also accepts,

even celebrates, the lack of one single objective reality. In other words, as Stake (2005, p. 454)

makesclear, "knowledge is socially constructed". This account of knowledgeis shared by this

doctoral research which took place within a constructivist paradigm that Denzin and Lincoln

(2003) describe here "The constructivist paradigm assumes a relativist ontology (there are

multiple realities), a subjectivist epistemology (knower and respondent concrete understandings),

and a naturalistic (in the natural world) set of methodological procedures"(p. 35).

The co-construction of knowledge means that the methods for collecting data, the

execution ofthe data collection and the subsequentstorage, analysis andinterpretation of the data

are of enormoussignificance. Each stage is not simply of equal importance but reliant and

intertwined with each of the others. As Coffey and Atkinson (1996, p. 6) make clear, qualitative

inquiry is organic and ongoing "The processofanalysis should not be seen asa distinct stage of

research; rather, it is a reflective activity that should inform data collection, writing, further data

collection, and so forth". In other words, in the simultaneously occurring processes of data

collection and analysis the researcher is recognised as bringing their own subjectivity to

proceedings, something that can be controlled but not eliminated (Merriam, 1998; Radnor, 2001;

Stake, 2005) (see section 3.3.2). This subjectivity sets qualitative research in stark opposition to

quantitative research, whose "proponents claim that their work is done from within a value-free

framework" (Denzin & Lincoln, 2011, p. 8). Qualitative researchers on the other hand "stress the

socially constructed nature ofreality, the intimate relationship between the researcher and what
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is studied, and the situational constraints that shape enquiry. Such researchers stress the value-

laden nature of enquiry" Denzin & Lincoln, 2011, p. 8). While qualitative research seemsto take

on a distinct form whenplaced in opposition to quantitative research with its positivist paradigm

and preference for experimental methods, qualitative research remainsa site oftheoretical conflict

and is not exclusively associated witheither a particularfield or specific methodological practices

(Coffey & Atkinson, 1996; Denzin & Lincoln, 2011) implying its flexibility and potential

application to a variety of research endeavours.

Whatis clear is that qualitative research has, since the 1990s, become hugely popular in

social science (Denzin & Lincoln, 2011) and mainstream in applied linguistics (Duff, 2008, 2014;

King & Mackey, 2016; Richards, 2003), something that Richards (2003, p. 8) notes in the field

ofTESOL mayhaveoccurredin reaction to experimentalstudies that "are not designed to explore

the complexities and conundrumsof the immensely complicated social world that we inhabit".

The needofresearchers to closely investigate practice might also have spurred many of them to

pursue alternative research methodology, while the "transformative potential for the researcher"

of qualitative research makeit suitable for language teaching (Richards, 2003.p. 9).

However, qualitative research has also been subject to criticism. One of several major

criticisms (along with others like a lack of validity, rigorousness, and generalisability, issues

which will be addressedin section 3.3) that has traditionally been levelled at qualitative research

is that it is less valuable than quantitative research because ofits inherent subjectivity. As has

already been pointed out though, it is argued that qualitative research is better at capturing

complex multi-faceted phenomenonthat have more than single variable. Additionally, Richards

(2003, p. 9) points out how qualitative research contributes to a "community ofpractice" (Lave

& Wenger, 1991) because "we [practising teachers] can draw strength from our shared
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understandings and experiences". This view ofthe contribution that qualitative research can make

is something to whichthis thesis aspires.

3.3 Case study

Case study has been variously described as a research method (Yin, 2009); a research

strategy (Denzin & Lincoln, 2003); a type of research design and analysis (Duff, 2008); as "an

umbrella term for a family of research methods" (Adelman, Jenkins & Kemmis, 1977 cited in

Bell, 1999, p. 10); and as either "a set of procedures commonto different types of research or as

a distinct approachin itself" (Scott & Usher, 1999, p. 87 cited in Richards, 2011). This plethora

of similar but distinct definitions reflects the point made by Merriam that case study is "used by

many people in many different ways to mean many different things" (1998, p. xiii). Consensus

does exist, however, on its strong association with qualitative research traditions, although not

exclusively so (Yin, 2009), and there have been calls for more mixed methodscase studies(e.g.

Flyvbjerg, 2011). In applied linguistics, case studies are "usually associated with interpretive

qualitative research" (Duff, 2008, p. 35) having been used extensively to understand learners,

teachers, classrooms, educationalinstitutions and language policies (Duff, 2014).

Stake (2005)tells us that "case study is not a methodological choice, but a choice ofwhat

is to be studied"(p. 443) and this highlights the central concern of case study, which is the subject

of study (Richards, 2011; Yin, 2009), because "understanding the critical phenomenon depends

on choosing the case well" (Stake, 2003, p. 151). Flyvbjerg, (2011, p. 306) also points out that

"generalizability of case studies can be increased bythe strategic selection of cases".

Whateverthe choice of subject to be studied, cases must be "bounded"and as a complex,

functioning unit should, through intensive investigation, provide rich detail and depth often over
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long periods of time (Yin, 2009), a factor which suggests case study’s suitability for research of

ecological or dynamic systems (see Chapter 2, section 2.2.5). A further connection to these

system-basedresearch ontologies is that in case study the unit of study is observed in context, the

variables of which the researcher must capture both in the research processandalsoin thefinal

written document that then allowsthe reader to fully understand andinterpret the case (Flyvbjerg,

2011; Merriam, 1998; Richards, 2011; Stake, 2003; Stake, 2005; Yin, 2009;). In this way, Merriam

(1998, p. 30) points out that case studies are "heuristic", a view presumably supported by Yin

(2009, p. 188) who comments that the reader of an "exemplary case study ... can reach an

independent judgment regarding the merits of the analysis". In order for the reader to be in such

a position as outlined by Yin above, care must be taken in the reporting of case studies and the

writing needs "to be persuasive and provide compelling but sound arguments and evidence"(Duff,

2008, p. 193). It must also "describe the case in sufficient descriptive narrative so that readers can

experience these happenings and draw their own conclusions" (Stake, 2005, p. 450).

Despite their popularity, for some the legitimacy of case studies as data sourcesisstill

open to question (King & Mackey, 2016, p. 223) and the negative judgementof case studies is

often not helped by the opaque or vague way in which methodological issues are written up

(Richards, 2011). On the other hand, Duff (2014, p. 233) notes how in the field of applied

linguistics case study "has contributed substantially to theory development, generating new

perspectives or offering a refutation or refinement ofearlier theories".

A successful case study will allay any suspicions about legitimacy by employing a range

of techniques and strategies that demonstrate the rigorousness of the whole research processthat

underpins the final report (Coffey & Atkinson, 1996; Dérnyei, 2007). In order to be rigorous,

King and Mackey (2016) argue that case studs should have credibility, transferability,
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dependability and confirmability (Denzin and Lincoln, (2011) agree though they use the term

"trustworthiness"instead of credibility). Definitions of the terms are given below:

Credibility — e.g. established through prolonged engagementin the field

Transferability — e.g. purposeful sampling and low inference, thick description

Dependability — e.g. triangulation

Confirmability — e.g. via practiced reflexivity

(King & Mackey, 2016, p. 217)

Stake (2005, p. 454) places particular emphasis on the importance of triangulation in order to

achieve credibility because apart from helping to "clarify meaning [and] verifying the

repeatability ofan observation or interpretation" it also showsthe case from different perspectives

andrealities thereby reducing therisk of incomplete or biased representations (Coffey & Atkinson,

1996; Nunan & Bailey, 2009; Richards, 2003). Richards (2011, p. 213) gives more practical

insights into how rich data set and therefore effective triangulation might be achieved. He notes

the importance whenplanningresearch oforganising the data effectively in some kind of database,

and the value of a journal "as meansof getting to grips with the data".

It is hopedthat the rigorousnatureofthis research will be apparent throughoutthis thesis.

Thesections that follow, together with Chapter 4, will attempt to provide a thorough account of

the way in which the research was approached and the participants chosen (see section 3.4) and

also the mannerof data collection, analysis and interpretation (see Chapter 4). It will also show

the importance of reflection (Richards, 2011) and participant-checking (Dérnyei, 2007; Yin,

2009) in driving the case study to this final account and how alternative readings and

interpretations were considered, challenged and ultimately put to one side.
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3.3.1 Defining the case in my case study

The choice ofparticipants in case study is recognised as being of paramount importance

(Duff, 2008; Stake, 2005) if the "significant particularity" of a case is to be uncovered (Richards,

2011, p. 219). Stake’s (2005) advicehereis practical but revealing about the essenceofcasestudy.

Researchers should:

choose that case from which we feel we can learn the most. That may mean

taking the one most accessible or the one we can spend most time with [...]

Sometimesit is better to learn a lot from an atypical case than a little from a

seemingly typical case. (p. 451)

Within applied linguistics, as Duff (2008, p. 114) points out, single case studies are "primarily

based on opportunistic convenience sampling" which means "people in one’s social network",

something that resembles what Stake (2003, p. 152) calls the "purposive sample" which seeks

"variety" while "acknowledging opportunities for intensive study". This was the approach |

adopted andthis research was conductedin the institution where I workedfor the practical reasons

cited by Duff (2008): namely, that familiarity aids access to the site of study and participants and

simplifies issues around informed consent, while potentially allowing for longer access and

therefore potentially deeper and more interesting data to be gathered.

Myfocus on teacher cognition naturally suggested the teacher as the unit of study, and

myresearch involved two "native speaker" teachers of English who were teaching the same

course within the same university in Japan (see section 3.4). Each teacher could be considered a

separate, clearly "bounded"case (Richards, 2011; Stake, 2005; Yin, 2009). While the similarities

of their teaching circumstances meant A and B were comparable, they also represented unique
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belief systems that sat within distinct and contrasting networks, as will be explainedlaterin this

chapter (see section 3.4.1).

Yin (2012) underlines how using theoretical concepts to inform the design of a case study

can enhance the chance of its success and a thorough review ofthe literature on both teacher

cognition and learner autonomy had occurred prior to starting this research. Based on the

identified gaps in the literature A and B were chosenasparticipants because it was believed that

they would be able to provide insights into their cognitions about learner autonomyin tertiary

education in the Japanese context and the mannerin which they fostered it in their teaching (also

see section 3.4). In this sense, this study is an "instrumental case study" in that "the case is of

secondary interest, it plays a supportive role, and it facilitates our understanding of something

else", in my case, how learner autonomyis realised in practice in a Japanese university. At the

sametime though,it exists in "a zone ofcombined purpose" because my desire to learn about my

participants’ cognition and belief systems meansit can also be described as an "intrinsic case

study" whereby "one wants better understanding ofthis particular case" (Stake, 2005, p. 445).

By choosing to study two teachers within my institution who taught similar courses to

me,I wasclearly also, by default, adopting therole of participant-observer, a commonfeature of

case study research that originated in ethnographic studies (Richards, 2003). In simple terms,in

order to get maximum exposureto the field, the researcher worksin the institution where the case

is being studied. Described as "insider research" by Brannick and Coghlan (2007), they argue for

its validity and usefulness in terms of easier access, greater understanding and the ability to

managethe politics of the landscape.

Asin this case study, when the researcheris central to the collection, interpretation and

final presentation of the data, the theoretical background and experiential insights that the

IE



researcher has can bring value to the research and final thesis that might not be visible from an

etic perspective (Brannick & Coghlan, 2007; Duff, 2008; Stake, 2003; Strauss & Corbin, 1998).

However, there are dangers associated with beinga participant observer (Labaree, 2002), the most

significant of which is "taking for granted the sorts of beliefs, attitudes and routines that the

researcher needs to remain detached from in order to observe and describe" (Richards, 2003, pp.

14-15). As Duff (2008, p. 131) points out, "the researcher may be seen astoo close to the case to

see things differently ... to consider alternate explanations".

However, these issues, which reflect more general issues with validity in qualitative

research (Maxwell, 2002), can be mitigated by full disclosure and acknowledgement of the

relationships within the research and explanations of the reasons for key decisions being taken

(Duff, 2008). Issues with descriptive and interpretive validity can be respectively overcome

through the use of suitable and comprehensive methodsto collect data (e.g. recording devices in

addition to field notes) and a commitment to understand "the perspective and categories... from

an emic rather than an etic perspective" (Maxwell, 2002, p. 48) that is followed through. In

addition, the risk of bias and researcher assumptions can be reduced by techniques such as the

use of a research diary, respondent feedback on analysis (Dérnyei, 2007), and reflexivity about

the researcher’s relationship to the research that in the final thesis will show "congruency of the

theoretical perspective, methodology, and method" (Jones, Torres & Arminio, 2006, p. 124).

3.3.2 Single participant case studies

Criticisms of case studies with single or small numbers ofparticipants has often been

connected to the perceived importance of generalisability (Flyvbjerg, 2011). However, while

debates about whatpart generalisation plays in the general aim of qualitative research continues
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(for example, Stake, 2005; Yin, 2009; also see Richards, 2011, p. 215-6) the aim of my study is

not to produce theory or make grand claims about teacher cognition and learner autonomy. In

keeping within the constructivist-interpretive paradigm that underpins this research, one that

accepts a "tolerance for ambiguity" (Stake, 2005, p. 453) and acknowledges multiple realities and

the construction of knowledgethat refuses a single objective truth (Denzin & Lincoln, 2003; Duff,

2008; Richards, 2003), I recognise that the two cases presented here remain contextually specific

and local to the Japanese tertiary environment.

However, this is not to say that the study cannot aid other researchers in the areas of

teacher cognition and learner autonomywhile building onthe existing body ofknowledge in each

area. In particular, by choosingto investigate the learner autonomycognitionsofjust two teachers,

but over an extended period of time and including observations of their practice, I believe this

pair of casestudies also contributes to recent calls for more exhaustive investigations of teachers’

lives (Kubanyiova & Feryok, 2015).

Though primarily viewed as instrumentalcase studies, both A and areofintrinsic value

with A in particular shedding light on unique and underrepresented groupsthroughheridentity as

a female, bilingual "native speaker" teacher, whois also existing at the margins of the profession

as a part-time teacher. B is much morerepresentative of English teaching professionals at the

tertiary level in Japan althoughthe influence of his language learning experiencelater in life and

the lack of influence he credits professional teacher education exerting on his teaching practice

suggests ways in which Borg’s (2006) model of teacher cognition could be redrawn.

Aboveall, the in-depth study of both participants in this research drawsgreater attention

to and further highlights the importance of the personal, situated, and sheer variety of knowledge

and experience that teachers accumulate throughouttheir professionallives in the construction of
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their cognition and the belief systems that inform their classroom practice. In this sense, my

research follows on from Elbaz’s (1983) seminal study on teacher thinking that also had just a

single participant.

More generally, in the field of education and applied linguistics / language teaching

single-sample case studies are common and accepted (Golombek, 1998; Tsui, 2003). As Duff

(2008, p. 35) points out, in applied linguistics "the "case" ... has usually been the individual

languagelearner, teacher, speaker, or writer" (see, for example, Schmidt, 1983). Furthermore, as

Duff (2014) notes:

Important early second language (L2) case studies (e.g., Hatch, 1978; Schmidt,

1983; Schmidt & Frota, 1986; Schumann, 1978) often examined linguistic and

interactional aspects of L2 development (or lack of development) in a single

case. Predominantly linguistic single- or multiple-case studies are still being

conducted.(p. 234)

In sum, unlike large-scale quantitative studies whose goal is generalisation, in seeking out rich,

thick description, out of necessity qualitative case study focuses on the study of small or even

single populations. As Merriam (1998, p. 238) reminds us "The most important point about case

studies to keep in mindis that they are richly descriptivein order to afford the reader the vicarious

experience of having been there", something I hope to achievein the chapters that follow.

Far more important than the numberofparticipants is the choice of participant. Having

shownin this section the type and aimsofthe case study, in the next section I will introduce my

participants and show whyI believed they had potential to offer insights on teacher cognition and

learner autonomythat could answer myresearch questions.
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3.4 Participants

In this section I will provide descriptions of the two participants who took part in the

study, explain our relationships and address connected issues of power. I will also give details

about why the participants were deemed suitable for the research and my previous interactions

with them.Finally, the section will end by describing the students, coursesandinstitution.

3.4.1 The teachers

Both teachers were working in the sameinstitution and teaching the same courses as me

illustrating the opportunistic, convenience sampling approach (Duff, 2008) that I took when

choosing them. As colleagues and also friends, there was an existing bond oftrust and mutual

support for each other that madepractical issues of access and ethics easier. As well as discussing

our classes and teaching when we were together on campus, wealso socialised off it as well.

Moreover, both participants had each been interviewed by me for other research and the mutual

enjoyment felt during the process gave me confidence that they would be willing and open

informants about their teaching experiencesif invited to join my doctoral research.In fact, A had

suggested that she wanted to be involved in more research and so was an obvious choice as a

participant.

The information in the descriptions that follow pertains to the situation in April 2011

whenthe main collection of data began.

3.4.1.1 Teacher A

I had first met A when I began teaching at the university four years before I began this

doctoral research and we had developed a close friendship through discussions of school work

79



but also other non-work issues. We also metsocially outside of the university. Though she was a

part-time teacher and I was a contract teacher with arguably a higher status and more secure

working conditions, this gap was not something I had any concerns about as I was not connected

to decisions about A’s future numberofclasses and so on. Plus, as mentioned above, she had told

meofher willingness and desire to be involved in future research. While it was true that I was

coordinating one of the courses she was teaching, this was an educational role that consisted of

explaining the contents of the course and orienting teachers around the textbookat the start of the

semester. Beyondthat, the role had no real authority. As will be explained, however, issues of

powerrelations could not be so simply dismissed, although I do not believe they significantly

affected the outcome ofthe research (see section 3.4.2).

A wasin herearly 50s and had been teaching English at university for 24 years. She was

born in Japan to a Japanese mother and Swiss father and so had grown up speaking German and

Japanese before learning English at an International School whereclasses were taught in English.

Thoughshe wasa balancedbilingualin terms of her spoken language, as she admitted, her ability

to read and write Japanese was weakerthan her English. And though she had spent almost all of

herlife in Japan, she was teaching courses that were designated as being for "native speaker"

teachers, a label that she would reveal in interviews she wasnot entirely comfortable with.

ThoughI had not envisaged at the beginning that A’s own language learning experience

and her dual cultural identity would play such an importantrole in her cognitions and classroom

practice, over the course of multiple interviews it became clear that it did. This indicates not

simply the importanceofthese other, but often overlooked, aspects of teachers’lives, but also the

importance of working with participants in depth and over extended lengths of time in order to
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uncoverthe fullest possible picture of their lives (Borg & Alshumaimeri, 2017; Kubanyiova &

Feryok, 2015).

A worked at two universities over four days a week. She had two degrees, both from

American universities and while her undergraduate degree was in childhood education, her

Master’s degree — generally the minimum qualification required to teach at Japanese universities

— wasin Performance Arts: Dance and Composition. Simultaneously while working as an English

teacher, A had a career asa professional dancer teaching and performinginternationally. This was

one reason whyshe remaineda part-time teacher becauseofthe flexibility it allowed her to pursue

her dance commitments.

While committed to teaching and her students, A had never been involvedin any kind of

professional development in terms of language teaching. She was not a member of any

professional organisations and had neverpresented or published, though she had created her own

classroom materials showing how sheidentified herself as a practitioner not a researcher (see

Appendices 7-12). Though her other commitments to dance might have dictated why she chose

to remain outside the research discourse community,it also reflects the nature of English teaching

in Japan throughout the 1990s where being a native speaker with a master’s degree was enough

to get a job, and manyteachers saw teaching as a means to earn money while living in Japan

rather than as a vocation (see Hawley Nagatomo, 2012).

Given the existing personal bondthat A and I hadprior to the research and the extended

period wespent talking together in interviews,it is hardly surprising that aspects ofA’s personal

life also entered the dialogue. In particular, at the time of the research A’s son wasat university in

Japan and she drew parallels between him and her students (see Chapter 5, Extract 5.29).

Furthermore, her experience of being a mother in Japan meant that to an extent she could draw
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on her knowledge of her students’ prior learning experience. As will be shown, being able to

empathise with her students seemed to give her confidence about her practice and on many

occasions during interviews she showed howhercultural knowledge of Japanese students and

their behaviour had been instrumental in developing her cognitions and teaching practice (see

Chapter 5, Extract 5.42).

3.4.1.2 Teacher B

I had first met B while studying in the same Japanese language class about two years

before I started teaching at university. Illustrating the importance of acquaintance networks in

securing work in Japanese universities, we both got jobs at the same university at about the same

time thanks to another person we studied with. We both worked part-time for one year before

getting five-year limited-term contracts, so in terms of our work status we were equals.

B wasin his early 40s and had been teaching English at university for 6 months. Prior to

that he had been teaching English conversation in a private language school for five years. He

was white British and had grownupin the UK where he had completed his undergraduate degree

in Geography and had an MLitt in International Security Studies. After a short period of time

working in the UK hehadtravelled around Australia and New Zealand before deciding to come

to work in Japan. At the time of the research he was studying for an MA in Applied Linguistics

and TESOLthrougha British University via distance learning. He was also a memberofthe Japan

Association of Language Teaching (JALT) and had some experience of presenting and writing

research. At the end ofthe academic year (March 2012) in whichthe research took place, B moved

to a similar job at another private university in the area (hereafter New University) Though he

still had one year remaining on his contract at Old University, he applied a year early because, as
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he explained, there were manyjobs being advertised and he believed he would have a good chance

of getting another limited term contract position. In spite of his new job, we remainedin close

contact with each other, enabling the collection of additional data at his new job.

As I had also worked in the private language school industry prior to working at

university and, being of the same nationality, we had a lot in common. Wehadalso previously

done somejoint research and presented ourresults togetherat international conferences; moreover,

wewere bothinterested in pursuing academiccareers beyondthe five-year contracts that we were

on, and so also had shared ambitions. One of B’s strengths was materials development and he had

written a paragraph writing and presentation booklet that was part of the Communication and

Writing 1 (CW1) course which wasobservedin this research (to protect his anonymity, a copy

has not been includedin this thesis; however other materials can be found in Appendices 13-20).

Unlike A, B wasfarlesslikely to talk about events outside of the classroom or institution

in relation to his teaching. Though clearly very dedicated to his classes and teaching his students,

he could appear detached and in one interview describedit as "just a job". In other words, unlike

for A, for B there was a clear separation betweenhis personal life and his job that, in interviews

at least, he was able to maintain. The only exception washis adult language learning experience

of Japanese that he often referred to when empathising with his students’position as learners.

3.4.2 Research relationships

Research undertaken in the researcher’s place of work carries its own ethical concerns,

most notably that ofpowerrelations, and the researcher should attempt to separate any potentially

conflicting roles (Oliver, 2003), though how practical this is in reality is questionable (Garton &

Copland, 2010). It must also be rememberedthat powerrelations are complex and exist on many
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planes such as gender, age and race (Charmaz, 2006). Every attempt was madeto anticipate any

issues before they arose but as my relationship with each participant changedovertime I also had

to react and respondin a sensitive way, as I outline below.

The most obvious powerrelations requiring sensitivity were our professional ones. As I

explained above, while B and I both in terms of our experience and positions were equal, A was

far more experienced than me and yet in a less secure andstable position as a part-timer, even

though this was a choice she had made. However, they were both aware that I had no poweror

authority in terms of giving or taking away classes or sanctioning their teaching in any way and

showedno reluctance to taking part whenI first invited them.In fact, unlike some other colleagues

whoclearly were uncomfortable with the idea of me observing them, A and B were neverless

than enthusiastic participants.

In each of the two projects that I had previously worked on with A and B,and in the

doctoral research as well, I had madeit clear that I was interested in learning more about what

they did from the point of view of a neutral observer. In other words, I made clear that my role

was non-judgemental and I would notlabel their actions as being good or bad.I also outlined my

ownideas about teaching, such as a belief in its on-going development and there being no one

correct way. In addition, I was very clear about the aims and the subject which I wasinterested

in, so both A and B were aware that I wasinterested in learner autonomy. Being up front in this

way can be problematic if teachers under observation try to create the type of class that the

researcher wants to see (Borg, 2006). This was something I considered before explaining my

research aims. On balance, I decided that because my participants were also friends and I could

explain very clearly that it was important I saw how they taught normally, and also because they

had no reason to want to show me anything otherthan their usual way of teaching that being open
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with them would not cause any significant problems. Furthermore, because I had cometo

understand that neither knew very much aboutthe research literature on learner autonomy I

judged that they would notactually be able to changetheir teaching style to show an ‘autonomous’

class.

Though I am confident neither A or B changed their classes in any significant way

because I was observing them,it is impossible to say this with 100% certainty. However, the

longitudinal nature of the study was probably advantageousasthere is a difference between one-

shot observation and observation over time (Dérnyei, 2007) with the former much morelikely to

generate an observereffect than the latter where familiarity is likely to result in more relaxed and

"normal" classroom behaviour both on the part of the teacher and the students. By observing for

a whole semester, I felt that the potential for my presence to affect my participants would be

reduced. Another advantageofthe classes that I had chosen to observe wasthat both teachers had

taught them before, and so I imagined that they would already have patterns of activities and

teaching plans andfeel underless pressure being observed while teaching them.

Bythe time of writing up this research the professionalrelationships between myself and

A and B had changedsignificantly. I had gained a tenured promotion which resulted in me not

only being responsible for the courses that A taught but also scheduling her classes every year. B,

after a few yearsat a different university, which offered an unexpected extra opportunity to study

his practice, had returned to take a tenured role like mine, and although we were equals, the two

more years that I had spent in the role gave me a degree of seniority. In spite of these changes,

because they occurred at least two years after the semester during which most of the data was

collected it seems fair to say that there was probably nosignificant effect on the final outcome.

Certainly, our personal relationships have remained the same.
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Powerrelations though are often hidden below or obscuredbyofficial signs and attempts

to maintain order (Foucault, 1979). And while on the surface my relationship with A seemedstable

and unproblematic, it became clear over time through the interviews that in fact A was only too

aware of her weak position asa part-timerin the institutional hierarchy. In particular, she saw the

full-time contract teachers — even though they werealso limited term, they had a guaranteed salary

and other benefits — and the tenured professors as being at a distance from her and of holding

more powerandprivilege. This sense of distance and hierarchy wasreinforced by the fact that

there were separate offices for tenured professors, contract teachers and part-time teachers and A

regularly complainedthat she did not see the people whoran the courses she taught andfelt distant

from them.

A also worried about the numberofclasses she received year to year because being paid

per class this would directly affect her income and explained in Interview 3 how an encounter

with a tenured professor had led her to want to quit working:

Extract 3.1 (A Interview 3)

A: Well I wanted to quit because erm myposition there even thoughI'm part-time I've been there

for so long so in some waysI knowa lotof the full-time people and you know thingsare not that

fair sometimes you know but maybethere is some kindoftrust I've been there a long time never

done something horribly bad andI think that I've been isshokenmei [serious; dedicated] teaching

but I was very upset when my numberofclasses erm or the numberofclasses minused from my

schedule which wasonly one

R: Right

A: Was compared to another part-timer or other part-timers whose classes were subtracted by

maybethey had half oftheir classes taken away andI felt that erm the teacher actually she wasn't

even aware that she was doing this but it was she was playing around with the the livelihood of

those people because part-timers and full-timers they all have to make a living and somepart-

timers you knowit'sit's like they're they're the household bread winner and I I felt very sensitive
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aboutthe position ofthe part-timer. I felt like because this teacher wasa tenured teacher she didn't

really understandthat (you know) somepeople have to come to maketheir money I meanifyou're

tenured you work more you you haveto be there more but you don't really have to worry about

your monthly you know andsoit wasn't that I was upset about myself but I was nanka kabatteiru

you know kabau [feeling protective of part-timers] erm the position of the part-timer felt very

low that she could feel like she could say to me oh you don't have to worry only one class was

subtracted from your work you know other people lost half as though she wastelling me she was

lucky

R: Right

A: ButI feel like there might you know nakama[relationship between colleagues] right and and

then abovethat I didn't feel comfortable to fight her there

R: Right

A: because I wasafraid that if I becametoo like aggressive there that it could make me lose some

classes or something andso it's almost like power harassment

R: Right

A: Except she didn't know (laughs) and yeah I was very uncomfortable.

Ofcourse, in my contract position I was a part of the group whodid not have to worry

about my monthly salary; I was also unable to address or solve any of A’s issues and yet her

willingness to share this amountof detail with me about her concernsperhapsillustrates how she

trusted me and saw the research process as something insulated from work and thus a safe space

in whichto talk about her concerns. As my responsesin Extract 3.1 show,I tried to remain neutral

while being an active listener or interviewer (Holstein & Gubrium, 2004). On the other hand,

there were many occasions where this neutrality was broken and sometimes A asked questions

during interviews because I mightbe in a position to shed somelight on something that she as a

part-timer could not understand or felt she was not privy to information about. Or, vice versa, I

might ask questions about something that wasnotstrictly connected to the research, so each of us

at different times chose to break the barrier between research and work.

At times like this it was very clear to me that within the interview our roles were
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continually changing, but it was not exclusively under my control — though I had the interview

questions, I was not always the interviewer. In other words, the interviews were co-constructed

(Mann, 2011; Richards, 2003; Talmy & Richards, 2011) and while primarily we aimed to be

researcher and participant, at other times we becamecolleagues sharing trivial information or

gossip as ourrolesshifted (Garton & Copland, 2010) or A would cast meas an official authority

figure with access to knowledge she did not have migrating my role from interviewer to her

insider informant. As Extract 3.1 shows though,in interviewsthe intervieweeis not necessarily a

powerless or objectified other. And in telling the story in Extract 3.1 there seems to have been a

cathartic effect which further illustrates the way in which interviews can be mutually beneficial.

Myawarenessofthe flux of my relationship with A and B grew during the research and

this, along with the writing down of thoughts and processes in my research diary, allowed me to

negotiate the various challenges associated with the interviews sothat they remained rigorous and

ethical. Certainly, while in different circumstances the various turns which the interviews took

might have been opento challenge and might have been inappropriate, in this case it would have

been wrongto ignore our existing relationships and so wheninterviews took a more casualturn I

wasrelaxed about this happening.

In termsofgaining access to the widerresearch site, as a memberofthe university where

the research took place, securing access was straightforward. There were no formal procedures

for getting approval to do the kind of research at the institution. However, I discussed what I

wanted to do with one of my immediate supervisor’s — a tenured professor working in the same

faculty as me — and she saw noissues with what I proposed.
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3.4.3 The context

Theinstitution where the research took place wasa large private university in the Kansai

region of Japan. The students were not English majors, but were still required to take four English

courses overtheir first two yearsat university. These courses were Listening, Reading, CALL and

Communication and Writing (CW). Figure 3.1 shows how the CW courserelates to the other classes

with both A’s and B’s classes labelled "B CW1".
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Figure 3.1 Overview of courses
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Communication and Writing was taught by native speaker English teachers, while the other three

were taught by Japanese English teachers. Each class was 90 minutes long and met once a week for

15 weeks. Generally, class sizes were around 30 students per class with roughly two thirds male

students.

A, B and myself had all taught the CW courses for several years and so were familiar with

the materials and the textbook. A tenured professor wrote the syllabus (see Appendix 1) and chose

the materials to be used in the course. These consisted of a discussion textbook /mpact Issues 2

(Longman)(see Appendix 2 for an example chapter) andthe self-published writing and presentation

booklet that B had written specifically for the course.

As suggested by the course name,the focus of the class was on communication and writing.

It was intended that the communication part would be facilitated through use ofImpact Issues 2 and

studentpresentations. The writing goals were for students to complete two academic paragraphs.
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The textbook units, the two paragraphs and the student presentations were clearly stated

requirements on the syllabus (see Appendix 1).

Though the teachers teaching the course were required to follow the syllabus, it was also

understood that they had flexibility to arrange the required tasks into their own timetable of study

for 15 weeks. They were also free to add their own materials. In commonwith the departmentas a

whole there was very little oversight of what each teacher did and it was possible for a teacher to

teach their class for 15 weeks without ever talking to another colleague or coordinatorofthe course.

The classes of A and B that I observed wereoffirst-year students in the spring semester. In

other words, the students had just begun their university lives. The classes were divided into three

levels based on the TOEIC Bridge scores which the students had taken in the orientation week:

UpperIntermediate (UI), Intermediate (IM) and Pre-intermediate (PI). Both classes that I observed

wereat the IM level.

For each teacher, I observed the same CW class every week for a semester, althoughit

wasnot possible to observe B’s final one ofthe fifteen classes. In addition, after B moved to New

University (see section 3.4.1.2) four further observations took place ofa first-year course called

"English Oral Communication A" (see Appendix 21 for the syllabus) that also used a textbook

but crucially with less fixed requirements gave B much greater freedom to decide how to teach

the course.

3.5 Data collection methods

Typical of qualitative case study research, as outlined above, data collection methods

were chosen becauseoftheir suitability to uncovering rich and useful data about the case (Bell,

1999). Given the focus of this study on teacher cognition, a largely hidden phenomenon,and the
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fostering of learner autonomy, an observable classroom phenomenon, the choice of semi-

structured interviews and classroom observations as the main methods of data collection will

hardly be surprising. To supporttriangulation and allow the participants a voice to commentfreely

on their classroom practice, participants also completed a diary after each observation. Finally,

artefacts such as materials, handouts, official documents and so on were collected in order to

provide as great an insight into the case as waspossible.

In this section, each of the data collection methodswill be outlined along with the reasons

for choosing them.

3.5.1 Interviews

Teachers’ cognitions being "invisible to outsiders and beyondthe reach of researchers"

(Burns & Freeman, 2015, p. 585) are typically investigated through interviews (semi-structured

or stimulated recall) or surveys, this being seen as an effective way to tease out the complex

networkofbeliefs, attitudes, assumptions, conceptions, principles, thinking and decision making

(Borg, 2006).

Given the small numberofparticipants and my focus on the particular of the case rather

than generalisability, semi-structured qualitative interviews were chosen. These are widely

favoured by researchers working within the qualitative paradigm ofsocial science research (Berg,

2007; Robson, 2002), within case study (Duff, 2008; Yin, 2009) and specifically within language

teaching research (Dérnyei, 2007; Nunan & Bailey, 2009; Richards, 2003). Moreover, their use

in language teaching, in particular with research focusing on beliefs and experiences of

participants, is growing (Mann, 2011; Robson, 2002; Talmy, 2010; Talmy & Richards, 2011). The

main reason being that they can generate and capture detailed information that can lead to
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volumesofrich data (Holstein & Gubrium, 2004).In addition, interviews are familiar occurrences

(Dornyei, 2007) and so can appear to be straightforward and approachable for interviewer and

intervieweealike, although their simplicity can be deceptive.

Unlike surveys, the presence of the interviewer to guide the conversation and follow-up

on aspects of the participant’s responses as they occur reduces the risk of misunderstanding

becauseclarifications can occur immediately, and more importantly the research is driven forward

because hunches and new insights can be investigated at the time. While these are clear

advantages, there are unintended consequences with interviews sometimes going beyondthe pre-

agreed time and simultaneously generating lots of data that needs to be transcribed and organised.

This is possibly the biggest disadvantage of using interviewsas a data collection method.

Less structured interviewsalso mean greater analytical challengesas the interpretation of

the results becomes more complex the more openthe interviews are (Dérnyei, 2007). Modern

technology meansthatit is assumedinterviewswill be recorded and transcribed, something which

wasdone, thereby preserving the descriptive validity and enhancing the interpretive validity of

this research (Maxwell, 2002).

In educational research, interviews are often "acquaintance interviews", in which both

parties "have a prior relationship" (Garton & Copland, 2010). In such cases where both parties

appearto be comfortable it is easy to ignore powerrelations but the interviewer must be mindful

of the possible effect these may have on the answers being given and avoid exploiting their

participants (Oliver, 2003), something that I developed a much greater awareness of as the

research took place (see Chapter 3, section 3.4.2).

Criticisms of interviewsas lacking validity have been convincingly challenged as the idea

oftheir active co-construction has gained greater recognition (Charmaz, 2006; Garton & Copland,
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2010; Holstein & Gubrium, 2004; Mann, 2011; Rapley, 2006; Talmy, 2011). Issues remain,

however, and while interviews are sometimes considered as "professional conversation" (Kvale,

1996, p. 5 in Richards, 2003, p. 50), they also require the developmentofa sensitive interviewing

techniquethat is "focused on drawing from the speaker the richest and fullest account possible"

(Richards, 2003, p. 50). Chamaz (2003) argues that interviewing overa period of time as opposed

to "one-shot" is also important in the development of a "relationship with respondents in which

they can cast their stories in their terms" (p. 275). I interviewed each of my participants at least

four times overseveral years and sofeel that on this count the data presented here have a particular

strength. (See Table 4.1 for the full summary ofthe data collection.)

While a popular data collection tool, Talmy and Richards (2011) note how the interview

process has suffered from being under theorised. One issue, for example, is that too often only

the interviewee’s part in the interaction is recorded in final documents (Mann 2011) and this can

lead to decontextualised and potentially inaccurate interpretations. While issues of space mean

that judicious excision of parts of interviews is inevitable, in the chapters which follow I have

endeavoured to provide extracts from the interviews which recognise the part I played in them

and not reduce the voice ofmy participants to disembodied quotations.

3.5.2 Observations

Today, classroom observation, which first emerged as a tool in teacher education

(Allwright, 1988), is commonplace and seen as essential to researchers’ attempts to understand

language teaching andlearning (see Borg, 2006; Dornyei, 2007; Nunan & Bailey, 2009; Richards,

2003). Richards (2003) suggests that observation exists on a continuum from open (e.g.

participant observation)to closed (e.g. using observation schedules like COLT), although Johnson
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(2009)hasidentified a paradigm shift within teacher research "from observational studies ofwhat

teachers do to ethnographic descriptions based on observation, description, and interviews with

teachers about why they do what they do" (p. 9), a movementthat this research fits comfortably

within. In making the connection between observations and interviews Johnson makes the point

that an observer’s understanding of what is happening in the classroom cannot be complete

without supporting explanation from the teacher, something echoed by Duff (2008, p. 142) who

lists the following points for case study researchers to consider when planning to undertake

observation:

° Whattheir focus will be in the observations, besides the caseitself

° Howbestto record the observed behaviours manually and mechanically

° Whatkinds of information will be lost if audio- or videotaping [filming] is not permitted

° Over whatperiod of time and what schedule the observationswill take place

° Howresearcherswill elucidate participants’ perspectives ofthe observed actionsat a later

point

. Howthey will analyse and use the observational data in the study

Onthefirst three points, the focus of the study was on the teacher and their classroom actions and

so the observations were recorded on a small digital MP3 recorder that was placedfor all to see

on the teacher’s desk at the front of the classroom. Luckily there were no issues with either audio

recording orfilming, the purpose of which wasclearly explained to students before thefirst (or

relevant class in the case of filming). The quality of the microphone was such that some

conversations between the teacher and students when away from the desk wasalso audible.

For A’sclasses I wasable to sit in the classroom and took field notes at the back or side

depending on how she had set up the classroom. Unfortunately, because I was teaching at the

sametime as B’s class, I could not observe B’s classes in person. However, on two occasionsI
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was able to video record his classes to get a sense of how the classroom was set up and B’s

behaviour whenhetaught. It was unfortunately not practical to film B’s class every week.

Because I was familiar with the CW course andits three-part structure: discussions,

paragraphs andpresentations, I felt that observing the whole semester of classes would present

the most accurate picture of each teachers’ teaching and show methe most about the way they

fostered autonomyin their classrooms. Because of the small numberofparticipants this seemed

feasible as well.

Onthe fifth point, ideally, after each observation I would have spoken to each teacher to

clarify points and get them to comment on the class. However, schedules meant that this was

impossible so instead it was decided that each participant would keep a weekly diary that was

based on some prompts I gave but allowed them to add their own comments (see Appendix 3).

Prior to the observations beginning, it had already been agreed that there would be a longer

follow-up interview at the end of the semester.

Onthe final of Duff’s points, a decision wastakenearly onto try to construct a framework

of each teacher’s cognitions about learner autonomy from the interviews before looking at the

classroom observations for evidence ofthem. Observations could also show unspoken cognitions

about autonomy and allow meto experience and documentthe classroom learning environment

which might have affected how it was fostered. Thus, the transcriptions of interviews took place

before that ofthe observations. However, by watching and reading about A’s class and by listening

to the recording of B’s class and his commentary on it every week while the data collection

process was occurring, in the tradition of qualitative research, I could refine and develop my

understanding of the case even while continuing to collect data (Coffey & Atkinson, 1996;

Merriam, 1998). Given the volumeofdata generated it was always envisaged that there would be
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a much longer, more involved period of data analysis after the observations had been completed.

However, the weekly contact with my data allowed me to make spontaneous decisions such as

adding to the diary prompts which I did to capture different insights into the classroom process

(see Appendix 3).

Observation is an important counterpart to interviews because while interviews can show

the way a teacher constructs their cognition, we also know that teachers are sometimes unable to

explain their beliefs or thinking or are unaware that how they actually teach is different to how

they think they do (Freeman, 1996a). Borg (2006) who is a strong proponent of classroom

observation in the study of cognition for the same reasons as Freeman notes how "it provides

direct evidence of behaviour, is (in theory) non-interventionist and allows large amounts of

descriptive data to be collected" (p. 227). Again, the potential for large amounts of data is also the

major disadvantageofobservation asit all needsto be transcribed and analysed. However, though

undoubtedly time-consuming and tiring, computers today are so powerful as to allow for the

storage and organisation of data in such a way as to lighten the burden for the qualitative

researcher, even if the actual analysis remains the purview of the humananalyst.

An obvious issue that can compromise the use of classroom observations as data

collection tools is the presence of the observer (or their recorder), which might affect the

behaviourofthose being observed (Dérnyei, 2007; Duff, 2008; Nunan & Bailey, 2009). Because

I knew both A and B I anticipated that observation would pose no problemsfor myparticipants.

In the case of the students it was hoped that they would become used to mypresence in the

classroom, something that did appear to be the case as towards the end of the semester some

would say hello to me when they cameinto the classroom.
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3.5.3 Diaries

Reflective diaries are useful tools for researchers, teachers and learners and have formed

the basis for many studies in language teaching research (Borg, 2006; also see Nunan & Bailey,

2009, p. 296 for a list of research based on teachers’ diaries). A key advantage of diaries is that

"they produce a wealth ofinteresting data and are relatively simple to administer" (Bell, 1999,p.

153). In mystudy, they were a form ofself-report data that offered teachers a chancetoreflecton,

elucidate and explain their thought processes underlying events in the classroom. Importantly in

the case ofA, it gave her a voice which allowed her to seek reassurance or commentin particular

whenthings went wrongor doubts began to surface.

To help teachers focustheir diary entry on issues that I considered germaneto mystudy,

each week they were asked to respond to a series of prompts, in the form of questions (see

Appendix 3). While Participant A wrote and emailed me her diary, Participant B preferred to

record his orally after which I listened to it and transcribedit.

3.5.4 Artefacts

Case study drawson a variety of sources in order to construct an image of the case for

the reader and a wealth of information is contained in written documents (Bogdan & Biklan, 2007;

Yin, 2009). Those collected for this research can be divided into two groups:official documents

and teacher-created documents.

The official documents collected for this research included the syllabuses from both

observed courses, textbooks and self-published course booklet that was distributed to all students

(see Appendices 1, 2 & 21). These documents were useful to understand the extent to which

learner autonomy wasseenbytheinstitution as a goal of the course and neither in fact make any
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mentionofit, although they do include phrases which indicate some expectation that students will

take responsibility for their learning.

The teacher-created documents were any handouts or additional materials that A and B

provided to their students. While B created his on a computer and sent them to me by email, A’s

were written by hand and so I collected photocopies from her each week during the class (see

Appendices 7-12). These were useful in showing how learner autonomy wasseen as a goal by

each teacher and howtheytried to foster it in their classroom teaching.

3.5.5 Research diary

Reflecting both the length of time that this doctoral research has taken but also the

unparalleled changes in technology over the past six years, my research diary that started as a

handwritten written booklet has become the recording of notes on my I-phone. For the bulk of

this research, however, my research diary has mainly consisted of a word document to which I

add entries chronologically at the top (see Figure 3.2).

Silverman (2005, cited in Dérnyei, 2007 p. 161) notes that research diaries are places to

record the following:

I observation notes about experiences

D2 methodological notes about how and whatkind of data were collected

3: theoretical notes describing hunches, hypotheses and ideas

4. personal notes containing feeling statements (satisfaction, surprise, shock) and

other subjective comments

Additionally, I also used my research diary to keep a record of secondary research that I

had read, and record plans that helped me manage time and assess my progress, particularly
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during the analysis stage. It was also cross-referenced by date with my annotated bibliography

that I maintained simultaneously, and which offered another place where my thoughts about A

and B’s cognitions and observedpractices could be recorded and confirmed(see Figure 3.3). The

diary also proved an invaluable record of the process of data analysis that, having taken place

over four years, was convoluted and irregular. At times when I returned to research after weeks

or months away from it, the final diary entry was the only link I had to where I was and could

sometimesreturn meto the point I had been interrupted, thus saving metime andeffort.

Figure 3.2 Research diary extract
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Figure 3.3 Annotated bibliography extract

 

Bygate, M. (2005). second languageabilitiesexpertise. Johnson,(Ed.).
Expertise in second language learning and teaching, (pp. 104-127),
Basingstoke: Palgrave Macmillan. [2012/03/xx]

Calderhead, J. (1983). Research into teachers’ and student teachers’ cognitions:

Exploring the nature of classroom practice. Paper presented at the annual
meeting of the American Educational Research Association (Montreal, Canada,

ril 11-14, 1983).
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3.6 Ethics

"Qualitative researchers are guests in the private spaces of the world. Their manners

should be good and their code of ethics strict" (Stake, 2003, p. 154). As Stake makes clear,

researchers must put the needs and rights of their participants above all else throughout the

research process, something the growing powerofInstitutional Review Boards has emphasised

in the past decade (King & Mackey, 2015). While I hope to have achieved the highest standards

in doing this research, all activities were also approved by the Aston University LSS School

Research Ethics Committee. As pointed out in section 3.4.2 though a similar body did not exist

at the university in which this study took place, permission was sought from a tenured professor

whogaveverbal approvalfor the research providing no students in the class objected.

Before data collection began in April 2011 both participants signed an informed consent

form, which drew on ideas from Oliver (2003). This form detailed the scope and purpose ofthe
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research, explained about anonymity and data protection andclearly stated the right to withdraw

from the research at any point. It also included a tentative observation schedule and detailed the

other sources of data that I wished to collect such as diaries and class materials (see Appendix 4).

Before the observations began student permission for the observations to take place was

received verbally and the purpose of the tape recorder was explained to them. It was also placed

on the teachers’ desk pointing towards the teacher and wasvisible throughout the wholeclass.

While every effort is being madeto act ethically, issues will always remain. As Richards

(2011) points out, in case study with small numbers it may be possible to identify participants in

spite of the researcher’s best efforts to protect them. However, on this point the issues were

discussed with A and B during the process of participant checking.

3.6.1 Storage of data

Secure and effective storage of data is primarily an ethical issue connected to the rights

of the participants to have their identity and the data that they provide to the researcher protected

(Berg, 2007). As others point out as well though (for example, Dornyei, 2007; Richards, 2011),

effective storage of the data also contributes to the rigour of the research undertaking, especially

when large and complex data sets are involved.

All interviews and classroom observations were recorded on a portable MP3 recorder and

transferred as soon as possible to my computer, which was password protected. The MP3 player

was then wiped clean. Similar procedures were followed for video when used. Backupsoffiles

were kept and secured in the locked desk drawer of my office that was at first communal and

shared with other teachers, but later individual.
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Documents such as classroom handoutsetc. were organisedinto files and similarly stored

in my office. In order to keep track of documents it was necessary to label them; however, rather

than using the real names of myparticipants the letters A or B were used. Though giving the

participants pseudonymswasconsidered during the writing up it was decided that A and B, which

had been used consistently throughout the whole research wasclear and probably protected the

participants’ identities better than a name. Further details about the organisation and storage of

the data can be found in Chapter4, section 4.4.1.
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Chapter 4: Data Collection and Analysis

4.1 Introduction

The credibility of qualitative research relies to a great extent on the clear and open

recording of the way in which the research wascarried out. In other words,it is not simply about

the findings, because without a rigorous approach to data collection and analysis these are

potentially devalued (Denzin & Lincoln, 2011; Duff, 2014). As explained in Chapter 3, proof of

credibility, transferability, dependability, and confirmability underpin the value of a qualitative

case study and can be achieved through procedureslike triangulation, the effective organisation

of data within a database, and using a journal (Richards, 2011). In this chapter, it will be shown

how eachofthese was achieved.

The chapter will begin by documenting the different phases in data collection and

discussing any issues that occurred. It will then continue by documenting how the data were

analysed by showing examples of the processes involved that produced the final interpretation.

4.2 An overview of data collection

The data collection for this thesis can be roughly divided into four periods as shown in

Table 4.1.

Period 1: Discovering myresearchinterests

Period 2: Main phaseofdata collection forthis thesis

Period 3: Supplementary data collection

Period 4: Clarification and confirmation

In the following section, each phase will briefly be described with key decisions being
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explained. It is hoped that, by providing a narrative for the way in which this research project

evolved overtime, clarity will be brought to the account that will help the reader understand why

decisions were made and how challenges were overcome. Apart from showingthe rigorousnature

of the thesis, this account will also support its credibility, through documenting my prolonged

engagementwith both participants in a systematic and carefully designed form.It will also show

the dependability of the research through the variety of sources that supported efforts to

triangulate the data, which will be discussedin section 4.4.

Though the bulk of the classroom observation data, diaries and other artefacts were

collected during one 15-week semester (April-July 2011), the interviews spanned a much longer

period. There were also some observationsthat fell outside ofthe 15 weeks following the decision

to observe B at New University after he moved there in April 2012 (see section 4.2.3).

Observations there took place in May and June 2012. In the following table "remote observation"

indicates an observation which was audio or video recorded but without the researcher being

present; "classroom observation" indicates the researcher waspresent.
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Table 4.1 Phases in data collection

 

Date Teacher A Teacher B Notes

Period 1: Discovering my research interests
 

 

Spring 2009 Interview 1 Interview | Initial interviewsas part of a

joint research project on

teachers’ beliefs and

classroom management.

April 2010 2 remote observations 2 remote observations Observationsaspart of an

individual research project.

Not includedin this research.

June 2010 Interview 2 A asked aboutlearner

autonomy.

 

Period 2: Main phaseofdata collection forthis thesis
 

April 2011 Interview 3 Interview 2 B asked aboutlearner

autonomy.

April-July 2011 15 classroom 14 remote classroom

observations; 15 observations; 15

participantdiaries; participant diaries;

classroom materials; classroom materials;

July 2011 Interview 4 Interview 3

 

Period 3: Supplementary data collection

February 2012 Interview 5
 

May 2012-June 4 remote classroom

2012 observations; classroom

materials; 4 participant

diaries

Summer 2012 Participant checking Participant checking Prior to the submission of the

doctoral course Qualifying

Report.

September 2012 Interview 4

 

Period 4: Clarification and confirmation

April 2013 Interview 5

June 2013 Interview 6

Autumn 2016 Participant checking Participant checking

 

 

4.2.1 Period 1: Discovering myresearch interests

The origins of this whole project can be found in my desire to do educational research

activity that began after I started work at university in Japan. As educational research was
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completely new to me I teamed up with two colleagues and we begana study ofteachers’ beliefs

about classroom management systems based on questionnaires and interviews. In retrospect,this

could be describedas a pilot project; althoughat that time I was not planning on following upthat

work.I had not done anyresearchpriorto this and so in terms ofmy developmentas a researcher

this project was instructive because not only did I learn about different data collection methods

and analysis but I also discovered the kind of research I wanted to do. It was for this project that

I first interviewed A and B andbeganto develop an interviewing technique and codingpractices.

Shortly after working with my two colleagues, I decided to try something on my own

concerning learner autonomy. Similarly, it involved interviewing teachers, but rather than

developing a questionnaire from the interviews I decided to undertake classroom observation,

because I had beenstruck by the importance of doing so by Borg (2006) amongst others. Because

of timetable clashes, in person observation was not possible, so remote observation was done.

Several colleagues self-recorded their first class of a new academic year for me from which I

made summaries of key episodes that provided the basis for a follow-up interview. These also

provided a means for comparing the cognitions and practices of the participants.

During this time, my understanding of the concept of learner autonomy developed

through engagementwith teachers in their classroomsand theliterature. It became clear to me

how complex teachers’ behaviours are and how their attempts to impart knowledge to their

students are embeddedin their practices; it is not simply what teachers say to their students but

how they act, the systems they use, the activities they choose and their attitude in class. It also

becameclear how current classroom activities are filtered through past experiences.

Aand B bothtook partin this first independent research project. This was helpful because

it added to my growing understanding of their cognitions but also because it showed methat both
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would makeinteresting cases from which much could be learned (Stake, 2005). Following

discussions with my supervisor it was agreed that the interviews (A: Interviews 1, 2 and B

Interview 1) I had obtainedpriorto officially beginning this doctoral research could form part of

the dataset, providing my participants agreed, which they did.

4.2.2 Period 2: Main phaseof data collection for this thesis

Oneofthe great dangers for a novice researcheris to collect too much data that becomes

overwhelming when it comesto the analysis (Dérnyei, 2007; Richards, 2003). Based on myprior

research experiences and Simon Borg’s (2006) comprehensive volume on teacher cognition

research, I had made some key decisions about my research which, I hoped, would maximiseits

usefulness to answering my research questions (see section 1.2) while remaining a manageable

undertaking. These were as follows:

I I would focus on a small group of teachers because I could manage the data more

effectively and build closer and deeperrelationships with myparticipants.

Ds I would work with teachers in my owninstitution to ease access and, because I was in a

full-time teaching position, I needed to balance my time.

3 I would work with teachers who I had already successfully worked with in my prior

research because I already had background information about them and a significant amount of

data.

4. I would collect data intensively over one semester because this would allow for

comparison of the teachers and their teaching.
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Following the completion of the informed consent form in which I outlined my rough

timetable for collecting data (see Appendix 4), I interviewed both A and B prior to the

observations taking place. While there is a danger in revealing the purpose of a study becauseit

can lead the participants to produce the class that they believe the researcher wants to see (Borg,

2006), there is also an ethical obligation to be honest and opento participants about the purpose

of the research. In the event, issues of representation were taken out of my hands because I had

already made myparticipants aware of myinterest in learner autonomyin our previousinterviews.

However, given both participants’ unfamiliarity with the area (see Chapter 5, section 5.2 and

Chapter 7, section 7.2) and our successful previous collaborations and close relationship,I judged

the possibility of them changing their classroom practice during the observations to be minimal.

Myrelationship with both wasalso subject to continual reflexivity as described in Chapter3.

All researchis subject to compromises. Oneofthe biggest I had to make wasusing remote

observation as I was unable to observe B’sclassin person as I was teaching at the same time. This

meantthe loss of nonverbal aspects of the classroom interactions (Dérnyei, 2007). However, my

previous experience of audio recordings of classes had shown methat it would be effective in

capturing enoughdetail for the purposes ofmy research. In addition, to understand how setthe

class up and his general demeanour, he was videoed twice. I was able to listen to each audio

recording soonafter it was recorded, and made a point of doing so in orderto be able to compare

A and B’s classes. Doing this, as well as transcribing the data, led to insights while generating

new questions and allowed for improvements to be made to the data collection process (see

Extract 4.1).

In the case of A, I was able to observe her classes in person. These were also audio-

recorded, while I took field notes on my laptop at the back of the room. This enabled me to makes
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notes about the set up of the classroom, the weather, the number of students who werepresent

etc., information that during the analysis proved helpful as A sometimes referred to these

background elementsin her diary. I collected A’s materials at the end ofthe class. Because I shared

an office with B we generally met at some point during the week when he would give me copies

of any materials he had used. He also emailed medigital copies.

As Coffey and Atkinson (1996) point out "The process of analysis should not be seen as

a distinct stage of research; rather, it is a reflective activity that should inform data collection,

writing, further data collection, and so forth" (p. 6). In being continually exposed to the data

during the semester I was already "sense making" (Schiellerup, 2008) by interrogating what it

meant; for example, why A and B chosecertain activities, how the activities they had chosen

connected to their stated cognitions, what they said in the classroom, how they dealt with

individual students and so on. These thoughts formed the basis for further data collection in the

form of interviews that took place with both A and B shortly after the end of the semester while

events werestill fresh in their minds, demonstrating the circular, iterative nature of the research

process.

4.2.3 Period 3: Supplementarydata collection

Bythe end ofthe semester the planned data set had been successfully collected. However,

as explained, in April 2012 B began a similar job at New University, something that allowed for

a unique opportunity to study his classroom practice in a different setting. It also opened up the

possibility of comparative analysis (as advocated by Basturkmen, 2012). As outlined in section

3.2, one of the strengths of qualitative research1s its flexibility that allows the researcherto take

advantage of opportunitieslike these. It was decided to limit the number of observations to just
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four — which again would have to be "remote" and self-recorded — and to supplement the data

with the same diary prompts as before and carry out a follow-up interview as well.

4.2.4 Period 4: Clarification and confirmation

During this period, further clarification was achieved through interviews with A and B

when necessary. These were not always formalinterviewsas I regularly encountered A and B and

could thus talk to them whenever I needed to. Data from these interactions was recorded using

post-it notes that were then stuck above my desk. However, whenthe analysisled to the generation

of several more topics for clarification — as was the case with B who in moving to his new job

seemed to approachthe classroom andhis learners’ autonomyin quite a different way — I arranged

a formalinterview.

4.3 Practical issues

4.3.1 Time

Though being a teacher-researcher is an accepted practice especially at the university

level in Japan, schedules make little allowance for it to take place. Balancing teaching

commitments with undertaking research was challenging and there was not always time for as

full a reflection on the data as might have been desired. Onthe other hand,in addition to observing

A’s classes in person, I wasable to listen to B’s classroom recording and his diary every week.

Someofthe ideas, notes, and striking comparisons betweenA and B were recorded in myresearch

diary that also allowed for me to make refinementsto the data collection procedures, as captured

in the following extract from my research diary:
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Extract 4.1 (Extract from researcher’s research diary a2 June 2011))

All afternoon transcribing Aston B’s participant diary. Interesting comments, though I feel the

questions might have been hinting at the wrong thing. I added some morefor both participants

this week.

The "more"in this extract refers to the diary prompts. Originally there were four, but from week

10 I addedfive morein responseto my feeling that they could be moreeffective (see Appendix 3).

4.4 Data analysis

"Our knowledgeis the outcome, webelieve, of transactions with the social world, shaped

by our methods of inquiry, and of transactions with the data we produce, in turn shaped by our

ideas and our analytic procedures" (Coffey & Atkinson, 1996, p. 15). This next section will aim

to provide an audit trail (Anfara et al., 2002) for the analysis that took place that will show the

gestation of the final representation of A and B’s cognition and practice as documented in this

thesis. Too often the processes of analysis in qualitative case study, though present in terms of

namedterminology, are absentin detail (Duff, 2014; Richards, 2011), something this thesis hopes

to avoid.

The transferability of my findings has to an extent already been established by the

purposive sampling adopted when choosingthe participants (see Chapter 3, section 3.1) and the

detailed account of the setting in which the research took place (see Chapter 3, section 3.4.3).

Here it is hoped that the careful documentation of the analysis will confirm for the reader the

dependability of the research through the coding practices employed and the triangulation of the

various sourcesofdata, and also give them confidence in the themes and categories applied to the

organisation ofA and B’s cognitions andpractices about learner autonomy. The confirmability of

the findings will also be enhanced by the inclusion of many examples of documents that show
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how while the analysis condensed the data, it preserved the thick description generated by the

interviews and observations. As Denzin and Lincoln (2011) point out "No single method can

grasp the subtle variations in ongoing human experience. Consequently, qualitative researchers

deploy a wide range of interconnected interpretive methods, always seeking better ways to make

more understandable the worlds of experience that have been studied"(p. 12). Multiple analytical

procedures have been used in combination in this qualitative research andthis section is organised

thematically around the various techniques I employed to interpret the data. Data analysis is not

neat and linear and the order in which techniques are reported does not reflect how the analysis

took place.

Forpractical reasons, namely the sheer volumeofdata I had collected, I decided to focus

on the analysis of B’s casefirst. This explains to some extent the different section titles that were

used for A and B in the findings sections of the case studies (see Chapters 5-8). However, the

methods employed to make sense of both participants’ cognitions and practice were broadly the

same. Indeed, though each of my participants has been reported below asa separate case, both

cases were continually being comparedin orderto test the robustness ofmy categories and labels

and also soasto test alternative representations and metaphors (see Figure 4.1)
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Figure 4.1 Comparison ofA and B made duringthe analytical process
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4.4.1 Transcribing and storing

Successful case study relies on careful organisation of the data (Richards, 2011). Quick

and easy accessis crucially important, especially when during the analysis a researcher wants to

confirm a hunch or compare an action from a different interview or classroom observation. Very

early on I developed a system for storing all the data in a logical and easily accessible manner.

Key facets ofthis system were including the date in the file name andthe clear labelling of folders

and sub-folders (see Figure 4.2).
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Figure 4.2 Database organisation
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Interviews were transcribed verbatim (see Figure 4.5) and the transcription protocols can

be found in Appendix 5. Classroom observation data was generally transcribed in full; however,

practical decisions were also made. For example, when students madepresentations the event was

summarised. Similarly, when group worktook place, because individual groups could not always

be picked out, generally only notes about the atmosphere during the task were recorded. On the

other hand, everything spoken byeither A or B, when not inaudible, for example when A or B
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moved away from the recorder, was recorded verbatim.

Ideally, transcribing occurs soon after the interview or observation (Dérnyei, 2009);

however, this was not possible because I madea decisionto doall the transcribing myselfasit is

an opportunity to connect with the data. This meant that the transcriptions of A’s observations

—

were made sometime after the event. Nevertheless, again this provided an opportunity to listen

to the data again in an active, focused waythat vividly brought back classroom events that I had

also seen in person.

Early interview data wastranscribed using Open Office or Microsoft Word software. B’s

classroom observations were initially transcribed using Nvivo qualitative analysis software,

which has a function for integrating audio recordings into the programme. After stopping using

Nvivo(see section 4.4.3)all transcriptions were done using Microsoft Word.

4.4.2. Mapping

To understand classroom events, the three data sources (classroom observations,

participant diaries and the materials) needed to be understood in combination. Looking at one

source individually made it difficult to capture the totality of what was occurring without

continual cross-referencing between different sources, hence the creation of spreadsheets that

mappedthe classroom by collecting the key points from the data in one place, thereby offering a

quick point of reference and aiding triangulation as shownin figures 4.3 and 4.4. Triangulation

promotes depth of understanding (Denzin & Lincoln, 2011; Nunan & Bailey, 2009) while

reducing the possibility of bias (Richards, 2003) and contributes to both the credibility and

dependability of qualitative research.
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As shownin figure 4.3 which mapsall 15 of A’s classes on one page, first factual detail

wasrecorded — date, whether the class wasin lines or groups etc. — before short summaries about

use of handouts, the overall class, individual student activities, group work, the diary entry were

added. A final column provided a space for me to write comments on the difference between A

and B’s classroom practice.

117



118

 

i
d
¢
a

i
K
-
b
L
a
r
s
K
e
s
l
e
r

n
|
:
‘
4
5
7
|

S
m
a
r
t
A
r
t
«=
B
o
t
F
—
9
a
e
i
i
a

e
t

—
a
7

S
e
a

)
2
4

¥
M
S
P1

39
7(
X
)
»|
[
2|
:lp

f
e
l

o
g
y

+
B
A

n
e
E
e

i
o
m
e

a
e
i
s
B
s
v
o
d
:

a
i
c
i
F
e

e
w
e

(B
r
%
>
|
8

3)
_

Bu
.

B1
5
1
0

~
fx

7/
14
/2
01
5

S
E
E
S

"|
e

7
i

x
t

   
 

   
 

     
 

 
 

 

c c
w

Fi
el
d

Im
pa

ct
C
W

Bo
ok

le
t

I
Us
ag
e

In
di
vi
du
al

Gr
ou

p
Di

ar
y

A
v
s
B
 

 

 
Ag

es
 

fir
s.

su
er

te
ar

te
e
r

mp
re

ss
on

ss
tin

gt
he

fo
rm

at
io

n~
x

ea
st

10
se
rc
er
ce
s

Go
aa

ch
ev
ed

Poi
nts

aut
sta

ts
ue
rt
e

lat
ene

dt
oa

let
of

En
gi

sh
Fe

th
ey

we
re

a”
 

fr
oe

cc
to

ne
rt

we
ek

Seu
cev

ss
sat

ov
en

Mo
ac
ga
re
st
si
de

sv
ce

rt
me

re
ct

or
J-a

ve
be

er
de

te
r

 
 
 

 
Wi
e

iat
eni

ng,
°

no
ta

st
ad

em
s)

Tah
es

abo
ut

30
ma
to
n
Ma
r

tha
ts

ud
er
csw
r
e

at
Sta

den
ts

sat
in

es
Lo

ts
of
st
de
es

tak
ing

to
et
er

sta
cer

ts
bt

ts
not

en
pr

an
se

d
Se
sa
et
sc

on
’u

re
er
ma
rd

the
co

nc
ep

to
fr

ant
erg

to
A
er

pa
rs

“S
vS
ua
iy

 se
vve

uat
yb

ec
om

es
ap

pa
re

nt
Ax
ot

om
es

we
ar

sS
cu
ty

snd
ers

tan
éng

,
Jas
2.

0
mo
m

a
stu

den
ts

#e
y

war
t.

|Av
as

ce
ce

ed
to

sp
en

dw
ar

et
ine

on
str

asu
cto

ry
ac

tv
te

s
Sv
ea

dm
is

to
be

ng
na

ry
te
s.

B
on

the
oth

er
Na

nd
wo

ul
ep

ro
be
by

ha
ve

ma
de

#w
oe

ca
ns

.
  

 

 
 

e
e
.

5o
ka

yf
or

De
es

a
e

“m
or
e

|O
pe

n
to

ck
ve

st
“i

mp
ac

t
is

sv
es

”
p

iC
)

j
a
a
n
i
g
n

mn
En
gi
an
”

Sa
ys

e
s

oe
e
s
s
e
n

fr
ea

rn
ng

Sa
me

na
gs

io
s
ab
et
ow

a
p
a
t
e

po
se
s

"y
ou

ca
r

fe
rf

on
wa
la
“
e
e
e
f
o

es
as

=
ar

ga
ge

wr
en
h
e
r
a
c
e
n
t
o

er
al
v
a
g
i

po
is
a
h
ut
o
r
c
a
U
s

ca
ts
A
t

[fo
rn

om
en

on
.”

*
x

is
th
a

mo
re

}
an

gu
ag

e
So
re

of
th

es
ta
te
rt
s
ca
nn
ot

ex
gr

es
s
so

me
of

th
es
e‘

se
as
th
er

oa
n

cl
as

s
te
re

is
mu
ch

me
re

re
pe
nt
er

an
d
ex
pa
nn
g

G'
s
sy

st
em

c
o
w
e
r

A'
ss

ys
te

m.
®

Ai
n
an

co
ry

cla
ss,

jo
re
ea
ge
*

r
d

co
ul

dr
ea
t

i
C
a
s
a

be
r

3
jn

es
ve

rs
se
e

 

 

   

 

 
 

 

00
.
e
r

#y
ou

are
wr
on
gt

ha
tDe

le
au

g?
S
a
t
e
e
n

to
e

Jea
ce

ccv
er

2
he
rc

ar
ty

ng
of

stu
aen

ss
ac
ho

fm
ow

wt
ar

er
e
3a

co
mm
mc
at
en

p
o
m
e
e
s

per
fec

th
al
da
yo

r2
9
wh

ch
tre

yw
i

dei
ver

=
th

er
foo

ser
it
y

To
ec

ar
yr

ec
eg
rs
es
Se

at
s

ar
cm

ea
me

ss
es

of
the

ca
ss

Ac
om
et
s

i
”

ne
t

wae
8s

vo
y

*
[
n
o
e

‘
‘

5
©
pa
ne

get
de

nt
s

Tr
as

blo
cks

om
et

ew
or

k
Th

ed
ra
nb
ec
kt

hou
gm

is
see

r>
ts

‘ge
ne

b
a

det
ore

ne
va
.a
s
ge

the
gro

ups
ar

dh
am
er
e
5a

re
e

to
eia

ss
wh
er
eb

yt
he

en
go

f3
0m

nw
te

s
so

me
stu

der
ts

ha
ve

nar
ach

iev
ed

the
=

bef
ore

[on
erv

ene
im

aut
ono

my.
it

vo
ne
ve
r

oe
f
e
t
c
h
e
s

cla
ss

Be
ca
us
et

hey
th

ek
ca

ro
ne

sa
n

ro
m.

ss
td

en
y c

ra
rg
es

ma
ry

to
k
ts

ho
ve
sc
rt

3h
om
ew
or
k.

 

 

 

 
 

 

 

 
Ta

t
to

me
ju
st

Da
we

ne
r
ot
he
r

re
ga
r

re
r
co

rf
ae

rc
e

pi
so

to

fas
ine

ow
e
co

ne
im
em

ore
cai

ne
Ag

ues
ems

mpe
no

fg
ves

ien
sa
tc

he
iv
er

wh
os
e
s

4
|sr

ese
rse

rm
art

ty
to
aa

we
ra

sh
er

av
ea

pea
ha

Abo
ut

ove
mu
te

per
pe
rt
ar
-_
fa
ro
un

she
Sas

sat
Na
So
ne

Tia
nT

po
ra

re
e

ar
or
em
y

Jes
rse

rac
r

sy
la

bu
sK

EY
QU
OT
ES
  

fer
S
r

at
ar
me
n

ev
om
er
st

oge
the

r
As

stu
der

ts
wo

rk
Am

en
to
rs

ar
dg

ets
th

ew
22

ar
aw

er
to
ne
r

ft
nn
g

it
my

ca
us

ca
er

gra
ce

"e
ed

es
ro
ve
’

hel
pb

ut
trr

oug
mt

hs
|c
ou
sc

onc
ent

rat
e

ce
de
d
ct
ts
a
e
h
h
c

se
ad
et
sS
e
eo
s
fo

s
ot
o
as

ea
na
r
A

aop
eer

st
ha:
As

exp
ian

ing
ne

sa
me

ti
ng

(e
g
se
at
“w
ro
we
rg

a)
a
n
e

f
e
a
o
e
i
t
E
e
k
”

Ae
s
at
a

pa
te

So
om

e
<

Ja
ce

St
uc
er
ts

tak
el

ong
er

wo
10

mo
re

wo
nt

on
ad
ee
s
S.
mr
ar
es

ca
rb

eT
ar

de
s

re
r:

exe
rci

se
57

er
sw

er
ch
ec
ks

ar
ew
er
sC

er
.
0

10
AT
O

Ca
ns

In
me
aa
eY

Toe
nd

0c
or

ed
ta
ew
ie
b
o
An
eo

at
en

e
of
ea

st
on

to
s
u
e
o
o
d

=
nex

:w
ee

k
Ne
xt

ta
pe

se
rt

er
ce

ex
or

oe
ef

or
0

mn
vt

es
in

me
ca

te
y

[co
nti

nue
st

oc
he
ck

an
sw
er
so

ft
he

ver
te

xe
rc

ae
in

me
da

re
y‘

ol
ow

rg
tha

t
se

er
s

[fe
ra

xc
or
om
y
»

pr
ev
ou
sg

ou
s
wo

rk
the

re
wa
sa

20
k

of
En

gs
t2

0A
ua

es
te
e

ov
at

fo
es

NB
frp

eec
tes

22l
a
r
a

ar
pe
n
a
l
y
pa

te
r
a

lti
rat

ely
top

ic
sen

uen
ce

ox
A

an
dB

bo
th

ch
ec

ka
ve

we
rs

as
ac

las
sb

ut
¢

te
ee

De
v

Y
Jo

ra
se

re
re

ter
we
vc
rn
gs

tv
e

“I
be

co
me

no
re

sn
ar
e

or
e

es
to
re

ex
0o

we
s

En
ds

by
rem

ind
ing

stu
cer

ts
of

ro
me
mo
rh
.

[Ar
ter

tha
tt

's
af

ver
yt
e
n
e
s

jco
nhi

sor
pe
ra

ct
ue
rv
es
”

mo
re

cio
vel

y
wr

T
r
e
e
n
o

 

 

 
 

 
 

 
 

  
 

Figure 4.3 MapofA’s 15 classes, her diary and materials used
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 Figure 4.4 MapofA’s 15 classes, her diary and materials used (detail)



4.4.3 Using NVivo

Miles and Huberman (1994) describe how qualitative data need to be condensed and for

this purpose I started by using NVivo, which is a type of Computer-Assisted Qualitative Data

Analysis Software (CAQDAS) which helps researchers store, organise, and analyse qualitative

data (Duff, 2008). However, CAQDAS"are not theory neutral" (Duff, 2008, p. 169), they carry

with them the danger of generating too many codes (Schiellerup, 2008), and should only be

considered as aids to analysis (Jones, Torres & Arminio, 2006) or even just as tools for "storage

and retrieval" of data (Coffey & Atkinson, 1996, p. 12).

NVivo wasinitially used to open code B’s interviews in orderto create a picture of his

cognitions about learner autonomy. Some 79 codes with 11 sub-codes were generated, of which

most were identified by me but somein vivo or verbatim codes (Saldana, 2009; Strauss & Corbin,

1998) were also used like "peripheral things", which referred to classroom management issues

that B did not want to be dealing with, or "have a go at them", which wasa phrase B used when

describinghis frustration at students underperforming (see Appendix 6).

Whatis clear from the numberand types of codes being generatedis that at this stage it

wasdifficult to clearly conceptualise learner autonomy and thus howto identify it in the data. As

a result, perhaps for fear of missing something crucial or key, a number of codes were generated,

like "handouts" and "materials", that later were oflittle relevance to the analysis.

These initial attempts at coding reflect a necessary process ofbecoming familiar with the

data. Through conducting the interviews, transcribing them and reading them multiple times I

became familiar with what B had said, but I struggled to grasp its significance in terms of

developing learner autonomy. As Coffey and Atkinson (1996, p. 5) point out, "qualitative data

analysis deals with meaningful talk and action" but at the beginning identifying what was
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meaningful was a challenge. Undoubtedly, though, these tentative first steps using NVivo played

arole in developing the analysis and somecodescreated in this initial survey of the data appeared

in the final analysis (e.g. "professionalism" see Chapter 5, section 5.3.2).

Thougha useful tool, I eventually abandoned using NVivo partly because the version I

was using was no longer supported on my computer.

4.4.4 Coding

After I stopped using NVivo I decided to open code on paper using highlighters. In

making the transcriptions I had followed Richards’ (2003) advice to numberlines and leave a

space onthe right-hand side for codes, comments and thoughts. As can be seen in figure 4.5, this

provedto be a very useful technique and allowed meto attach to codes and themesa line reference

to the raw data that would later help with writing up.
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Figure 4.5 Coded transcript example

230608 Transcript Begun (Japan)
230809 Transcript First Draft Finished (UK)
Participant B Audio Dianes
Diary Entry Dates: 2011/05/06-2011/07/15
Interview Place’

847 aware that I was pushed for time at that point
848 erm but hopefully I explained enough and ifthey
849 bothered to sit down andread carefully I think —

really anyone shouldunderstandthathandout so ©
we shall see next —_— That's it for

< today I think. ‘

   

  

 

    
110527 02

Figure 4.5 shows one page of B’s transcribed audio diary. Not only doesit illustrate the

procedures I used for coding butit also exhibits a qualitative advancementin the analysis from
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the initial coding in NVivo and a clearer overall direction. It does not, however, represent final

coding categories but shows a workin progress.

The first code "multi-purpose activities or activities with multiple outcomes" is an

example of my growing knowledge ofthe literature on learner autonomyasthis phrase is taken

from Benson (2012). It also shows a much moreincisive attemptto closely link the coding process

to the concept in order to answer the research questions, though in fact the labelling arguably

misinterprets the meaning of multiple outcomes becausein the literature it seems to refer to the

possibilities for negotiated languageuse.

The code "praise" gives an example ofB being a motivator through encouraging students’

efforts. Praise is considered important in the literature on autonomy (Littlewood, 1996; Voller,

1997) and though this example of praise was not specifically referred to in this final thesis, it

formedpart ofthe evidence for B’s cognition aboutthe roles he adoptedto foster learner autonomy.

There is more that could be said about this extract and the above can never capture the

totality of the thought processes norreflect the time it took to complete. However,it is hoped that

this short and brief analysis offers an insight into the interpretation and construction ofthis final

thesis and confirmsits credibility and dependability.

A variety of techniques for making sense of the data are included, showing the way in

whichthe researcheris a "bricoleur" whoconstructs their interpretations by producing "a pieced-

together set of representations that are fitted to the specifics of a complex situation" (Denzin &

Lincoln, 2011, p. 4).

A code-recode strategy (Saldana, 2009), in whichafter a period of time a piece ofdata is

coded afresh once again, was used to gain a fuller understanding ofit. This helped me identify

ideas relevant to learner autonomyandto discard those that were not.
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Coding did not occurin isolation and at the same time I was writing summaries, which

also promotedreflection on the data. These were attempts to order the codes into categories and

themes and combine them into single documents that both included actual examples of

participants’ speech or practice and summary comments(see Figure 4.6).

In the example in Figure 4.6 the category (labelled "Higher level concept") is goal setting,

a concept connected to learner autonomybecauseofits potential to motivate learners and increase

their control over their learning. Within this category are themes(labelled "Strategy 1"), the first

of which is "Encouraging students to reach targets", a theme that combines B’s cognition about

his role — that of a motivator — and also gives an exampleofhis practice in that in his class he sets

achievable targets. Below each strategy are examplesofhis practice (labelled "Sub-strategy 1a",

"Sub-strategy 1b") that illustrate attempts to retain the data-driven quality of the analysis and not

turn categories and themesinto abstractions (Clandinin & Connelly, 1995). The use of termslike

"higher level concept" and "strategies" also show the ways in which I attempted to impose order

on the data and the personal, creative interpretation that drove the analysis.
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Figure 4.6 Example of organisation of categories and themes

 

 

[...]

I. Goalsetting

 

 

 

 

 

 

Higher Level Goal-setting

Concept:

Strategy 1 Encouraging students to reach targets
 

 

 

Sub-strategy la
 

The 100% English target

"B: Listen carefully to your partner ask questions. One hundred

percent English five minutes. Okay, everybody ready? Go. Lots of

conversation in English." B Obs 11b Ref 1
 

 

 

Sub-strategy 1b
 

 
Use of timer [Old/New]

B uses the timer as a way of regulating classroom practice and also

giving students a target. B seems more likely in New to ask students

how long they think they need to complete an exercise. In New there

also seemsto be a greater likelihood of B extending the time to allow

more practice, more discussion of an answer, more attempts to

complete task etc.
   

Further ordering and condensing of the data occurred over time during the writing of

summaries for my supervisor. In this process categories were re-thought and renamed while

themes were grouped in different ways as my understanding of learner autonomy changed, in

particular the identification of both participants’ practice at the weak or narrow end of the

autonomy spectrum (see Chapter 2, section 2.3).

Aspreviously mentioned, B’s data were analysed before A’s. This meant that I had a

strong framework for B’s practice that could be used as a tool to analyse A’s data, and I also had
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experience with handling the large amountof data. Methods used for organising and displaying

data evolved during the analysis and spreadsheets becamea favouredtool, as illustrated in Images

4.7 and 4.8, which show codes and quotes from Interview 4 with A divided by ‘belief/position’

about learner autonomy("Student Readiness / Desire / Ability"; "Class Organisation / Freedom";

"Teachers’ Roles"; "Autonomy (general beliefs)" and "OLD vs OTHER").
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Figure 4.7 Spreadsheet showing organisation of codes and quotes
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Figure 4.8 Spreadsheet showing organisation of codes and quotes(detail)



4.4.5 Memos and summaries

According to Saldana (2009) "The purpose of analytical memo writing is to document

and reflect on your coding process and code choices; how the process of inquiry is taking shape;

and the emergent patterns, categories and subcategories, themes, and concepts in your data"(p.

32). Figure 4.9 is an example of an analytic memo in which I reflect on B’s beliefs about

autonomouspractice. It shows my attemptsto triangulate different parts of the data as a cohesive

picture began to develop through the coding process. These were personal accounts attempting

sense-makingthat I often developed into clearer summariesthat I then shared with my supervisor.

Whenever I wrote, I tried to order the data using titles, sub-titles and various other ordering

strategies. Memos, because they often included an extract from an interview or an observation,

became embryonic chapters of the final writing-up process and were instrumental in attempts to

build an understandable description ofA and B’s cognition systems and howtheyrelated to their

classroom practice.

Discussions with mysupervisor, who was obviously somebody outside of the context of

my research, were invaluable for illuminating alternative possibilities and, more importantly, far-

fetched or unconvincing explanations. This can be considered a form of stimulated reflexivity

(Anfaraet al., 2002; King & Mackey, 2016), which contributes to the confirmability ofthis thesis.

The summaries also helped improve my writing skills as, unlike memos, I had to make myself

clearly understood, as well as convincing.
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Figure 4.9 Extract from an analytical memo

Aim: To develop a frameworkofB's beliefs that allows me to understand the reasons whypractices

which foster autonomyare presentor not in the observations and what allowsorrestricts those
practices.

Generalthoughts

I. B's orientation to autonomouspractice

During interviews and during the time that I have known him B has neverexplicitly aligned
himself with the field of autonomy. However, from my owndiscussions with him about our
teaching, our experiences studying Japanese together in which he often states how hebest learns
and subsequently the interviews, it is clear that he is a strong believer in the centrality of the learner
to the learning process:

“there is no magic bullet [...] study hard andpractice a lot or the other way round [...] I
totally agree with that there is no magic way I mean you whatyou said is right the more

different ways you try the more likely youfind something that suits you but basically [...] it

comes down to natural ability definitely intelligence and specific language ability and

motivation which isn't intrinsically natural ofcourse opportunities time all kinds ofthings

but I think there will be waysthat suit different people better than others but there's not
going to be any one way evenfor an individual which suddenly alters there language

learning experience overnight” (B Int 2 Ref 1)

Based on these thoughts, it might be natural to assume that B would therefore create
opportunities for individual students to develop their own ideas about practice that worksbest for

them. However,in the observations at both B's OLD university and NEW university on the face of
it the classes are strongly controlled by B, while displaying strong tendencies towards

communicative language teaching in his use of group exercises and peer work. This could be
because the individual nature of language learning actually work against the provision for
autonomouspractice in a university setting. In other words, students will/must? find their own ways
of learning regardless of what B does, so B must Thepractice he has developedis a result ofhis
previous teaching experiences, his own language learning experiences and his knowledge of
students. Thereis also a strong sense ofprofessionalism which meansheis loyal to the

4.4.6 Participant checking

Participant checking, where emerging findings are given to the participants, helps to

ensure credibility (Dérnyei, 2007). This occurred at two points during the study, in addition to

informal opportunities that occurred through working together (see Table 4.1). Offering A and B

the chance to read and comment on myinterpretation and written accountof their cognitions and

practice created another opportunity for discussion and reflection between us. This helped correct
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factual inaccuracies and also improved the account because A and B wereable to point out parts

that lacked clarity to them.

4.4.7 Diagramming

A final analytical technique I used was diagramming, which was a meansto clarify my

thinking when writing was difficult. Though used only sparingly, it was useful for testing my

ideas against theories and frameworks. For example, in Figure 4.10 there is an elaboration of

Borg’s (2006) framework (see Figure 2.2, Chapter 2, section 2.2.5) that shows, in the top three

boxes of the right-hand column, the aspects of B’s cognitions that affect his decision making.

Apart from trying to untangle the complexity of B’s cognition system, it also shows how,through

reflection on his classes, and in particular by making comparisons between them,B refined his

practice. Figure 4.11 is an image taken from a slide I made during a presentation at TESOL

Arabia’s International Conference in 2014 (Silver, 2014). The image attempts to convey the range

of competing influences on B from outside of the classroom as well as factors within it that

affected how he promoted learner autonomy.
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Figure 4.10 Diagram showingthe relationship between B’s cognition and practice
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Figure 4.11 Diagram showinginternal and external influences on B’s classroom practice
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4.5 Chapter summary

In sum, these documents showthe evolution ofthis thesis from messy beginnings through

the gradual imposition of order to the final thesis. Inevitably, they do not show the whole

convoluted journey with its false avenuesand interesting, but time-consuming, detours that were

ultimately outside the scope of this thesis. It is hoped that this detailed account has shown the

transferability, confirmability, credibility and dependability ofthe thesis. In the following chapters

detailed accounts ofA and B’s cognitions and practice will be given.
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Chapter 5: Case A Part 1 (Cognitions)

5.1 Introduction

This chapter discusses A’s cognitions about learner autonomy.It will start by showing

how a lack of awarenessofthe literature on learner autonomy did not prevent A from holding

strong cognitions about the concept. It will then introduce A’s professional beliefs because these

help us to understand how A fostered her autonomyin practice. Following that, sections will be

devoted to A’s cognitions abouther students, her role in the classroom, and about L1 and L2 use

that furtherillustrate the ways in which A’s cognition system strongly supported the promotion of

learner autonomy.

5.2 A’s cognitions

Thoughthere is now an extensive literature on learner autonomy in language teaching, A

did not use the term "learner autonomy" and wasclearly unaware of the concept as disseminated

in the literature, as she showedin anearly interview:

Extract 5.1 (A Interview 2)

R: I’m interested in student autonomy and howteachers create autonomy within students in

terms of language learning.

A: Uh-huh. Can you describe autonomy?

R: Well I was going to ask you if you could describe what autonomy is. Or somethingit

meansto you.

A: I can’t describeit.

Although an experienced teaching professional, A had only ever workedpart-time, had never been

involved in professional development networks that might have exposed her to the discourse on
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learner autonomy, and did not hold a higher degree in language education (see Chapter 3 section

3.4.1.1). It is therefore unsurprising that A could not discuss learner autonomyas a concept when

asked directly about it. However, through extended discussions about her teaching and

observations it becameclear that she strongly believed in promoting learner autonomyeven if she

never used the term. This reflects the literature on teacher cognition which posits that beliefs are

often hidden and tacit and need to be teased out by the researcher in "a climate conducive to

teacher reflection and disclosure of details of their practical theories" (Mangubhai, Marland,

Dashwood, & Son, 2005, p. 294, in Borg, 2006, p. 204), because "teachers are often unaware of

their own beliefs, [and] they do not always possess language with which to describe and label

their beliefs" (Kagan, 1992, p. 66, in Borg, 2006, p. 192). In this chapter and the nextit will be

shown howthepiecing together of different aspects ofA’s cognitions using a bottom up approach

led to the conclusionthat she strongly supported learner autonomy.

Given the absence of explicit cognitions about learner autonomy, the challenge was to

investigate positions that A might have held about learner autonomy throughother aspects of her

cognition system. What A reported during the semi-structured interviews revealed a clear set of

cognitions that supported learner autonomy because they showed how she soughtto give students

greater control over their learning. This will be shownin detail in sections on A’s cognitions about

her students (see section 5.4), classroom role (see section 5.5) and language use (see section 5.6).

A constant thread that ran through her cognitions wasthe belief that students’ confidence was

crucial to them enjoying the learning process, and that this was the most important thing for her

becauseit could lead to students continuing to learn after the end of the course. In other words,

they could, in whatis an oft-cited pithy definition of learner autonomy, learn to learn (Benson,

2011; Harmer, 2007; Scharle & Szab6, 2000).
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As mentionedin the literature review (see section 2.6.6), Little (2007) suggests teachers

with an interest in promoting learner autonomy will exploit space in the curriculum orsyllabus to

includeit in their teaching. Indeed, this research revealed how didthis but at the same time how

the extent to which she included autonomousactivities in her class seemed to be regulated by

what I have termed her "professional cognitions". These included both her self-image as a

professional educator who followed the syllabus and as an expert and experienced language

teacher whose years embedded in the country and culture gave her insights that allowed her

flexibility to teach in her ownstyle and, when necessary, ignore the syllabus.

The twoidentities of professional educator and expert and experienced language teacher

did notnecessarily sit comfortably together and as a result the classroom becamea space in which

the tensions between them were resolved. Sometimes A followed the syllabus and sometimesshe

overrode it with her own agendathat, as will be shown,aligned with processes that supported

learner confidence, enjoyment and greater overall control by students of their learning.

Having to manage the tension between what she wanted to do in the class to promote

learner autonomy (her agenda) and whatshe wasbeing askedto doin the class (the university’s

agenda) was sometimesa source offrustration for A. This is most clearly seen in her classroom

practice and the reflections she has on her teaching andwill be illustrated in Chapter 6. The effect

of these conflicting agendas on her autonomouspractice is so strong that before showing A’s

cognitions about autonomy,it is important to provide the context by describing her professional

cognitions.
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5.3 Professional cognitions and learner autonomy

5.3.1 The importanceof professional cognitions

Aswill be illustrated later in the chapter and in the one which follows, A had strong

cognitions about promoting learner autonomy but was prepared to accept limitations on

promoting it in her classroom because of an obligation she felt to follow the syllabus and

institution. The institutional demands for the course werelaid out in the syllabus, which did not

mention learner autonomy, and was focused on the final products students should produce in the

form of paragraphs, presentations and the number of units from the textbook that should be

covered.

In this section I will argue that what I have called A’s ‘professional cognitions’ mediated

the tension between her autonomy-oriented cognitions and the reality of her circumstances.It

should be noted that A’s ‘pedagogical cognitions’ about learner autonomy are different to her

‘professional cognitions’ that pertain more strongly to her sense of belonging to an equitable

community of practice in which she played a valuable role (see Extract 5.2). In other words, if

“pedagogical cognitions’ drove how A taughtin the classroom,her ‘professional cognitions" were

connected to her wider expectations of how the institution should treat her and how she should

behaveas an educational professional. This set of cognitions which wasbuilt up over many years

as a teacher, I argue, resulted in a sense of duty to accept the institutional demands of where she

worked.

In this next section I will argue that A’s ‘professional cognitions’ were like a set of guiding

principles that kept in check her ‘pedagogical cognitions’ that she would ideally have used

exclusively to guide her classroom practice. However, by having a highly developed system of

"professional cognitions" her ideal-oriented cognitions were shaped into reality-oriented ones
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(Borg, 2006). How these impacted A’s classroom practice in terms of learner autonomywill be

described in Chapter 6.

5.3.2 A’s professional cognitions

A starting point for understanding A’s professional beliefs is her perceptions of the

relationship between herand the university department where she worked. Thoughshe wasa part-

time teacher and was acutely aware of powerdifferences between her work situation and others

(see Chapter 3, section 3.4.2, Extract 3.1), she had worked at the same university for a long time

and so she felt some acknowledgementby the institution of her dedication, trustworthiness and

ability (see Extract 5.2). In turn she considered herself to have a responsibility and loyalty to the

institution in carrying out the tasks she wasaskedto do. In other words, there was mutual respect

and, as shownwith herreaction to the actions of the tenured teacher, A generally felt a part of the

wider community of practice ofpart-time teachers, including in terms of teaching (see Extract 5.3

below) (Lave & Wenger, 1991).

The importance of A’s professional cognitions is well illustrated in the following long

extract (also cited in Chapter 3, section 3.4.2, Extract 3.1) in which A described an incident that

damaged the relationship with the institution and led to her wanting to leave the university. The

incident concerned her discussion with a tenured professor about the following year’s schedule in

whichshehadlost a class, as she explained in Interview 3:

Extract 5.2 (A Interview 3)

R: you mentioned there was a time when you wanted to quit

A (laughs)

R: (like) last semester

A Well I wanted to quit because erm myposition there, even though I'm part-time I've been
-
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there for so long [...] I know lot of the full-time people and you knowthingsare not that fair

sometimes you know, but maybe there is some kindoftrust. I've been there a long time, never

done something horribly bad andI think that I've been isshokenmei [dedicated] teaching but I was

very upset when my numberofclasses erm or the numberof classes minused from my schedule,

which wasonly one[...], was compared to another part-timer or other part-timers whose classes

were subtracted by, maybethey had halfoftheir classes taken away. AndI felt that erm the teacher

actually she wasn’t even awarethat she was doingthis but it was she was playing around with the

the livelihood of those people, because part-timers and full-timers they all have to make a living.

And somepart-timers you know it’s it’s like they’re they’re the household bread winner and I I

felt very sensitive aboutthe positionofthe part-timer.I felt like because this teacher was a tenured

teacher she didn’t really understand that (you know) some people have to come to maketheir

money. I mean if you’re tenured you work more you you haveto be there more but you don’t

really have to worry about your monthly you know [...] the position of the part-timer felt very

low that she could feel like she could say to me oh you don’t have to worry only one class was

subtracted from your work, you know,other people lost half, as though she wastelling me I was

lucky!

As A explained, there were several reasons whyshefelt upset by the above conversation. Clearly,

the flippancy of the tenured teacher’s response suggested a lack of appreciation for the economic

realities of part-time teachers whose incomefluctuated with the numberofclasses they received,

and belittled her status, so as an individual A felt undervalued. But more damaging seemed to be

the way in which her belonging to a teaching community with shared goals was shattered, and

replaced with the stark hierarchy of her employment status. From being a valued and trusted

colleague within the community of practice A had suddenly been expelled to its peripheries.

That this negative incident engendered thoughts of quitting underlines the strength ofA’s

professional cognition that there should be mutualrespectin the relationship betweenher and the

institution. On the other hand,it also drew attention to the fragility ofher ‘professional cognitions’

built as they were on the precariousness of her employment status and the potential loss of

livelihood if she did something wrong.This incident highlights the underlying fear for A of losing
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classes and is certainly one aspect of why A felt obliged to follow the institutional agenda in the

form of the syllabus at the expense of her own pedagogical one that aimed to foster autonomy.

For example, a recurring aspect ofA’s diary entries, especially towards the end of the semester as

time became short, was how she was going to complete the syllabus while still following her

pedagogical cognitions about learner autonomy:

Extract 5.3 (A Diary 8)

Week 8 [according to the syllabus] is supposed to be for practicing presentations [institutional

agenda] but instead I took this time to finish skills test [A’s agenda] and gave someassignments

related to presentations. I will have to extend presentation practice time [A’s agenda]. I am

wondering howto get back into the textbook [institutional agenda]. I am running out of time and

findingit difficult to fit everything in.

This diary extract reflects the concern that A alluded to in Extract 5.2: not doing what was required

by the institution could impact the numberof classes she received, and at the same time reveals

howthis tension between her agendaandtheinstitutional one played out in her mind.

Extract 5.2 also hints at how A felt as though she belonged to a community of practice at the

institution. A comments within that extract that:

even thoughI'm part-timeI've been there for so long [...] I know a lot ofthe full-time people [...]

maybethere is somekindoftrust. I've been there a long time, never done something horribly bad

and I think that I've been isshokenmei [dedicated].

This can beinterpreted, I think, as a sign ofhow Abelonged to a community ofpractice. By citing

her goodrelationships with full-time teachers, the length of time she had been teaching there and

her dedication while not doing anything "horribly bad" A revealed a professional pride that also

formed part of her ‘professional cognitions’ and partly explains whyshetried to follow the
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syllabus. Further evidence of how she belonged to the community of practice was through her

relationships with colleagues. For example, A explained how she wasan active participant in

informal professional dialogue with her colleagues and tried to fit in with what others did:

Extract 5.4 (A Interview 1)

I talk to other teachers and compareto see, to to kind of check on what I’m doing. To emphasise

what I’m doing. Sometimesto stop what I’m doing.

A also explained how she saw value in the syllabus as an organising tool that brought unity to a

programme and served as a useful organising framework for the community as a whole. In

comparing the current system of a coordinated curriculum to previous years when teachers had

far more freedom and choice, she wasclearly positive about the changes:

Extract 5.5 (A Interview 1)

WhenI first started we all had our choice of deciding on any curriculum, any booksandsoI felt

like everyoneis doing different things. And so the students only met you know once a week and

they didn’t have a continuum of the reading wasnotrelated to the writing and so erm they were

all over the place andI think that there was not a unity. And so somekind of control or some kind

of decision is importantlike readinger, using similar books.

A then accepted that some institutional control was beneficial overall, and could help bring

continuity to students’ learning, further adding to the picture ofA’s professional cognitions which

resulted in her following the syllabus. On the other hand, as mentioned, mutual respect was

important. A believed there were limits to how far the institution should control events in the

classroom and strongly advocated a teacher’s freedom to interpret the syllabus. Therefore, we can

infer that A’s professional cognitions envisioned the teacher as a fulcrum betweentheinstitution

and the students, that is, as someone whoin belonging to the community of practice wastrusted
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to interpret the demandsofthe institution in the best interests of the students.

A explained the level of control that she found acceptable in the following extract in

which she compared working in two different departments at the same university: Economics, in

which she felt she had a space to interpret the syllabus, and which therefore respected her

professional identity, and Science and Engineering, in which she felt she was overly controlled

and not recognised as a teaching professional:

Extract 5.6 (A Interview 3)

You know erm I I like to make new things and but I’m also goodat following rules so within the

framework of rules because they [the Economics Faculty] give us space I meanto sort of have,

you know you can spenda little bit more [time] they're notlike like compared to riko [The Science

and Engineering Faculty] I meanriko is like this week you do this and this time you dothat. I

have a problem withthat. [...] to be told exactly what to doto that point er ifyou are real educated

teacherI think it would be very frustrating. That's that's why you're educated for I mean you can

have a syllabus but you needa little bit of leeway so that you can use your expertise it’s really

anti- developmentit's like at the university level the teacher should have their ownability to teach

and following the syllabusis fine you know becauseit does bring someunity but to be told exactly

whatto do then you can hire people who actually mmm don't have to be so educated as educators.

This passage is crucial to understanding the way in which A’s professional cognitions affected

how she fostered learner autonomy in her classroom practice. It shows that A valued both the

institutional framework and the freedom to interpret ("the leeway") and thus, when the

institutional agenda interfered with her cognitions about learner autonomy, she did not simply

ignore it, but saw accommodation as important. It does not, however, reveal how A balanced her

agenda and the institution’s in practice, something that will be shown in the final section of

Chapter 6 (see section 6.4). It is no surprise, perhaps, that A had declined to teach classes in the

Science and Engineering Department, even whenit could have helpedher financialposition.
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The passage also deepens our understanding of the importance oftrust and mutual respect

in the relationship, first mentioned at the start of this section, that A perceived should exist

between her and the university department where she worked.In Extract 5.6 the level of control

that the Science and Engineering Department exerted suggestedto hera lackoftrust in herability

to teach. In fact, the department was so controlling that A felt she could be replaced with

somebody who had no teaching experience or qualifications. Aside from ignoring her expertise,

worsestill, the system was "anti-development", so once again A felt marginalised at the edges of

the community of practice to which she wantedto belong. For A, having some degree of control

wasan importantpart ofher identity as a teacher. In the following extract in which she was asked

about the difference between universities when shefirst started teaching andat the present time,

she made clear how being given "space" to teach was about more than a desire for teacher

autonomy. Rather it was about an investment she could makein planning andpreparing tasks for

her students that "encourage the students to enjoy what they're learning", a comment which

indicates A’s personal and even emotional investmentin helping her students become autonomous

(also see Extract 5.29).

Extract 5.7 (A Interview 3)

A: We don't have as much freedom but you know I think that that if if you can really plan

something and encourage the students to enjoy what they're learning it's really worthwhile to

teach and it's very possible to you know to find ways and I generally am teacherlike that in

anything I teach

[x2]

it's a reflection you know if you'retired ifyou're burned out and I becamevery burnedoutactually

that's another thing when this semester was over and I took care of the kids’ [A’s grandchildren]

sickness and [A’s sons]’s thing with his exam I just totally was burned out

R: Right

A: For a few weeks a month and erm I didn't really want to dance I didn't want to do anything.
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Except I mean I don't have the space andthe the possibility to just not do anything because there

I have my family and you know but I don't know I guess you know the earthquake [The 2011

Tohoku Earthquake and tsunami] just brought me backto reality again and now I meanfor the

next ten years I mean anything you complain about seemskind of stupid

R: Compared to what's been going on in the north of Japan

A: Yeah.

The secondhalf of the extract reveals how, when talking about teaching, A’s thoughts were never

completely divorced from wider issues in her life and also national events. This illustrates the

wider network ofrelationships her teaching existed in and drawsattention to the importance of

cognitionsstudies that take into account a teacher’s position within wider ecological systems(see

Chapter 2, section 2.3).

A’s rejection of classes in the science and engineering department seemed also to be

influenced by another emotional element. It was not simply that the way the department was run

undermined her professional teaching identity. More crucial perhaps wassimply the fact that she

did not enjoy teaching in the department, enjoymentbeing a crucial elementin teaching, and part

of her teacher identity, and one that was more important than money. A explained this view of

teaching in her response to the question ofwhether students were customers. In her response, she

clearly felt uneasy with the analogy and the reduction of what she did to a business transaction:

Extract 5.8 (A Interview 1)

In some ways, yeah, students are customers erm...well, er...we wouldn’t be paid if students were

not paying to come to school um butthere are people whoare...it’s a give and take, er, if they

didn’t have teachers they couldn’t be customers but yeah this is our job so they are customers.

And weare their providers, yeah? But customers...not only business, I don’t come here just to

make the money. I do enjoy teaching I think if I just...I, 1 er don’t think you can teach. You can,

you can teachjust to get money butit, it would be a very sort of, if you don’t enjoy it, the students

are not getting their money’s worth. The teachers have to enjoy teaching.
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Enjoyment wastherefore an important element in her professional cognitions and showed how

her emotions were a factor in her professional cognitions that she felt affected students. A was

thinking not only about her own feelings but connected enjoying teaching with being a good

teacher. For A, if teachers did not enjoy teaching it would have a direct and detrimental impact on

students.

A’s comments on the two negative episodes introduced (Extracts 5.2 and 5.6) offer a

window onherprofessional cognitions, both in terms of the relationship she wanted to have with

the institution and her imageofthe teacher she wantedto be. She hadclear ideas that her education,

experience and individual expertise should be respected; and moreover that she should be

recognised not only as an educational professional, but also a loyal employee whoevenasa part-

time teacher should be respected as a human being trying to earn a living. A also mentioned

several times that she needed to feel happy as a person to be a good teacher and, whenshefelt

she received this respect and recognition by being given freedom to interpret the syllabus, she

was happier. The relationship with the institution was reciprocal, however: in being trusted she

acknowledged that she must also be trustworthy. This suggests why she followed the syllabus

even though its goals did not necessarily match her own; and offers an insight into how A’s

professional cognitions shapedherpractice that promoted learner autonomyin the classroom.

5.4 Students’levels of autonomy

This next section discusses A’s cognitions abouther students’ levels of autonomyandwill

show howsherecognisedthat her classes had learners with varying levels ofautonomy, but within

a context of students who were weakly autonomousoverall.
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It will start by showing how believed students generally lacked confidence and had low

motivation indicating weak autonomy, but it will also give examples of how she perceived her

more autonomousstudents who had goals andinitiative, something she linked to higher English

ability. Finally, it will draw attention to her cognitions about the importanceofraising her students’

confidence, the benefits ofa soft approachto students, and her use of group work to make learning

enjoyable and increase learner control.

5.4.1 Indicators of autonomy

Asan experienced teacher, A had strong cognitions aboutfirst-year university students,

particularly Japanese ones. She believed they had weak autonomy as result of lacking

confidence and being so scared of making mistakes that it prevented them from speaking:

Extract 5.9 (A Interview 3)

Myfirst-year students I always I wrote in capitals don’t be afraid ofmaking mistakes. I think that

Japanese students are generally very afraid compared to western students to make mistakes and

that’s why, even though they knowall this grammarand actually they can speak as much as maybe

somelet's say American student can speak, they'll say, "I can’t speak", right. It’s because they’re

not confident erm they don’t want to make mistakes and so as long as they think they’re making

mistakes they think they’re not good.

In this extract, A identified how the combination of a lack of confidence and an unrealistic focus

on speaking amongstudents perfectly fed into a cycle ofnegative feelings about their own English

ability that could hinder the development of their learner autonomy. A tried to combat this by

makingit clear to students that they could make mistakes (see Chapter 6, Extract 6.4). She also

believed, based on her own experience of bringing up children in Japan, that students were
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negatively impacted by teacher correction in speaking, partly as a result of their high school

experiences where "they neededto learn a lot of vocabulary words, grammarandso they spent a

lot of time being corrected" (Extract 5.10, A Interview 2). As a result, she avoided correcting

students’ speaking mistakes becauseshe felt it inhibited them:

Extract 5.11 (A Interview 3)

I don’t correct their mistakes[...] because we’re trying to first make them feel like they can express

something andifyoustart correcting every grammatical mistake they make then they stoptalking.

Clearly, A identified her students’ biggest weakness beingin the area of desire, rather than ability

or managementskills (Benson, 2012). In termsofability, A saw all her students as being able to

use English: "they all have potential, they just don’t know or they don’t have confidence and so

howto pull that out" (Extract 5.12, A Interview 1). And it wasalso clear that she saw herrole as

being to help students fulfil their potential, as Extract 5.13 shows, something that will be

developed furtherin the next section:

Extract 5.13 (A Diary 3)

In the next few weeksit is greatly my job to encourage the flow of ideas in a language whichis

their second language.

In extremecasesA felt that students’ low levels ofautonomy were compounded by low motivation

and an inability to see the relevance of English classes:

Extract 5.14 (A Interview 4)

Once in a while I meet students that say English is not necessary why do we haveto take this

class yeah[...] Mmm usually by the end of the semester they understand that they need English
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[...] Especially with their major economicsand business with business ofcourse you need English

even if you’re working just in you know your small country city office English will help them.

Asthe extract shows, not only did A believe that her students would need English in the future,

she saw herclass as helping them come to "understand that they need English", something that

suggested students’ learner autonomyincreasedas a result of taking her class because they came

to envision a goalfor studying.

Although A generally identified her students as being low on confidence and someasalso

being low on motivation, she recognised that these levels varied within a class. For example, in

Interview 5 when describing students who she would miss, she suggested those with traits that

are often associated with learner autonomy:

Extract 5.15 (A Interview 5)

I had very good students and erm several students that I’Il miss [...] some of the students who I

feel like erm they’re working for themselves and they understand that erm it’s up to them to enjoy

something studying you know andalso that will lead to I think life in general[...] I think upper

level classes have more students that way. They have more initiative to makeit their own.

Here A noted that higher level classes seemed to have a greater proportion of students who

appeared to be more autonomousoverall, suggesting how she believed that level (which because

ofthe streaming system also nominally at least indicated ability) was a factor in learner autonomy

even if it was not the one that most concerned her in termsofher students.

Although, as shownin Extract 5.14, A identified students who did not recognise learning

English as a legitimate goal, she also noted there were students who could envisagea future using

English. As she explained, she linked students’ desire to use English in the future to their exposure
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to discourses on globalisation that she believed had influenced students in terms of their goals

for learning and studying:

Extract 5.16 (A Interview 4)

some of them [have] really pretty deep goals like, you know, they want to work for international

firm or they somesaid that they want to go to a different country and have erm work [...] Yeah

yeah erm a lot ofthem their goals are you knowthey wantto speak to foreign people er they want

to travel see the world erm develop them themselvesas people and | think that this globalisation

and in their education as a child I think to be able to speak English has been for most students I

think pretty engrained yeaherlately.

In other words,A identified her students as possessing a range ofautonomy with some being more

intrinsically motivated to learn than others. However, she recognised that it was only "some" who

wanted to "develop them themselves as people" and for most others she would need to support

them to make them more confident using English. A’s cognition that more confidence would lead

to greater enjoyment of learning and therefore greater learner autonomy underpinnedher use of

group work whichis the subject of the next section.

5.4.2 Effect of group work

During interviews A commented on howshegenerally found that students worked better

in groups, and because students enjoyed working with each other they produced better work.

Group work wasalso a means by which she could hand over some control of the classroom to

students and help the whole class take more responsibility for their learning. However, as she

explained, she believed that students "don’t want to be completely free", implying their lack of
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confidence and a rejection of stronger forms of autonomouspractice. In other words, to a degree

A sawherstudentsas beingreliant on her to organise their learning:

Extract 5.17 (A Interview 1)

I give them lot of space to be with their groups andfriends [...] Use that mentality and you give

them freedom and then control their groups in that way, they will give you a lot more work

because they enjoy doing things together and they enjoy the freedom but then they don’t want to

be completely free.

Another example of how A’s students relied on her was revealed in the following extract about

how students chose whothey worked with in groups:

Extract 5.18 (A Interview 3)

A lot of students in Japan, out front they try to show like they’re happy to makelike groups with

the same people all the time, except actually within themselves manyare thinking differently.

They would rather shift and meet new people but there’s a pressure to do that.

A believed that Japanese people hid their true feelings about what they wanted in the face of

cultural "pressure". Specifically, the need to conform to the group norm restricted their actions,

something which reducedtheir individual autonomyso that they missed opportunities to meet and

communicate with different people even though they wanted to. A’s cognition that students

wanted to meet new people through the class was supported by students’ class feedback (see

Appendix 7) and so sometimes she mixedstudents so that they worked in groups with new people

in the hope of making a more enjoyable learning experience.

As shownby Extract 5.19, A’s cognitions about her students were culturally specific to

Japan. This was not simply the result of her years of teaching there but also drew upon her
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experience growing up and raising children there. A’s cognitions about Japanese students

informed her use of group work in a way that maximised the potential for increasing students’

confidence. As she explained, she exploited students’ group mentality to encourage them to use

English during groupactivities.

Extract 5.19 (A Interview 3)

I give them little time to sort of warm up and exchange and then erm duringthat time I kind of

sit at my place so they have space and then after a while erm I even give them a certain omakana

time omaka meansnotlike in ten minutes I’m going to but you know in about 15 minutes and

then and then I get up and I sort of walk around andif I hear English then I goto that table and I

give them star[...] I’m giving them a star whenthatperson is talking except because that person

spokethe entire group will receive that same star so you know sometimes people think you have

to sort of pinpoint that person and give that person only star but there's a psychologyI think in

Japan they’re very group oriented. Even now and soifnani if you know Taro san speaks andgets

a star but everybody else gets the star because of their group member then somehowit kind of

encourages them to speak more the others whoare shy try you knowto help the group.

A had devised the star system, which she described in Extract 5.19, to encourage students to use

English without forcing them to do so and without penalising them if they did not: "they never

get points off if they speak Japanese. They only get points when they speak [English]" (Extract

5.20, A Interview 3). In keeping with her view that generally her students lacked confidence, she

tried to make group work a positive experience in which even the shyest wanted to make a

contribution "to help the group". In this way, individual autonomywasincreased within a network

of peer support and with only indirect teacher intervention, a perfectillustration of what A said

in Extract 5.17: "you give them freedom andthen control their groups".

Through the star system students did things for their classmates encouraged by, but not

acting for, the teacher and it positively reinforced behaviours that A believed would benefit
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students’ autonomy.B used a points system in a similar way (see Chapter 8, section 8.8.3). A saw

evidence of students’ growing autonomyin their groups because as they became more familiar

with her system they took greater control overit, leading to more enjoymentandbetter learning:

"once they have the they get the system erm they they can manipulate erm the system anduseit

quite well you knowprepare andactually have fun" (Extract 5.21, A Interview 3).

As shown, A considered group work as a meansof encouraging individual contributions

at the same time as allowingherto pass responsibility to the class. She noted how students became

better at group work and took more control, suggesting greater learner autonomyandhinting at

the potential for stronger versions of autonomy to develop over time. In theory, this should also

have meantless teacher intervention and monitoring, However, A noted how group workalso had

a drawback,as she explained:

Extract 5.22 (A Diary 9)

I encouraged the students to speak more English than Japanese when working in groups. I heard

English at times especially when I reminded them but they wereslipping back into more Japanese.

The class has becomeusedto each other and friends are developing [...] a good point in that they

feel comfortable together and so when they work they push each other but they sometimes use

the group worksituation as if they are at a café and talk about other things. Good and bad.

Group work could be detrimental to students’ L2 use if they became so comfortable with each

other that they went off-topic in the L1, and so A felt it necessary to continue to monitor students

and encourage them to use English not Japanese. She wasalso prepared to intervene if necessary

(see Extract 5.36) but preferred not to prohibit or admonish students for using the L1, indicating

her positive cognitions about code-switching in general (see section 5.6), but at the same time the

difficulty of promoting it as an explicit strategy for students with low levels of autonomy (see
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section 6.3).

A’s reminders to use English exemplify her soft approach to encouraging learner

autonomy whichprioritised the preservation of students’ confidence overtheir language use. She

deliberately acted gently towards students and sought to protect the positive atmosphere of the

classroom that was created through group work by encouraging and supporting English use.

Softness and avoiding anger were strategies for encouraging students’ autonomy because it

strengthenedtheir desire to do things:

Extract 5.23 (A Interview 4)

I think it’s a waste of time and my energy to be giving so much angry energy towardsstudents or

anybody[...] I think all in all people respond better to softness[...] it’s a softness that maybe I

use [...] to control and make them good aboutfollowing something.

A suggested that, through this type of teacher control, students could be led to discover the value

of something for themselves, in other words they could become more autonomous. And though

she recognised that offering a critical view of students’ work wasan integral part of her teaching

role, again she framed hercriticism in such a way to avoid damaging students’ confidence:

Extract 5.24 (A Interview 1)

If somebodyis not so goodif it’s horrible I have to point it out but I try to ignorethatif it’s not

erm in the way ofthe class. I, I find it a better technique to bring out and show whatis positive

instead of the negative attitudes because eventually the whole class will understand that that’s

whatis expected of them instead of whatis not, you know.

In showing only "what is positive" A created positive behavioural change throughout the whole

class. Students understood "what is expected of them" suggesting greater awareness oftheir
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learning environmentandtherefore the potential to exert greater controloverit. A’s attitude to her

students’ mistakes and general soft approach reflected her cognitions about her students’ fragile

confidence (see section 5.4.2) so that she avoided doing anything that might damageit. It also

informsus of her cognitions aboutherrole in the classroom, ones which were intertwined with

and complemented those abouther students. This is the subject of the nextsection.

5.5 Teacherrole in developing learner autonomy

The previous section has described A’s cognitions about her students’ autonomy and

showedthe importanceto her of building confidence, motivation and enjoymentin the classroom.

Somereferences were made to the roles A adopted and her soft, supportive approach. This next

section builds on this image ofA and in moredetail identifies the relationship that she wanted to

construct between herself and her students, the roles that she said she adopted in the classroom

and how thoseroles supported the development of autonomy.

5.5.1 Classroom roles

In Interview 2, A was directly asked how she saw her role as a teacher and gave the

following extended answerin whichshe identified several roles that she believed were important

in the classroom, notably connecting eachto the positive effect on her students’ learner autonomy:

Extract 5.25 (A Interview 2)

Erm one reason whyI have them call me [A’s name] is because I don't want to be the authority

all the time and the one the teacher whohasall the control. Myrole is to encourage them to study

because they wantto study not because they’re doing a favourto the teacher or you know they’re

trying to, of course (they’re) trying to get a credit helps them to study but myrole is to make them

enjoy whatthey’re learning andsort ofto help them go deeper and by going deeper you knowit's

154



fun. Erm so to encourage them to feel like they want to study more they wantto do this they want

to be here erm a kind ofa initiator or someone whoinspires them to learn.

In the first part of the extract, A pointed out how shetried to support a key tenet of learner

autonomyin trying to make students less dependent on the teacher and to take greater control

over their learning by doing things for themselves (Farrell & Jacobs, 2010; Scharle & Szabo,

2003). Though A recognised students needed credit from the class, it was also clear how she saw

the classroom interaction between teacher and learner as going beyonda transaction for a grade.

This was underlined by her statement that she did not wantto be the one "whohasall the control"

buttried to help students take more responsibility for their learning within a more equal student-

teacherrelationship.

A also described the importance of her role in helping students to enjoy learning,

suggesting she wasin part a motivator who could help strengthen and deepen students’ interest in

English. This was consistent with her response in Interview 3 where she explained that she aimed

to "help the students like English" (Extract 5.26, A Interview 3). Importantly, though, A saw

enjoymentas the endresult ofeffort. In the above extract, A explained howshetried "to help them

go deeper". She partly did this through setting regular homework that she believed would help

students cometo form stronger connectionswith their learning. Setting homeworkwasanintegral

part of A’s cognitions about how autonomy developed because, as she explained, "the more

homework you do and the more work you put into something learning is going to be more fun for

you" (Extract 5.27, A Interview 2). And each homework assignment waspart of a wider cycle

which supported deeper learning as a result of A’s feedback on the homework. A’s positive

feedback guided and encouraged students to write longer sentences with more depth and inthis
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she saw students improve,their ability increase and by extension they gained greater control over

the language:

Extract 5.28 (A Interview 1)

If you give back papers and they, and you give comments, and if you give them these "good" or

[...] they improve. They communicate more, they write more, you knowthefirst time they come

they might write, you know,short phrases. Bylike, next time, when you emphasisethat, next time

they’re writing more sentences going deeper so this give and take of paper grading and writing

comments to them hasreally, really, I think, increased their ability andtheirlevel.

The comments that she wrote seemedto act as a spark for students’ self-developmentreflecting

the label she gave herself as an "initiator or someone whoinspires them to learn" (see Extract

5.25) drawing attention to how she saw herself in a central role in the developmentofher students’

autonomyratherlike a catalyst.

These two extracts are another reminder of A’s classroom agenda with its focus on

processes that would enhanceher students’ autonomyso that they wanted to continue learning. A

saw herrole then as seeking to empowerstudents with a desire for learning that transcended the

physical boundary of the classroom and the temporal boundaries of the semester. And in

identifying herself as an initiator, A indicated the personal energy, investment and commitment

she made to raising students’ levels of autonomy. Evidence for how personally A took the

responsibility for teaching, her pride in her role and her emotional attachmentto her students, can

be found in a frank and revealing diary entry in which she noted how, though over many years

she had been successful in inspiring her students, she had been unable to "help my own son" who

wasin the process of dropping outof a different university.
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Extract 5.29 (A Diary 14)

This week, I have been feeling a bit down,a bit like a failure and a bit sad. Seeing the students in

class and on campus reminds meofhow I want my ownsonto get something out of a University

experience that would benefit him in the future. I have encouraged andtried to inspire so many

studentsin the past 30 years of teaching and have directed manyto reach to the next point and I

can’t convincenorright now help my ownson.I feel humbled at the same timea bit discouraged.

This extract suggests the benefits of greater attention to the ecology within teacher cognition

research, which would help us understand moreofteachers’ lives outside ofthe classroom (Burns,

Freeman & Edwards, 2015; Kubanyiova & Crookes, 2015); but also, and more importantly for

this thesis, it reiterates A’s sense ofherself as a successful guide who had "directed many to reach

to the next point". More specifically, A fulfilled her roles when she perceived positive gains in

students’ relationship to learning English that suggested they had become more autonomous:

Extract 5.30 (A Interview 4)

I know that the majority of my students mmm received something[...] A positive feeling about

wanting to learn more English andso allin all I mean I (there) of course there’s you know some

and a handfulofpeople that’s neversatisfied and notsatisfied with the way I but I don’t think that

I made too manypeople dislike mmm learning English [...] And when that happensI feellike I’ve

accomplished my job you know they’re going to the second semester mmm with a positive

attitude about learning more English [A’s agenda]er I think that most of them got the layout the

format [of the academic paragraphs] some nevergotit er I gave them pretty good presentation

skills or understanding ofwhat they should be developing [Institution’s agenda] you knowit’s not

perfect.

In the first part of this extract, which is from Interview that took place after the observations, A

noted that overall she felt as though she had "accomplished her job". Most students by the end

had "a positive attitude about learning more English" suggesting greater learner autonomy in
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terms of stronger desire; as has already been explained, this was one ofA’s main concerns about

her students’ autonomy (see section 5.4). Her final diary entry reported a similar sense of

fulfilment of her role as a teacher because students had a future desire to learn: "I think many of

the students were happy to study English in this CW1 class. Most important ofall they wanted to

study more English" (Extract 5.31, A Diary 15). In telling contrast, in the second part of Extract

5.30, and almostas an afterthought, A commented on the product-goal aspects ofthe institutional

agenda. And while students had mostly understood how to write a paragraph and their

presentation skills were better, for A success wasvery firmly measuredin terms ofwhether ornot

students had improved their autonomy. Her role in delivering the institutional agenda was

expressed as less important, and this indicated the way in which the tension between A’s agenda

andthe institution’s agenda wasresolved in practice in favour of the former, as will be shownin

Chapter6.

5.5.2 Autonomy through freedom and choice

According to the literature, a central role of the teacher in autonomous learning

environmentsis to guide students to taking greater control and responsibility for their learning,

often resulting in the adoption of roles that place the experience of learners at the centre of the

classroom. This results in the classroom becoming a collaboration between learner and teacher

(see, for example, Dam, 2011). As has already been noted in section 5.4.2, A saw group work as

a wayofoffering students freedom but within a controlled environment where responsibility was

shared.In this section, more will be said about how A usedherrole to offer students freedom and

choice, something she identified studentsliked:
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Extract 5.32 (A Interview 1)

[I] try to give them the freedom and choice. Students are erm more comfortable making their

choices now then they were ten years ago. Theylike their freedom.

However, with a mandated curriculum and fixed, measurable outcomesfor the course, the extent

of the freedom A could offer students was limited. Nonetheless, A used herrole in interpreting the

syllabus to give students choices about topics for academic paragraphsandpresentations and to

offer opportunities for personalisation during communicative activities (see Chapter 6). Though

in stronger autonomousenvironments choice refers to content of learning or even howto learn

(Benson, 2011), as has already been pointed out, A’s classroom was only weakly autonomous

(Kumaravadivelu, 2003; Smith, 2003) and her students were not necessarily ready for complete

freedom (see Extract 5.17). In any case, it was clear that A saw even limited choices as producing

a positive effect on students over time:

Extract 5.33 (A Diary 10)

Atfirst it takes time for the students to work in the freedom I give butall in all they cometo an

understanding and find the enjoymentof learning.

A’s role then involved not simply guiding students to "freedom" but also helping them maintain

their involvementwith it. She did this through responding flexibly and sensitively to her students’

needs on an individual level. For example, students with higher autonomy who wanted more time

to complete their work received it:

Extract 5.34 (A Interview 4)

I’ve pretty much plan[ned] but it’s not so tight see and so like for example I write today handouts
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should be handedin but a lot of students they want to write more and so they independently come

to me and say I wasn’t ableto finish so I say it’s okay bring it next week you know.

Slower students were supported as well by being given moreclass time, but not at the expense of

the overall progress ofthe class. Hence, A describedherrole as offering both control and freedom,

as illustrated in the following extract when she explained how she organised group work:

Extract 5.35 (A Interview 1)

Time, so, in ten minutes. Er I give them until two ten [14:10] to finish to this point and then |

separate you know,andI write it on the board. Erm, okay so work on these questions. And thenI

have groupspresent them, er, sometimes, you know, somepeople can’t do it in ten minutes, but

usually I keep timeat the end of class for those who were slower to finish up orif they just can’t

handit in then I give them extra time to hand it in by next week but I don’t just allow them to,

you know, to spend the whole time doing something but I say, okay, at this time we’re going to

presentthis and so control the freedom and. Control and freedom.

Asthe extract shows, freedom was never unregulated or withouta structure, reflecting the point

A made in Extract 5.34 that she always had a plan. A maintained overarching control of the

classroom while simultaneously offering groups freedom and autonomy to work together

independently. In this way, A’s role was both like a guide and a manager whoacted as a regulatory,

steadying influence that ensured students maximised opportunities to develop autonomy. Thisis

in keeping with the literature (for example, Little, 2007) and A’s own cognitions about how

autonomy developed within her students. Students needed support to explore their freedom, but

at other times they might need to cede their freedom, and the teacher might need to take greater

control. In the following extract A reported how she neededto adopt both roles simultaneously in

response to the mixed levels of autonomywithin herclass:
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Extract 5.36 (A Diary 4)

Somestudents were earnestly working to prepare and others had to be reminded to use the given

time efficiently again, I felt a big split in the ability to concentrate among the students, I could

help someto go deeper into their preparations. To some I kept reminding them to do their work.

This was especially the case with lowerability students who, A noted below,if left alone would

becomedistracted leading to an "off-task melee" (King, 2013). Inevitably, use of L1 also became

moreprevalent at these moments, although this was not A’s main concern (see section 5.6). Rather

it was the overall degrading of the learning environment that meant less depth of learning and

thus ultimately less autonomy that sometimes forced A to be "more tough"in her role and even

"threaten":

Extract 5.37 (A Interview 4)

if you don’t really control them moreit’s like a cafe theyll be you know talking about [other

topics] in Japanese [...] I had to be er more tough in certain things and and kind of you know I

don’t want to threaten but sometimes I’ve hadto.

In section 5.4 we learned that A believed that students responded to softness that increased their

confidence. Here, though, a different side to A’s classroom roles is shown as she takes on a more

traditional authoritarian teacher role, reflecting the way she described herself in Interview 2 as

being "velvet with thorns behind.[...] I think that people feel like maybe I’m quite soft and not

strict but actually I am" (Extract 5.38, A Interview 2). This explanation by A shows her

willingness to compromise her ideal-oriented beliefs in favour of more practical reality-oriented

ones whennecessary, in this case to enable learning to occur. This once again shows how the

relationship between cognitions andpractice is not a simple one that either shows convergence or
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divergence but outofpractical necessity must remain flexible and dynamic (see Chapter 2, section

2.2.4).

Anotherpart ofA’s cognition about her classroom role that fed into how she used freedom

and control was a belief that her relationship with students should be equal and mutually

supportive. She did not see the teacher as someone who"is greater than them":

Extract 5.39 (A Interview 1)

I don’t control everything. If you control everything and they have to do exactly what the teacher

says. I don’t believe in that kind ofteaching. I’m nottheir master. I ask them to call me [A’s name].

I’m their, I am you knowtheir teacher, but I’m not someone whois greater than them or someone

who’s outthere controlling everything.

A’s desire to reduce the distance between her andherstudents to create a more equal, mutually-

collaborative relationship that engendered communication is reminiscent of other voices in the

field (see Tudor, 1996). For example, van Lier notes that "treating the learners as personsin their

own rightis crucial" (2007, p. 47). A echoed these views, explaining that:

Extract 5.40 (A Interview 3)

in order to teach communication and have a comfortable feeling so that they can feel free about

expressing their opinion I believe that you have to make them feel like they’re mutual to some

extent as people.

Again, there is evidence here of how A’srole in the classroom reflected her cognitions about her

students, and the importanceof feelings of confidence and comfort in promoting communication

and by extension greater autonomy. For A, building students’ confidence was a prerequisite for

other areas of learning; therefore, she made this process and raising students’ interest in learning
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a focal point of herrole in the first few weeks of the new semester:

Extract 5.41 (A Interview 1)

I feel that it takes about two sometimes three weeks to improve the confidence of the students

about communicating, and also being in a communication situation with other students that

they’re meeting for the first time, and from there then you have to motivate their interest erm,

before you do this. I mean if you don’t dothis, I don’t think you can do someofthe other things.

Ashas been shown,the roles that A adopted in her classroom wereclosely linked to her cognitions

about what students needed to improve their autonomy. Through these roles A offered students

freedom and choice, while remaining a central supporting figure who did not simply manage

processes within the classroom butactively created opportunities for students to develop and grow.

5.6 Cognitions about language use

While the focus of the preceding sections was on A’s cognitions about her students and

her classroom role, a general picture ofA’s cognitions about language use will also have become

apparent, and a brief summary ofthese will be given here.

Asa Starting point, A had a strong cognition, shared with manyofher students, that they

would need English in the future partly because they would be working in a world affected by

globalisation (see Extract 5.14). Developing students’ autonomy in English was therefore

important, but A recognised that students lacked confidence and were so worried about making

mistakes that it compromisedtheir ability to speak in English. Some also lacked motivation and

disliked English. As a result, A adopted a soft approach to students that encouraged them to use

English and did not penalise them for using Japanese. In short, she accepted that students would

use the L1 and actually saw it in a positive light (see section 6.3.2, Extract 6.53). At the same
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time, she also recognised that on occasion they could use the L1 too much andin these cases she

would intervene.

Section 5.6.1 brings greater clarity to A’s cognitions about language use and introduces

the benefits that A felt the L1 broughtto students’ learner autonomy.It will illustrate the type of

tasks and activities that A felt belonged in tertiary education setting because of the depth of

learning that could be achieved, but also show A’s concerns whenstudents did not use English to

any great extent. Finally, it will show how A’s cognitions about students’ L1/L2 use with herself

weredifferent to her cognitions about language use between students in the classroom.

5.6.1 Students’ code-switching

Generally, the literature on the developmentoflearner autonomyin the language classroom

has advocated the use of the L2 as the medium forall tasks and activities (e.g. Dam, 1995). More

recently, however, reflecting a wider interest in code-switching and translanguaging in a world

increasingly being viewed through a multilingual lens (Kubanyiova & Crookes, 2015),

monolingual classrooms have been questioned. Within learner autonomy Macaro (2008,pp. 58-

9) suggests code-switching should bea part of a learner’s "autonomyofchoice" in an educational

landscape where the hegemonyofthe inner circle of English has been eroded, and students have

"personal and instrumental goals" that go beyond the longstanding assumption that learning a

language is primarily about integration into another culture. In this view of autonomy, the L1is

seenas facilitating participation in the L2 communityofthe learner’s choicerather than being an

obstacle to L2 development.

A, like Macaro (2008), saw code-switching as a positive enhancement of learners’

communicative ability. As can be seenin the following extract, this was both because of her own
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experience of being bilingual and also because of "global changes" that had made it more

important to be able to communicate effectively in both languages:

Extract 5.42 (A Interview 4)

think I feel a lot more comfortable, myselfbeing bilingual, that they [students] use both languages

and that’s about communication and a CW [Communication and Writing course] especially with

first-year students using little bit of [...] you know using Japanesea little bit of Japanese is erm

always okay in my class. But I found that the idea that going back and forth in English and

Japanese andtreating those two languages as a communication tool in a free way really goes with

what erm the global changesthat the Japanese students are facing. Bilingualism is, I think, a new

trend almost yeah.

In describing bilingualism as a trend, A exhibited awareness of changing views about language

education and addeda further layer of complexity to her cognitions about language use. As shown

above (see Extract 5.14), A believed English was importantfor students’ futures, but she also saw

students’ ability to switch between the L1 and the L2 when communicating with each other as a

strength that added to their autonomyas languageusers. In other words, A believed that allowing

students to use Japanese in the classroom would better prepare them for future challenges and

make them more autonomous. At the same time, however, she qualified students’ L1 use. In

saying "a little bit of Japanese" is okay, she madeclear that the classroom remained an English-

focused environment even if it was not an English-only environment. This reflected her

professional cognitions about her responsibilities for the course but also those cognitions about

her students mentioned earlier that recognised the risk of too much L1 use descending into a

"café" (see Extract 5.22). This might also have explained why she avoided explicitly promoting

code-switching in her classroom (see section 6.3).
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Another reason why A accepted L1 use was connected to the type of learning A wanted

students to achieve. For her, deeper learning resulted in greater enjoyment and enhancedlearner

autonomy. However,shefelt that only allowing L2 use during learning could actually hinder these

processes:

Extract 5.43 (A Interview 3)

Well the kind of discussion you know weare encouraging the students erm if you don’t use

Japanese they won’t go deeper erm I think by usingtheir so I alwayssay try as muchaspossible

to speak in English but you know if you have to go deeperit’s okay to speak Japanese.

Extract 5.44 (A Interview 1)

It’s challenging to have them speak in English. Erm, I don’t believe that you know whenit’s

content based they should only speak in English because they’re notat the level.

Within A’s cognition system, then, there was a beliefthat the L1 was a resource that gave students

accessto a level of discussion that they would not otherwise have had if they had beenrestricted

to the L2. It enhancedtheir ability to communicate andin offering students a choice about which

language to use during discussions, through making the decision about when code-switching was

necessary, she helped students to develop their autonomy.

For A, L1 use allowed students to be truly engaged in the class through meaningful

discussion that could fully represent their own ideas. This further underlined how she viewed the

classroom as place of learning that could offer greater benefits for students than just increased

languageability and supported her view that deeper learning led to greater autonomy because of

students’ enjoyment and increased interest. As she pointed out, too great a focus on language
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forms alone at the expense of meaningful content reduced students’ discourse to hollow and

superficial language formsandrestricted their ideas:

Extract 5.45 (A Interview 4)

I just don’t wantto just kind ofdo you know exercisesandfinish up like that because they they’re

you knowifyou give them time they have real unique ideas especially with simple concepts they

can really think about well.

Just doing language exercises robbed learners of the opportunity to fully express themselves and

their "real unique ideas". In other words, A hadan innately positive view ofher students’ potential

(see Extract 5.9) that would notbe fulfilled through "English repetition", by which she meantpre-

written dialogues and structured communication exercises containedin the textbook. These types

of task were "not satisfying in terms of the level of content", reminding us once again that A

viewed gains in the learning process in connection with deeper gains in what wasbeinglearned:

Extract 5.46 (A Interview 1)

sometimesthese sort of conversation skill[s] you know, give and take simplified, erm, English

repetition for university levelis, is not satisfying in terms of the level of content. So, mmm, how

to make them speak withoutfeeling like they’re always communicating in Japanese, yeah.

At the endofthe extract though, A acknowledgedthe risk of allowing her studentsto usethe L1,

namely that in achieving depth of discussion they would actually use very little English. The

observations (see section 6.3) provided moments when A wasfrustrated with students speaking

Japanese, but conversely moments when she saw code-switching as creating greater rapport

within groups and better learning. This revealed the internal contradiction that A struggled to

resolve as two cognitions about how students could achieve greater autonomy seemed to compete
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in her classroom.Inevitably, this sometimes caused A to doubt herself and question her classroom

practice:

Extract 5.47 (A Diary 9)

Thegesture test gave them a chanceto speak and practice phrases in English. It went well do they

need more controlled speaking practice? They thought and wrote in English. I wish they could

feel more comfortable speaking in English to each other they really spoke well during the

interview skills test.

This passage underlines the complexity of A’s cognitions about language use as shetried to

accommodate and resolve different positions through her classroom practice. Greater learner

autonomyoverall seemed to come at the expense of L2 use, and while this did not shake her

fundamentalbeliefthat using the L1 in the classroom wasbeneficial it spurred reflections on how

to support more L2 use.

In the end though,the importance of students exploring deeper content that could enhance

their autonomy through the enjoyment of learning meant that her classroom practice prioritised

activities that supported that aim, even if it meant less English being used (see Chapter 6).

Moreover, A’s avoidance of "simplified English repetition" of the type contained in the

university-prescribed textbook, is another reminder of how her own agenda, underpinned by her

cognitions about learner autonomy, seemed to take precedence over the institutional one (see

section 5.2).

5.6.2 L2 language use with A

Though A supported students combining the L1 and L2 when communicating, she insisted

on them using the L2 with her because it was an opportunity for them to become more confident
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using English and develop their autonomy. To aid this, A claimed to hide her Japanese ability

from them because she knew that otherwise, students would only speak Japanese with her. As she

explained, this was a long-held cognition:

Extract 5.48 (A Interview 1)

I’m bilingual, I can speak Japanese but erm, you know in the twenty years that I’ve been here I

really try not to speak um Japanese unlessit’s emergency.[...] I encourage them to speak to me

in English. I may use a few vocabulary wordsin Japanese but erm I try not to speak in sentences

erm, because erm especially being bilingual, once I give away that I can speak Japanese pretty

muchlike them they will continue to approach me in erm Japanese.

Though a long-standing cognition, it becameclearthat it was an ideal-oriented one andin practice

she wasnot always successful in maintaining an English-only relationship with her students, nor

hiding her Japanese from them,as she explained in Interview 4:

Extract 5.49 A (Interview 4)

This year for some reason they got the sense that I could speak more Japanese than than my usual

years [...] I said, you know, when you do write me an email please write to me in English. A lot

ofpeople wrote in er Japanese andthen,if it wasn’t like extremely emergency, I would say please

write me back in English[...] sometimes I think they went over the line and they didn’t try to

communicate [in English] because it was mendoukusai [troublesome]

This extract draws together several different threads that suffuse A’s cognitions about developing

learner autonomy. Thefirst is that students had low levels of autonomy because they would use

Japanese rather than English if they could, and that it was not a question of their English ability

but rather their confidence and motivation. As A pointed out, there was a line concerning

acceptable use of the L1 which her students did not always recognise and sometimes they gave
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up too easily. Code-switching aided learner-learner or peer-to-peer communication; but, likely

drawing again uponherprofessional cognitions, with A herself students must use English because

as a ‘native speaker’ teacher this waspart ofherrole.

Whenin herrole ofencouraging students to use English, A’s response to students who used

Japanese wastypically soft. Even though she suspected they were simply being lazy, without

being critical she just asked them to write to her again but in English. In this way the opportunity

for them to become more confident using English was not lost and A could fulfil her role as an

initiator of communicative opportunities that could further develop her students’ autonomy.

A’s cognitions about language use are a good example of how her cognitions were complex

and interdependentwith other cognitions about teaching and learning.In this case, the context of

students’ language use — whetherit was with her or with other students — affected her expectations

ofhow they should behave. And while the expectations in each case were quite different, both are

groundedin A’s cognitions that her approach would lead to greater learner autonomyoverall.

5.7 Chapter summary

This chapter began with the idea that despite an absenceofexplicit cognitions about learner

autonomy, A did hold implicit ones. It also drew attention to the importance of A’s professional

cognitions because they could affect how A tried to foster learner autonomy in her classroom.

Finally, it explained andillustrated A’s cognitions about learner autonomy through discussions of

her cognitions about her students, her role and how language should be used in the classroom.

Though some reference was madeto A’s actual classroom practice, it generally presented a model

of her ideal-oriented cognitions. In the next chapter, it will be shown how A’s classroom practice

actually reflected her cognition system.
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Chapter 6: Case A Part 2 (Classroom Practice)

6.1 A’s practice

6.1.1 Introduction

AsBorg (2006) points out, the ideal-oriented cognitions that teachers hold as uncovered

in interviews cannot be assumed to be the sameasreality-oriented ones that inform practice,

hence the desirability in teacher cognition research to also observe the teacher in the classroom.

This chapter illustrates A’s classroom practice which promoted autonomy and shows how it

reflected her cognitionsas identified in the previous chapter. Inevitably, when teachers talk about

their practice they emphasise some aspects without mentioning others, so this section will also

draw attention to areas important to the development of autonomy that were underplayed in the

interviews, for example onreflection. It will be argued that A’s reported cognitions were clearly

reflected in her classroom practice, suggesting a teacher who wasstrongly cognisant of her own

practice, and evidencewill be included that supports this contention.

The chapter is divided into three parts. The first part covers the general aspects of A’s

classroom practice, including tasks, activities and systems that could be linked to developing

autonomy. In the secondpart it will be shown how A’s language beliefs were manifested in her

classroom,this being identified as a key area in her cognition system, while the third and final

part discussesthe constraints that potentially impacted A’s ability to foster autonomy and explains

how she overcame them.
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6.2 The teacher’s role in promoting autonomy

6.2.1 Introduction

Although A’s cognitions about her students and those about her role were described

separately in the previous chapter, it was also pointed how they were deeply interconnected. A

adopted roles based on her understanding of her students’ levels of autonomy, which varied but

seemed to generally paint a picture of weakly autonomousstudents (see Chapter 5, section 5.4).

In interviews A described how, whenever possible, she gave students freedom to work at a

distance from her, thereby creating opportunities for them to take greater control over their

learning. At the same time, her understanding of her students’ generally weak level of autonomy

meant that she monitored the freedom so that she could take back control when necessary. In the

following sections, extracts from classroom observationswillillustrate this cognition in practice,

as well as showing the interconnectedness and interaction of A’s cognitions about her students’

needs and abouther role building students’ confidence, making learning fun, and raising their

levels of responsibility. Separate sections will analyse the way in whichtasks offering students

choice and encouraging reflection served to support A’s underlying belief about enhancing her

students’ levels of learner autonomy.

6.2.2 Encouraging students’ personal responsibility

In interviews, while explaining her cognitions about students’ autonomy, A had focused

a lot on the psychological relationship between her Japanese students and the English language

and how shetried to support them. She had spoken less about how she helped students develop

their ability through greater control over their managementof learning (Benson, 2012). However,
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the classroom observations revealed several ways in whichshetried to help students take more

personal control and responsibility through strengthening this aspect of their autonomy.

From the very first class it was clear how A acted on her cognitions that university

required students to develop a strong personal relationship to learning that would be deep and

meaningful. She also believed that university learning required independence and personal

responsibility that was a step up from high school learning; in short, that it was a different

experience to what her students had previously experienced. A outlined these cognitions when

she explained the menuonthe blackboardthat she wrote every week, giving details ofwhat would

happenin the class along with that week’s homework.Asshe explained, this would help students

prepare and organise themselveseffectively and also placed the onusofresponsibility for learning

very firmly on the students not her:

Extract 6.1 (A Observation 1)

...1f you see on the board here I wrote Homeworkand onthis side Today every time I will write

your homeworkhere.[...] okay so this is your responsibility if you are absent and you don’t see

this please ask a friend or if you know youhaveto be absent communicate to me. Ask mebestif

you can ask mein class okay [...] but I recommendthat we speak to each other as best as possible

and maybe erm you can you will begin to make friends and you can give each other information

about the class. When you cometo class and say "Oh [A’s name] I was absent so I don’t know the

homework" this is not my responsibility but it is your responsibility to find out about the

homework every week okay?

A’s emphasis on students’ responsibility set down a very clear marker for her minimum

expectations of them: they would be organised and ready for the class. And while she also pointed

out how she remained ready to support them, for example if they missed a class, it was up to them

to be proactive and speak to her. A emphasised the importance of communication in taking
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responsibility and in doing so promoted the imageofthe type of autonomouslearner that A hoped

her students would be.

Also in the extract is the first indication of A’s hopes for the future development of the

class in terms of relationships between students. A’s cognitions strongly supported the

effectiveness of group work and here A pointed out how becoming friends with classmates could

help and support them in the class. Later in the sameclass, while explaining the type ofactivities

that would take place during the semester, A presented students with a muchclearer image ofhow

successful learning and enjoyment were the result of everybody’s efforts and how the classroom

space wasajoint enterprise:

Extract 6.2 (A Observation 1)

You will be doing group work together so if weall bring your best energy er we will have a good

class. Okay so help each other and I will help youto er study and erthat will give you goodresults

in studying and studying becomes fun when you bring energy okay?

There is a clear and striking consistency between the cognitions about how autonomy develops

in class through cooperation and enjoyment that A expressed in interviews and diaries and the

messagethat she impartedto her students in practice (see Chapter 5, Extract 5.31). Students taking

personal responsibility means them being prepared and actively involved in group work because

in doing so they would enjoy the learning process more, something which for A indicated greater

autonomy.

At the same time as she positively promotedthe traits of an autonomouslearner to her

students, she also made clear what was unacceptable behaviour:
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Extract 6.3 (A Observation 1)

..1f you cometo class and if you sleep I must consider you absent okay erm this is this is your

class. [...] so if you have to sleep if you’re too sleepy er now it’s nice weather er sleep on the

bench outside don’t sleepin class also keitai [mobile phones] er cell phonescellular phones maybe

a lot of you have iPhones you mayuse your dictionary and sometimes you can find web internet

in class please do not use yourer cellphones to write mail to your friends and do notcall your

friends in class now erm I’m sure you knowthat kind ofetiquette.

In keeping with the "soft" approach (see section 5.4.2, Extract 5.23) A explained rules without

labelling them as such andtreated her students as adults who would understand the need to respect

common"etiquette" when making decisions about appropriate cell phone use. This invoked the

level of trust that A wanted to invest in the relationship and labelling it "your class" was another

indicator of how she wastrying to internalise a sense of responsibility within students for their

learning. Finally, the absence of strict, top-down teacher control was in keeping with her

cognitions about developing an equalrelationship between students andherself as far as possible

(see section 5.5.3, Extract 5.39).

6.2.3 Encouraging students’ confidence

As explained in the previous chapter, for A, what she identified as students’ low levels of

confidence and fear ofmaking mistakes playeda big part in inhibiting them from communicating

and this was something which she addressedin the first class:

Extract 6.4 (A Observation 1)

Do you understand my English? I will speak slowly I will only speak English so er please try to

speak English to me erm I always say don’t be afraid to make mistakes so [A writing on board]

don’t be afraid to make mistakes. Okay make mistakes when you are communicating erm you

don’t have to be perfect use gesture, eye contact, all the words you knowit’s okay if you don’t
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haveall the grammarcorrect, communicationeris very difficult ifyou are afraid to make mistakes

okay? Sotry.

A’s commentary to students that they focus on communication not grammar washerfirst attempt

to address what she perceived as a major obstacle to the developmentof her learners’ autonomy

and introduced strategies for being successful communicators that she repeated over the whole

course.

Thus we can see how A’s general encouragement, such astelling students not to worry

about making mistakes, was augmented with specific examples ofcommunicativestrategies, such

as using body language, that could help students overcomegapsin their linguistic knowledge.It

can be seen how A empoweredstudents to speak and make mistakes, subverting the image of the

high school teacher who, she believed, drawing on her experience as a Japanese mother, (see

Chapter 5, Extract 5.10) would do the opposite, with a resulting negative effect on students’

autonomous development because their role was to help students succeed in tests to get into

university and grammatical accuracy wastherefore more important. By presenting the classroom

as a space to use English freely A also encouraged studentsto be less reliant on her because they

would no longerbe speakingin orderto get her approval for what they said. What A told students

here reflected her stated cognitions about not correcting students when they spoke (see section

5.4.2, Extract 5.11) and showed how she created a safe classroom space where students could

gain confidence using English and further expand their autonomy.

As shownabove,A tried to make students feel confident speaking by recalibrating their

imageoftheir teacher and drawing a line between the normsandrelationships that existed in high

school and those in university. A powerful example of how shetried to signal to her students a

symbolic transformation from high school to university was simply by giving them the
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opportunity to ask her questions. On onelevel this helped demystify the teacher: rather than an

anonymousfigure with a body ofknowledge to impart, A hoped to show students a humanfigure

whothey could perhapsrelate to, as she explained in her diary for the class:

Extract 6.5 (A Observation 1)

Mygoal today was to hand out course outlines and schedules. Explain the class to the students

and answerquestions. Introduce myself and encourage students to ask manycreative questions

to know the person who will be teaching them this semester. I achieved my goals.I finishedall

that I wantedto do for this introductionclass.

ii. I followed the syllabus as an introduction class. I have my own introduction hand out which

the students use to write out questions to ask me. They listen to the questions and answers and

write a paragraph. Forthe first day the way the students get involved in this process and how I

answerthe questions develop the flow ofthe class.

At the same time the question and answersession also reduced the distance between teacher and

learner, as students "get involved in the process", a move towards equality that A spoke

passionately about in interviews(see section 5.5.3, Extract 5.40). For A, learner autonomy could

only develop if students were aware of their new learning environmentand onlyif students felt

empoweredto act in the space "so that they can feel free about expressing their opinion". Though

very simple, A felt the activity ofasking her questions wassignificant because in doing so students

were already taking ownership of the space: "When they are when they have the courage to ask

certain questions that’s already a sense of communication power" (Extract 6.6, A Interview 2).

The questions then wereproofto the students themselves that they could communicate in English,

but the exchange also showed the shared ownership of the space in which they were responsible

and A astheir partnerin the classroom,all conditions that A believed helped develop autonomy.
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Thoughcorrection was not something A did with students’ spoken language, she adopted

a different approach with their assessed written work. When returning students’ paragraphs she

used correction symbols (see Appendix 8) to point out errors that could initiate the development

of deeper connections with the learning process as students identified and corrected their own

mistakes:

Extract 6.7 (A Observation 9)

I have corrected the first paragraph please look at what was good what mistakes you made erm if

you wantto write it again to raise your grade you can.[...] I will also give you a correction sheet

or correction key erm sometimes I write you messages. Sometimes I say SM small letters, Cap

capital, I circle words, please change the word. [...] and I have written some notes if you can’t

read my writing please ask me please communicate to me and ask me [A’ name] what do you

mean bythat? Okay?

It was also an opportunity for dialogue with the teacher, and students’ first class experience of

asking A questions might have helped give them the confidence to ask her about their work. While

no students were observed asking questions about their writing, in her diary she commentedthat

"I see that the students are getting more comfortable with each other and me. For group

presentation this atmosphere gives a better foundation for teamwork" (Extract 6.8, A Diary 9).

Again, A madea link between students being comfortable in the classroom and better group and

teamwork, showing how her perception of the classroom supported her cognitions. However,

though no questions were seen being asked while students checked their writing, A also spent

timelater in the class going to each group of students as my field notes showed, soit is possible

questions were askedat this point:
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Extract 6.9 (Researcherfield notes observation 9)

FIELD NOTES: 1420 Students let loose as groups and in a couple of groups there is near

spontaneousaction but in others just the awkward shuffling of paper. A goes around though and

asks each group if they have any questions. At this point each group should have a leader

responsible for the sheet and there seemsto be one person reading in each group.

Students also had the option ofre-writing and resubmitting their work with the incentive of getting

a higher grade, but the onus was on them to take responsibility for their learning by seeing the

writing task as part of a process by which they could improve. In keeping with A’s cognitions,

students were encouraged, not forced, to engage and how they responded to this opportunity

indicated to A their level of autonomy and showed howherpractice adaptedto different levels by

offering choice (see Chapter 5, Extract 5.20).

In interviews, A had stated her cognitions that students’ desire for learning could be

enhanced if students went deeper and the advice that she gave students showed howshefelt they

could do this. For example, after an open book test A drew attention to how students could

improve their performance by preparing beforehandoutside ofthe class.

Extract 6.10 (A Observation 3)

...we will have some short quizzeslike this er during the semester, now you know how important

it is to listen or to read the conversation for homework erm if you read and you prepare you will

be able to answer your questions er more quickly even thoughit’s open booktest if you know the

contenter it’s easier to write your impressions andso on.

Again, there is a notable focus on students taking responsibility for their performance by

managing their learning effectively and preparing specifically for tasks and doing homework,

strategies that would also help students become more confident because they would be quicker
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answering questions and find it easier to do. As A explained in her diary for week 3, she hoped

that by doing the activities students would develop an awarenessofthe positive traits associated

with learner autonomy that would give them greater control overtheir learning through enjoying

what they were doing:

Extract 6.11 (A Diary 3)

Hopefully the introduction of group work today will help the students become aware of many

things such as you mustprepare to have adequate discussions with others, sharing ideas broadens

one’s mind, you can learn many things from each other, studying English can be fun, etc. As an

ultimate goal it is my role to make this exchange a pleasant experience so they will feel

comfortable to use English to express their opinions and to be able to compare viewpoints with

other classmates.

Here, in commenting on the powerful effect of group work, A reiterates points made in interviews

about how she can support students in taking greater responsibility by making the activities ‘a

pleasant experience’ that would raise their confidence when communicating.

Though much of what A did in her classroom centred on encouraging students to take

personal responsibility in a positive way, her cognitions held that at times she might have to take

back control (see section 5.5.3, Extract 5.35), a point also taken up in the literature (see Chapter

2, section 2.6.4). An example of this occurred in week 10 when, during group work ontheir

presentations, A overheard a girl speaking in Japanese on something unrelated.

Extract 6.12 (A Observation 10)

A: Are you finished Hazuki? English conversation, no outside. This is not café English café

fine. Okay? Are you speaking about your English presentation?

S: English xxx
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A: I know I can’t give you time to speak about (xxx)this is time for you to work on English.

This is why I give youtime but not then I have to stop you becausethis is English time to make

up a presentation. (xxx) okay?

S: Okay.

ThoughA in this instance wasre-asserting her teacher authority, it was also evidence of how her

soft approach aimed to gain students’ understanding of why she wasintervening. Initially A

established the exact circumstancesofthe student’s use of Japanese withan initial question to the

student that seemed aimedat re-engagingherin the task rather than prohibiting her from speaking.

In encouraging the student, perhaps playfully, to talk about whatever it was in English, A acted

on her beliefs that negative interventions were unhelpful and could damage developing autonomy.

However, after establishing that the topic of conversation was unconnected to the class, she

reminded the student of her responsibility to use the time given to her for English and checked

she understood, which the studentsaid that she did.

This episode illustrated A’s softness in practice but also how she was a constant

background presence evenasshe allowed students to develop control of their learning. She was

aware and readyto deal with the potential risk of losing classroom control, something that Macaro

(2008) notes can occur when promoting spaces for students to develop learner autonomy. The

incident also reflects the more generally understood belief in the literature that giving learners

greater responsibility in the classroom does not, and indeed should not, reduce teacher’s authority

or responsibility for classroom learning (for example, Dam, 2011).

6.2.4 Supporting group autonomy

Asidentified in the preceding chapter, A held strong cognitions about the positive

contribution of group work to her students’ learner autonomy (see Chapter 5, section 5.4.2). A
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believed that students enjoyed working in groups and gained more confidence, resulting in the

production ofbetter work, with shier students in particular being drawn into making contributions.

It also allowed A to devolve powerto the students and allow them to take over the classroom

space sothat they experienced freedom but within structure that meant A retained overall control.

This section illustrates how group work took place and how it seemed to produce the

positive effects on her students’ autonomy that A described. While this serves to confirm the

convergence between her cognitions and her practice, more importantly, it sheds light on the

gradual familiarising strategy and learner training that she employed to develop students’

autonomyandthe centralrole that she played in maintaining students’ commitmentto learning.

From the very first class A highlighted to her students the benefits of group work and, as

seen in Extract 6.2, she made the point that they needed to bring energy to their groups andthat

this would makeit fun. Certainly, A’s diary in week 12 suggested that three monthslater her hopes

for group work had beenrealised: students were working together as autonomousunits and the

whole class atmosphere waspositive, with students getting on well with each other:

Extract 6.13 (A Diary 12)

Listening to English was the main skill to practice today but spontaneous English speaking

happened in groups when I came around. The moodis good! [...] Even though I am not sure

100% what the students think I get the sense that there is a good repoire[sic: rapport] in this class.

This outcome was not automatic though and observations of A’s classes revealed how she

developed students’ familiarity with group work overtime. At the start ofthe semester she offered

greater guidanceandtraining. For example, when she did group workforthe first time discussions

were largely organised by A: she chosethe topic for discussion, specified that each person in the
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group would have a namedrole and defined what each person would do:

Extract 6.14 (A Observation 3)

Okay so everybody erm now I am going to give you group paper okay? Today youwilltry to

worktogether try to communicateas bestas possible in English. [...] I would like you to choose

one speaker, one writer, two or three advisors, okay? And nextto the nameplease write the names

of all your group members and their part yakuwari [role] yes? This is your han [group], your

group, you’re the red group, you’re the blue group so you canjanken [paper, scissors, stone] or

you can volunteer er speaker, writer and advisors so please decide on who will do what, okay so

please, the speaker will present the speaker will present the outcome of your group answers on

the right side the two top and middle question er I will give you sometimeandthe speakers will

present your group outcome today okay?

In that the groups got to choose who would take on which role there was an aspect of group

autonomy. However, A’s expectation was that students would not have used group workat high

school which explained whysheretained control. As she explained, it was "a trial period when

you introduce a new way of working to first time students" (Extract 6.15, A Diary 3).

By week6 A was giving students much more freedom and she wasless prescriptive in

herinstructions, for example, during a group activity in which students exchangedideas on their

homework writing. While shestill guided students with a handout and set them a minimumtarget

ofpeople to talk to, she no longer labelled specific roles and students could go at their own pace.

Furthermore, students were not restricted to within their groups and she encouraged them to

physically get up and mix with other groups:

Extract 6.16 (A Observation 6)

If you need to you can stand upandvisit the people that you were erm you wantto ask questions

to, now at the bottom it says please exchange your paragraphs now please exchange your

paragraphswith at least three classmates you have 35 minutes. Ifyou don’t have enough members
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in your er groups you can approach another group but I would like you to exchangeat least three

paragraphser please read them, what were they about and whatdid you learn from them? There’s

space to write three sentences each for each paragraph that you read okay? Now erm please use

the time to do that.

Asstudents movedaround, the image ofa traditional Japanese teacher-fronted classroom withits

strict network of powerrelations dividing the teacher from their learners seemed to dissolve.

While this kind of in class scene is not untypical of a CLT activity (similar events took place in

B’s classes, see Chapter 8), it would probably have been very different from the other courses

students were taking at the same time with Japanese teachers (see Chapter 3, Figure 3.1). In this

way, students were encouragedto explore their individual autonomy within the classroom space

and took personalresponsibility for their actions; having given the broad outline for the task, A

did not tell them whatto do. By week 12, A felt that the positive outcomesfor learners’ autonomy

that she had described in interviews had becomevisible as students started to take control over

the space. Students were behaving autonomously, but also interdependently, by supporting each

other, and A describedhersatisfaction in her diary:

Extract 6.17 (A Diary 12)

I feel like the students are beginning to take over and control the space whichisa satisfying place

to be in teaching this class. They know the system and howthe process works. I see and feel that

the students are generally working together to accomplish a goal together.

Whentalking about group work in interviews A had not mentioned these various stages she

employed to make it a success. The observationsfilled in the details of the process by which

autonomy was fostered and revealed how it could be applied practically. The stages which she

employed support the idea of a gradual, progressive development and seem to confirm the
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suggestion in the literature that autonomy has stages (see Chapter 2, section 2.6.3).

In the same vein, previous research notes how autonomy must be nurtured over a period

of time in order to achieve substantial/lasting development (Benson, 2011). The star system,

which A had explained to her students in the third class (see Extract 6.19 and Figure 6.1)

facilitated successful participation in group work (see Chapter 5, section 5.4.2) and was a way of

nurturing students’ developing autonomy. Simply, while students worked on a group task together

A would circulate around the room monitoring the groups and on hearing English being used

wrote a star on the group’s worksheet. The system wasalso explained on the board:

Figure 6.1 A’s blackboard explaining the star system
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While monitoring, A also gave verbal encouragementfor students to try to use English:
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Extract 6.18 (A Observation 3)

A: Remembertry your English I’m hearing a lot of Japanese whichis okay little bit but put in

some English there, okay?

A’s week 3 diary revealed how group work was a part of a gradual process by which she

encouraged students to speak more English. Moreover, again evoking the soft approach, she

explained that she took care to avoid putting too much pressure on students and thus damaging

their confidence and the learning environment:

Extract 6.19 (A Diary 3)

Oncethe groupssettled little I went around to give star marks whenI heard a relatively long

phrase or sentence in English. I hope that eventually this process will encourage more English

exchange. I measure the amount of pushing this speaking in English according to the group

dynamics. I am careful not to force it. I positively encourage the speaking but do not discourage

speaking in Japanese sometimes.

While encouraging use of English may have been the main goal of the system, as shownby her

instructionsin class, it was also an opportunity for students to become more confident generally

when communicating with each other and build relationships with classmates, something that A

believed students wanted (see Chapter 5, Extract 5.17). She reiterated key messages from the first

class about using non-verbal communication and not being afraid of making mistakes. She also

reminded them that some Japanese was okay, in a clear sign of how she implemented her

cognitions on code-switchingin the classroom (see Chapter 5, section 5.6.1; also see section 6.3):

Extract 6.20 (A Observation 3)

Okay so everybody erm now I am going to give you group paper okay? Today you will try to

work together try to communicateas best as possible in English erm when I will go around the
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tables when I hear English I will give you some points. Now if you get three stars sometimes er

students’ groups have received seven stars in one class time er one star equals some English

communication, now sometimes you might have to communicate in Japanese some difficult

wordsbuttry try erm youwill be able to speak to each other. Don’t be afraid to make mistakes

use all the vocabulary, gesture, eye contact and communicate to each other to find the answers.

Okay? And then I will come aroundto give you points, now each group will get one paper each

group will receive a final group grade for today.

A believedthat students were not simply working towardsstars or points but also for the success

of the whole group with whom they would feel a growing bond. At the same time they could

enjoy communicating and become more confident and better equipped to deal with future

speaking opportunities. Writing stars on the group’s paper was a stimulus for students to

immediately reflect on their performancein class and the process excited them, as myfield notes

suggested:

Extract 6.21 (A Field Notes 3)

FIELD NOTES:

13:41 The group closest to me are speaking very loudly in English. "Very charming. Very very

charming. Very very very charming." A appears and drawsa star on their group paper. They seem

a little bit unsure ofwhy this happened: A explains, "I hearda little bit of English". A comes again

and writes a star. Again they seem excitedbythis.

The star system wasdirected at students’ autonomyin several ways. On linguistic level it was

meant to produce more English communicationin class. It was also to boost students’ confidence

and rapport with each other as well as strengthen the relationship between A and them by

removing the imageofheras a teacher. It was clear that not all aspects developed at the same

time. For example, in week 3 the effect of the system had been uneven in terms of encouraging
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use of English as A explainedin her diary:

Extract 6.22 (A Diary 3)

Today 3 outofthe 7 groups received somestars for communicating in English. It was so so. There

was an imbalance of English speaking opportunities today. Some students were able to speak

more than others

On the other hand, A had noted that students were involved in the group work and making an

effort generally, suggesting how the basic conditions for developing their autonomy were

positive:

Extract 6.23 (A Diary 3)

The students were earnestly working together. Within their groups they seemedto betrying their

best, coming up with ideas to answerthe given questions. Each group had their own level. Each

time I went around they asked me questions.It felt good that the students are already quite used

to me. I felt quite comfortable moving in and out of the space each group occupied.

There wasalso a sense of the teacher-student relationship developing in the humanistic, equal

waythatAbelieved helped students develop autonomously.In another incident in week 4, though,

it was clear how the English aspect of the star system was one of the weakest and students were

not taking responsibility as A wanted them, leading to a need to intervene:

Extract 6.24 (A Diary 4)

30min.left, I assigned prep. for the next class group work presentation emphasising the need to

communicate in English for speaking points. [...] In the last 30min. working time, seeing that

some students were not using the time given well, I decided to give out the small papers to find

out what they decidedto talk about for the next time.
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A’s spontaneousdecision to "give out small papers" was an example ofhow she took back control

in the absence of visible signs of autonomous learning behaviour. It also showed how A’s

classroom decision-making was flexible so she could respond to unexpected classroom events

(see Chapter 5, Extract 5.34) and further supported A’s professional cognitions about the

importance of the teacher retaining decision-making control. It also reminds us how processes

used by teachers that can be accounted for by neat explanations in interviews are subject to the

uncertainty and unpredictability of actual students in actual classrooms.

In response to "observing minimal English exchangein the last group work"(Extract 6.25,

A Diary 5) A tried a new timed speaking activity in which she took complete control. It was a

departure from her usual practice, but one she felt was necessary to help students understand the

responsibility that they must take on within their groups that would benefit their autonomy.

Students still had some choice in terms of their theme and what they said but A controlled the

classroom space:

Extract 6.26 (A Observation 5)

Shsssss so please listen carefully erm this is a timed speaking exercise [...] okay I will say "go

numberone" then the numberoneperson will speak to the group. Please state your theme: "I am

going on a nature trip", give all the information that you have to your group, group members

please listen and take notes. [...] I will give you erm about one minute for each person to speak.

Okay? and so we will try it once and then maybe two times and if we want to hear it more we

might do it three times so when I say number one go numberone person please speak about your

perfect trip. We’Il try it, ready? Numberone go.

In reflecting on the task in her diary A took away several positive points. First, the students’ L2

use went up: "A lot of only English time was happening" (Extract 6.27, A Diary 5). In addition, a

lot of students had prepared, suggesting that they understood the importance of out-of-class
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preparation in making the most of the speaking opportunities she was providing them with:

Extract 6.28 (A Diary 5)

Today the timed speaking activity worked. In the one minute all the students tried their best to

speak whatthey preparedas their perfect trip. More students prepared thoroughly than I assumed

from what I was seeing two weeksagoin class prep time. This new timed activity I came up with

due to observing minimal English exchangein the last group work turned out to be goodfor this

class.

Andsimilarly, she was able to learn more aboutthe different existing levels of autonomy within

the class and realised that some students were less academically able:

Extract 6.29 (A Diary 5)

I became aware of the speed of working and understanding the work among the students. This

group of CW1 students are very mixed in levels especially when it comes to academic

understanding. When they were presenting their introductions they seemed similar in their

speaking level. It is a challenging class in those ways.

ThoughA had clear cognitions abouther students and the types of support that she would need to

offer them in order to develop their autonomy, this episode illustrated the way that changing

circumstances and classroom realities forced A to adapt her classroom practice. A responded to

students’ negative behaviour that challenged the way in whichshetried to foster autonomy. This

showedherretaking control and authority of the groupsin the classroom in orderto train learners

in how to take future opportunities to develop their autonomy. Though disappointed at having to

do it, it remained a step in the process for the development of students’ autonomy that was A’s

priority. According to my field notes, in subsequent classes students were both working

effectively together and using English even without A giving out stars. For example, here in week
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9’s class:

Extract 6.30 (A Field Notes 9)

14:28 Having gonearoundto the groups is backat the front desk monitoring from there. There

is an undercurrentofspeaking in the room with a few standout people using English. Some groups

are clearly working quite effectively filling in the worksheet and in English. I haven’t seen [A]

giving stars today, but maybe she hadless time for this than she had planned.

This could be suggestive of the internalisation of the values that A had beentryingto instil in her

students and their developing autonomy. Certainly, the successful group work offers evidence for

the strength of A’s cognitions about how best to support learner autonomy and whyit was such

an integral part of her classroom practice.

6.2.5 Supporting autonomy throughtasks

Though group work wasa significant mode of A’s classroom practice, more can be

understood about how A supported autonomyin the classroom by looking at the types of tasks

she employed. Autonomycan be developedbyactivities involving studentpreparation and giving

students choice about what they say and howthey say it (see Chapter 2, section 2.6.5). For A,

enhanced autonomy was embodiedin students’ greater confidence when speaking (see Chapter 5,

section 5.5.2) and over the fifteen-week semester I identified five distinct ways of organising

speaking tasks. All were preceded by some kind of preparation work, either individual or in

groups, andall gave learners freedom to explore either the topic or the language they used when

speaking. In other words,these tasks all had qualities whichit is suggested can enhance learner

autonomy(see Figure 6.2).
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Figure 6.2 Descriptions of A’s speaking tasks for students
 

 

a. As an individual from the front desk talking to the whole class (self-introductions, week 2; first

paragraphs on one offour topics, week 6).

b. As a selected representative of their group to the whole class (group work onfirst impressions,

week 3).

c. As an individual to their group of three others for one minute (timed by A:perfect trip, week 5).

d. As an individual to their teacher and another student (skills/interview speaking test, weeks 7-

8).

e. As part of a group (of four) to the whole class (presentation practice, week I1; final

presentation, weeks 13-15).
 

In the variety of task organisation A offered students there was a potentially beneficial effect on

their autonomy simply by exposing them to different challenges that required different strategies

for success. But it was also apparent how the tasks were steps in a longer series of tasks that

collectively would build students’ confidence and skills. For example, the week 6 speaking

activity was connectedto the final presentations that would take place at the end of the semester.

By pointing out these connections A encouraged students to invest greater effort in the activities

but also made them morerelevant by showing they had an ultimate purpose.

Extract 6.31 (A Observation 6)

...this is kind of the first erm one of the first presentation practices [...] and so the person whois

presenting five sentences make sure you speak loud andclear er you can glance[at the paper] but

maybetry some eye contact.

These "practice" activities also broke down learning into more manageable steps, making

speakingless stressful. In this case, A emphasised certain physical elements of speaking that they

could focus on without overburdening students with too many things to think about. She allowed
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students to refer to a paper while encouraging them to try to look up. In contrast, by the final

presentation A wasstrict about not allowing paper:

Extract 6.32 (A Observation 13)

Presentations erm makesure no reading, no glancing chirami so when you comeupplease do not

bring any paperif you do have papers I am goingto take it from you, yesterday a group said "oh

we can’t, we can’t! Dame, dame!" and they did a wonderful job. Okay so if you have pa- a paper

then you are going to depend on the paper. Simplify the information, use some of the key points

you have on your PowerPoint and speak from your memory andif you forget adlib.

While still gave practical suggestions about how students could achievein the task, it was also

clear how the task was pitched at a higher level and represented an opportunity for students to

draw together all the elements which they had practiced in the class up to this point. The

presentation wasa final vehicle for students to show to themselves and A that they were more

confident and able speakers and thus more autonomous. Just as the tasks had developed and

progressed so had A’s expectationsofher students’ ability, so that her instructions evokedthefinal

motivational pep talk of a coach to her players before they took part in an important game or

contest comparedto the lighter touch encouragement of Week6.

In the above example a smaller speaking task fed into a larger one, but each task was also

stand alone and self-contained with a clear endpoint. This endpoint involved students sharing

their work with each other, something which offered listening and learning opportunities as A

explained:

Extract 6.33 (A Observation 6)

You are a good presenter ifyou know howtolisten you haveto be able to speak but you also have

to be ableto listen and so today when yourclassmate is presenting five sentences no whispering

whispering no sasayaki no sounds.please give all your attention to that person.
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And to further enhance the learning opportunities and to encourage studentsto listen actively to

their peers A got students to write down interesting ideas or their comments in English on

worksheets (see Appendix 9), which she then collected, read and returned as part of the ongoing

feedback cycle between A and herstudents that she felt enhanced their autonomous development

(see section 5.5.2, Extract 5.28).

Onesignificant task for A, because it drew together many of her core cognitions about

fostering autonomy, wasthe "interview skills test" which took place in the middle of the semester.

Though "skills test" was written on the syllabus, no test and no further guidance on what should

be tested was provided, leaving each teacherfree to interpret the meaning — freedom thatclearly

chimedpositively with A’s professional cognitions (see Chapter 5, section 5.3.2) and gave herthe

chance to exploit the freedom of the syllabus while remaining true to what she felt would best

enhanceherlearners’ autonomy.

Achosea longerinterview format that spanned just over two weeks (Weeks7, 8, 9) rather

than a more conventional wayto "test" the learned material. A explained the formatto students as

follows while reminding them of strategies for being more confident and communicating

successfully:

Extract 6.34 (A Observation 6)

Wealso havea skills test and in this class the skills test will be an interview, two students versus

[A’s name] meaning we will make a team ofthree [...] so you can choose from page twenty-five

[family values, the perfect family, family problems] or from page twenty-nine [Mylife 10, 20, X

years from now] a one-minute English dialogue I will call two members from the class and I will

ask youto tell us no chirami, no glancing. So please prepare it and understandit and be able to

speak it okay don’t be afraid to make mistakes, use eye contact, gestures, er have an outline in

your mind ander wewill have a conversation now erm I will ask you questionser be ready to ask
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me a question er about maybe the subject that you talk about erm and we will have a small

conversation kind of interview with two students and [A’s name].

Though students had some choice abouttheir test, the range of topics was narrowed by being

taken from the textbook. The most important feature of the task from an autonomypoint of view

wasthat A interpreted it as an authentic communication opportunity for students with a native

speakerteacher and A saw that students valuedit in the effort they made to prepare. For A too the

tests were valuable opportunities to develop the relationship betweenherand her students:

Extract 6.35 (A Diary 7)

I like these two students vs. teacher interviews because the students, most of them really get into

preparing their speaking parts. I can closely spend quality time with each student while they use

their English. I feel we are communicating.

From students’ careful preparation and their effort during the task A inferred their interest and

commitment more widely to the class. Notably, students’ efforts over the whole task were more

important for A than their success as speakers. As A noted,all ‘seemedto try their best’:

Extract 6.36 (A Diary 7)

Moststudents were prepared to speak for Imin or more. By asking each other questions we were

able to go deeperinto the topics. Even though the conversations needed someguidanceit felt like

a satisfying three way give and take exchange most of the time. Some students were better

communicators and question initiators but all in all everyone seemed to try their best to

communicate! Also through this interview it is very clear to see who did their preparation.

A’s comments here showedthat for her the interview skills test supported students’ autonomous

development through encouraging preparation and effort. Rather than a high stakes test in which

all the pressure was on students to perform, A used a more interactive experience or ‘exchange’
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that would not undermine their confidence. This task allowed A to support the development of

students’ autonomy while remaining loyal to the institutional need for evaluation and seemed to

encapsulate A’s philosophy of the classroom as a joint venture (see Extract 5.39) that had mutual

benefits for both teacher and learner:

Extract 6.37 (A Diary 7)

The students becamevery interested in the exchange, I felt. I could see their eyes change as we

communicated [...] this interview process at [University name] may be one of the successful

lessons with the students. The wayit is done is the same for many years but there are so many

possibilities in the outcome of the answers. Such teaching ways, I feel are ideal because it can

continue to inspire both the students and the teacher.

The positive effects of the task included its potential to inspire and therefore engage students

because of the genuine, unscripted answers. Moreover, as captured in an impromptu conversation

caught on voice recorder after the tests in week 8, A saw that learning about each other

strengthened the bonds between students and possibly led to better group work:

Extract 6.38 (A Observation 8, private conversation after the end of the class)

I feel like (this) they take it seriously so you know they’re louder erm (xxx) you can see the

volume goes downI’m finding you know more understanding of the students. I love this session

it just you get a lot of (actual) communication they actually yeah I 1 II wish we could have more

of these.[...] Two-to-one [...] them talking to each other and finding out(things) and then I think

that kind of evolves into the group work.

Asthis section has shown, A’s choice and implementation of tasks were strongly connected to her

cognitions about how students could become more autonomous communicators in English. Tasks

were part of a developmental progression that raised students’ levels of confidence, enjoyment
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and connection with learning and they also offered students opportunities to take greater control

and responsibility for their learning with the support and encouragementof the teacher. A further

elementthat supported the potential for these tasks to enhance autonomywasthroughreflection,

something that will be explained in the nextsection.

6.2.6 Supporting autonomy throughreflection

Reflection is considered an important aspect in the development of learner autonomy

because ofthe effect it can have on raising learners’ awareness of their learning generally, and

because this can lead to them taking personal responsibility for planning, monitoring and setting

their own learning goals (Benson, 2011). While an ability to reflect and self-evaluate is considered

a strong indicator of learner autonomy, it is not assumedto be a skill all learners have or can

immediately make use of, and learners often need to be explicitly exposed to it in classrooms

before they can internalise its mechanismsanduse it as an independentstrategy.

Thoughstudent reflection wasrarely explicitly mentioned during the interviews with A,

analysis of her cognitions about learner autonomy had revealed the importance of stimulating a

long-lasting desire to continue to learn after the course (see Extract 5.31). During the classroom

observations it became clear how the handouts that A created were designedto do this by helping

studentsgain critical insights into their performanceandlearning styles. Reflective opportunities

were regularly offered, with A creating 16 handouts over the course ofthe semester (not including

parts photocopied from textbooks). Each was uniquein that it related directly to a particulartask,

with some focused on helping students prepare for an activity (A), some focusing students’

attention during a task and encouraging peer-evaluation or peer-learning opportunities (B) and

others promoting self-evaluation after a task (C). (See Appendices 7-12)
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(A) Helping students prepare for an activity

Handouts which students completed as homeworkprior to a task helped make them aware

ofthe goals and potential outcomesofan activity. This could have helped them to plan and prepare

effectively, improving the learning management aspects of their autonomy. There were also

promptsthat explicitly asked students to set goals:

Extract 6.39 (A Handout Week 12)

Finally, what are your goals for the final presentation? What do you want the audience members

to do for you? Whatwill you wear? Any other extra comments.

Extract 6.40 (A Handout Weeks 13-15)

Please write your goals today as an audience memberandor presenter (Weeks 13-15).

Helping students set goals for their learning is seen as crucial to developing learner autonomy

because it harnesses students’ self-evaluation skills and raises their awareness of the time and

resources necessary to learn effectively (Little, 2007). In other words, an ability to set realistic,

personally relevant goals for learning indicates a learner’s strong control over the circumstances

in which they learn and a strong understanding of their abilities and weaknesses. Goalsetting

though requires a point of reference — students need to be able to judge where they are in order to

assess whereit is realistic to get to. The regularity of the reflective tasks that A introduced

benefitted the outcomesof goal-setting as students could think about their next goal by reading

their previous reflections on their performance. In this way, the handouts complemented the

organisation of the tasks. As explained in section 6.2.3, A developed students’ skills with simpler

tasks that built up to more challenging work. At the same time, this helped improve students’
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confidence. Similarly, reflection on simpler tasks gave students experienceofreflective practices

that became stronger and deeperas the semester passed andled,A felt, to better work:

Extract 6.41 (A Diary 12)

Handouts have been written out very well comparedto the beginning of the semester. The content

has becomedeepertoo.

(B) Focusing students’ attention during a task and encouraging peer-evaluation or peer-

learning opportunities

The handouts which students normally completed while watching their classmates

exploited the opportunities for peer learning that have already been identified as a strong aspect

of A’s cognition system. When combined with other prompts that focused on self-evaluation,

students had opportunities to look at their own performance comparedto their classmates. It also

strengthened the bonds andrelationships within the class, as what other students did became an

integral part of the work each student did (also see Extract 6.14).

Extract 6.42 (A Handout Week3)

After listening to the other groups what did you learn?

Extract 6.43 (A Handout Week6)

Whatdid you learn from them?

Again, A’s diary showed howshefelt that this approach was successful. During the three weeks

of presentations the later students in week 15 had learned from watching and reflecting on the

performanceofthe earlier students the weeks before.
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Extract 6.44 (A Diary 15)

By this week most students knew notto read but to try to have eye contact with the audience

members, use some gestures and speak loudly.[...] Compared to the first week of presentations

the groups had more of an understanding about what was expected. The students watched each

other to develop their skills.

(C) Promotingself-evaluation after a task

Those handouts which stimulated self-evaluation were more obviously aimedat helping

students understand their learning styles, strengths and weaknesses so they could take greater

control of their learning, a central tenet of autonomouspractice. Prompts aimedto help students

become more aware of how they learned and to notice gaps between whatthey weretrying to do

and what they were able to do. Sometimes the prompts were broad (see Extract 6.45 / Appendix

10) but they could also be directed at distinct aspects of a student’s performance, as in Extract

6.46 (also see Appendix 11), which has a self-evaluative element, a reflective element and an

affective element. Strongerself-evaluation skills also potentially increased confidence by getting

students to identify positive things that had made the tasks successful without relying on the

judgement of their teacher, thereby addressing issues that A had identified as hindering the

development of learner autonomy amongherstudents.

Extract 6.45 (A Handout Weeks 13-15)

How did you do today? (at least 3 sentences)

Extract 6.46 (A Handout Weeks 7-8)

How wasyour interview? What did you learn? Whatdid you feel? (5

sentences)
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Elements were also seen in the mid-semester review survey whichall teachers were asked to do

(see Appendix 7). Benson (2011) points out that for self-evaluation to be effective it needs to be

part of a cycle that allows learners to re-evaluate their progress and goals. It has already been

suggested howthe regularity ofA’s reflective handouts created a reflective cycle and thereflection

promptfor the final classroom task — the group presentations — further supported this as she drew

fully the connections betweenself-evaluation and future goal setting (also see Appendix 12):

Extract 6.47 (A Handout Week 11)

How did youall do for the practice / presentation? Describe some good

points.

ae

Howdid you do today? How were you good? How can you improve?

Bythe end of the class A’s hope, as embodied in the prompt, wasthat reflection had become a

tool which students could comfortably use to impact their future learning and performance. The

observations confirmed the importance of the teacher’s role generally in training students’

reflectivity so as to enhance their autonomy. In A’s case reading and commenting on students’

reflections also helped her fulfil her role as catalyst for students’ ongoing development (see

Chapter 5, Extract 5.28). As she explained, by reading their reflections she deepened her

understanding of students, which in turn meant she wasin a strongerposition to give individually

directed support to each student’s autonomous development:

Extract 6.48 (A Diary 6)

It was busy but I could be more relaxed and help the students proceed to the next steps. It was

generally a goodclass. I was reinforced by the work they handedin that they understood me more
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than I thought they did. It is good to have the written works. By reading them I can check and

communicate further with each student.

While A clearly felt that students’ faculties for reflection had been developedas a result of doing

it over and over regularly (see Extract 5.28), whether or not students had sufficiently internalised

the reflective processes and strengthened their autonomyis an open question. Thoughreflection

is designed to enable students to evaluate their work without the teacher, A’s commentary to

students seemedto enhanceits effectiveness as it encouraged students to involve themselves more

deeply in the reflective processes. This, once again, suggests the importance ofthe teacher in the

developmentoflearner autonomy, especially when students are being introducedto newstrategies

or techniques. The point is supported by a comment A madeafter giving students her assessment

of their presentations: "The students seemed earnest and interested in hearing what they did well

and how they could improve" (Extract 6.49, A Diary 14). Clearly, for A’s students the teacher’s

judgement remained important to them,reiterating points madein the literature (see, for example,

Dam, 2011; Farrell & Jacobs, 2010; Nunan, 1988) that autonomous developmentis a long-term

process, and one in which students remainreliant on the teacher even while they develop the skills

and strategies to become independentofthem.

6.2.7 Supporting autonomy through choice

In more strongly autonomousclassrooms students take control of their learning to the

extent of choosing both the material they learn and the activities they do. While in weakerset-ups

students’ choices are more limited, even limited choices are seen as potentially valuable in the

developmentof learner autonomy(see Chapter 2, section 2.6.3).

A’s classroom was weakly autonomousin that she chosethe activities and retained control
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of the overarching structure of learning, as in the way she used group work. Materials were

prescribed by the institutional syllabus, as were the course goals. In spite of these restrictions

though, A explained that she gave students choices about content and chancesto personalise their

responses:

Extract 6.50 (A Interview 4)

They can choose whatthey write about in their essay they can, in their speaking test they have a

choice of questions [...] yeah, so I give them certain pools of choices[...]

The classroom observations supported what A had said. Normally the tasks that she set led to a

specific goal of some form of written or spoken production in English. Sometimes the goal was

an official productstated on the syllabus(e.g. the final group presentation) but more often it was

decided by A. Consistent with what she said above, the students were generally responsible for

choosing the topic and/or content of the final production, thus A created opportunities for using

English in personally meaningful ways which can strengthen learner autonomy.

Choice came on a spectrum, with A sometimes offering students complete freedom, but

moreoften limiting them to "pools of choices" as she described. For example, in week 5 when

students spoke abouttheir perfect trip, the topic had been narrowedtoa particular area; however,

within the idea of a "perfect trip" students were free to respond howeverthey wanted. A created

a clearly demarcated but nonetheless free space in which students would not be overwhelmed by

too many choices. Over time A gradually expanded students’ options and for the final

presentations groups could choose any topic they wanted. In other words, even if formal and

structural elements remained fixed, A tried to shift the locus of control within the classroom so

that students took more responsibility, as shown in the way A interacted with her student groups
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during the preparation class for final presentations:

Extract 6.51 (A Observation 10)

Whatis your topic? Did you choose? Did you choose yourtopic? Still thinking? You have (xxx)

ideas (xxx) you havelots of ideas? You have a choice? What did you choose? AzumaSanthat’s

your topic? (xxx) My daughter’s husbandis also Azuma san my family yeah, my daughter married

Mr Azumanotthis Azumaa different Azumasan yes, do you have a decision? How are you going

to compare? How? How will you compare? (xxx)

Here A positioned herself as a friendly interlocutor who showedinterest while having a casual

conversation aboutotherthings. In attending to the classroom environmentshe wasalso checking

students’ progress and helping them share ideas in order to make choices; in other words, true to

her cognitions she remained an organising force even when passing responsibility to students. As

a result, A felt able to support students in an increasingly deeper process of research and

preparation:

Extract 6.52 (A Diary 10)

I wassatisfied. I felt like I was there to help the students come up with topic choices that they

liked. When oneis interested hopefully research and preparation will become a deeper process

for goodresults.

And so A confirmed the connectionsin her cognition systems betweenherrole supporting learner

autonomy within the learning environment she had created, and the involvementofstudents more

deeply in their work with resulting higher achievement.

Section 6.2 has shown how A useda variety of activities, tasks and strategies in her

classroom practice which together combined to form a cohesive and coherently identifiable
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approachto developing her students’ learner autonomythat wasin-line with her stated cognitions.

The next section considers A’s approach to autonomy through code-switching.

6.3 Supporting autonomy through code-switching

6.3.1 Introduction

Asoutlined in the previous chapter, A held positive cognitions about students using the

L1 in the classroom believing that code-switching enhanced the depth of discussion and

potentially gave students a tool that would benefit them in their futures (see Chapter 5, section

5.6). A had linked this to her own bilingualability. On the other hand, though she wasbilingual,

she explained how shetried to hide her Japanese ability because she thought students would only

use the L1 with her if they could, and therefore lose an opportunity to become more confident

using English and enhancing their autonomy (see Chapter 5, section 5.6.2). Classroom

observations supported these different cognitions although also revealed how they were subject

to the tensions of real classroom situations with students of varying degrees of autonomy.

6.3.2 Code-switching

In her week 10 diary, following a successful class in which students worked together in

groups preparing for their presentations, A reiterated her cognitions about code-switching and

their foundations in her own personal language learning experience. She explained that when

students used Japanese the communication became smoother because students had greater

confidence in what they were saying, just as A could speak ‘true inner thoughts’ when having

access to both languages simultaneously. In noting this A alluded to the risk of being

misunderstood when speaking an L2, something that Macaro (2008) notes is an affective bar to
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learners developing autonomyin the classroom.

Extract 6.53 (A Diary 10)

A very free time to promote questions and team organisation. [...] The free time I think allowed

the teams to come together. There seemed to be someother unrelated talk but basicly [sic] the

students took time to prepare their presentation plan. [...] The students had the opportunity to

listen to a lot of explanation in English. They also had the opportunity to ask questionsto clarify

the directions to plan and prepare their final presentations. Some students were communicating

to each other using some English. A relaxed situation to speak English or Japanese I believe

promotes teamwork and the in flow of languages. It makes communication smooth. Being

bilingual I can understand this notion. When I am allowed to speak both at the same time it

promotes freedom of thought and a comfortable feeling about speaking out the true inner thoughts.

I believe this freedom at times develops higher languageskills instead of forcing students to only

speak one language. Language becomesglobalandit feels borderless [...] the brain takes in new

sounds and ways of communication. Raised in this kind of environment, raising children and a

grandchildin this kind of environment I knowthat one can begin to speak two or more languages

comfortably. [...] I was satisfied.

A’s overall classroom orientation towards enhancing students’ autonomy wasclearly illustrated

in this passage. Though A mentioned that some students were using English with each other and

that they listened and communicated to her in English, the real focus of her satisfaction was the

overall learning environment in which students were code-switching effectively while largely

remaining on-topic. The "relaxedsituation" created by L1-L2 use led to better teamwork and the

freedom she gave them in their groups suggested to her that learning was taking place which,

based on her cognitions, would produce "higher language skills" and better prepare students for

global challenges (see Chapter 5, Extract 5.16). In short, students using the L2 together was only

one of several elements that made the class successful for A because it suggested to her how her

teaching was developing students’ autonomy. Again, A’s central concern, and how she judged her

206



ownsuccess, was the overall development of students as learners rather than a narrow focus on

improved languageskills or use.

If this extract shows A’s ideal-oriented cognitions being easily played outin the classroom,

there were times when A wasdisappointed by students, such as the incident when she had to

intervene to stop a student speaking off topic in Japanese (see Extract 6.12) or when students

wasted time (see Extract 6.24). Throughout the semester A remained aware of the precarious

nature of students’ commitment to using the L1. As she noted in interviews, sometimes students

avoided using English for tasks that they were capable of doing (see Extract 5.49) and her

instructions to students seemedto reflect this awareness. For example, here she encouraged

studentsto try to use English first while not prohibiting Japanese:

Extract 6.54 (A Observation 9)

So please worka little bit if you have any questions er please ask me. Try to s- communicate in

English as best as possible and a little Japanese okay.

In other words, the classroom environmentthat A presented to students was one in which the L2

should be the default language, and code-switching was never explicitly presented to learners as

a strategy they could use evenifA wasclearly pleased whenthey did. The reasonfor this appeared

to be the risk that students would misunderstand or be unable to self-regulate their L1 use and

only use the L1. Instead, code-switching was promotedas a natural outcomeofA’s use of group

work,her soft approach, her star system which encouraged English while not penalising Japanese,

and her monitoring of off topic L1 use. The success of the week 10 class illustrated how the

different aspects of A’s classroom practice combined to successfully support students’

autonomous development.
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6.3.3 Use of the L2

The other strong language cognition that A held was that students should only use the L2

with her. Though in interviews A had explained that she hid her Japaneseability, the observations

directly contradicted this. For example, during her explanations A often translated English words

into Japanese (for example, see Extract 6.14) and in the first week of the observed class when a

student asked her if she could speak Japanese she admitted she could:

Extract 6.55 (A Interview 1)

S: Doyou speak other languages?

A: Yes, I would say I speak two and a half languages myfirst language because my mother

was Japanese the first language I spoke was Japanese [...] but please speak to me in English

because I will not speak I hardly ever speak Japanese at [University Name] because I have to

encourage you to speak English and if I speak Japanese most probably you will speak to me in

Japanese okayyes.

So though A may havein principle "hid" her Japanese ability, in reality this was not the case.

Contrary to the lack of explanationto students for allowing code-switching, here A explains why

she will only speak to them in English, citing her role and responsibility and also their tendency

to rely on Japanese when speaking with her. Thoughin this case she did not hide her Japanese

ability, she remained true to her cognitions in that she wasstrict about making the students use

English with her, as in the following example:

Extract 6.56 (A Observation 2)

A: Do you have any questions about the homework? Yes.

S: Japanese okay?

A: Noin English please [classmates laugh] try, you can all speak English very well I found
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out today from yourintroductions.

This extract supported the point A made in interviews about students only using the L1 with her

if they knew she spoke Japanese and suggested that her cognitions about her students were

accurate. The extract supports my contention that A’s practice was onethat wasfinely adjusted to

her students’ needs in terms of developing their autonomy because her cognitions accurately

predicted her students’ behaviour andit offers further evidence of the convergence between her

cognitions and practice. A’s response, polite but firm encouragementthat the studenttry to use

English, also supported the "softness"that she had described (see Chapter 5, Extract 5.23). While

generally encouraging the individual students, she praised the wholeclass in an attemptto raise

their awarenessoftheir ability and to give them confidence, because as she had madeclear, this

for her was the foundation for autonomous growth (see Chapter 5, Extract 5.41).

6.4 Institutional constraints

6.4.1 Introduction

The sections up to now have shown how A’s cognitions about learner autonomy played

out in the reality of the classroom environment. Evidence has been presented from observations

and diaries that confirms how A taught in line with her cognitions about learner autonomy and

whyshe felt her approach was successful. By and large, the framework of A’s cognitions about

learner autonomy seemedtofind a fair andtrue reflection in her practice. Moreover, to an outsider,

how A taught would have appeared to be unconstrained because she wasable to work with her

students in her chosen mode, involving them in tasks that she believed would enhance their

autonomyby giving them greater confidence, deeper understanding and more enjoyment.
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However, as Benson points out, "the teacher’s role in planning and assessment is

invariably constrained by external tests and curriculum guidelines" (Benson, 2011, p. 172), and,

as was argued in Chapter5, section 5.2, A was noless subject to these constraints. Thus, the above

largely harmonious picture of A teaching in accordance with her stated cognitions would be

incomplete without the next section which will create an understanding of how her agenda for

autonomy wascontinually being pulled and challenged by the institutional agenda which had no

such focus on autonomy.It will also show the effect of her personal obligations to the institution

borne of her professional beliefs (see Chapter 5, section 5.3.2), and finally how her cognition

about teachers’ freedom to interpret (see Chapter 5, Extract 5.6) meant she prioritised her own

agendaoverthe institutional one.

6.4.2 Interpreting the syllabus and textbook

The syllabus contained a brief description of the course, the course goals, the assessment

weighting for each goal, a fifteen-week timetable and also listed the materials to be used in the

course (see Appendix 1). As described earlier, A’s professional cognitions created for her an

obligation to follow the syllabus. However, A’s diary revealed how she diverged from whatit

stated should be done. As early as week 3 A was "behind":

Extract 6.57 (A Diary 3)

I am one week behind. I should be on "Traffic Jams" according to the syllabus but I took more

time for self-introductions last week so today I will go further into the first unit "First

Impressions" and related materials. Going into the text is written on the syllabus but my paceis

slightly different.

A explained that she was behind where the syllabus stated she should be because of a decision
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she had madeto extendthe timefor the self-introduction activity, one that gave each student the

opportunity to speak in front of the whole class, something that she felt would give them power,

confidence andincrease their autonomy. She also noted how herpace wasdifferent, reminding us

ofthe professional cognition that she held about teachers being professionals who should be given

responsibility and trusted to teach by their institution. There was no sense of concern with what

she was doingat this point. Later though, it became clear how thelost time at the beginning of

the course was going to make it hard to catch up with the textbook. As a result, the syllabus

changed from being a guide (see Chapter 5, Extract 5.6) to a constraint that, compoundedbytime,

resulted in a struggle between fulfilling the institutional goals and maintaining the classroom

practice of her own agendafor autonomythat reflected her cognitions, as shownhere:

Extract 6.58 (A Diary 8)

Week8 is supposedto be for practicing presentations[institutional agenda] but instead I took this

time to finish skills test [A’s agenda (also see section 6.2.4)] and gave someassignments related

to presentations. I will have to extend presentation practice time [A’s agenda]. I am wondering

how to get back into the textbook [institutional agenda]. I am running outof time and findingit

difficult to fit everything in.

This is one example of several occasions whenA showedher concern with being out of syne with

the syllabus in an illustration of the active, and difficult, decision making that teachers are

involved in whentheir cognitions and the demandsofthe institution do not align. In the absence

of strong administrative oversight (see Chapter 3 for a description of the university faculty), A

would have been highly unlikely to get into trouble for not "fitting everything in"; on the other

hand, that the concern remained an active, nagging influence underlines the importance of her

professional cognitions on her decisions about fostering autonomythat was arguedin the previous
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chapter.

While A readily acknowledgedthat she wasnot following the fifteen-week timetable, she

madeefforts to catch up sothat the last three weeksat least would be as wasstated on the syllabus:

Extract 6.59 (A Diary 12)

I am still not following the syllabus [...] but in a way I worked from the book so I feel like I am

not completely off. From next week we will enter presentationslike the syllabusstates for 3 last

weeks.

The tone of the diary revealed the slight sense of unease at not being in sync with the timetable

but this was mitigated by her working from the textbook. In other words, both the prescribed

material and the syllabus were symbolicofthe institution and in acting in accordancewith atleast

one of them shefelt that she remained loyal to the community of practice to which she belonged.

The textbook though presented its own problemsin terms ofA’s cognitions about learner

autonomy. Aspart of the syllabus, its use represented an obligation, one that A’s professional

beliefs made her beholden to. On the other hand, it represented a vision of learning that did not

accord with her cognitions about developing students’ autonomy becausethe types of exercisesit

presented for communication were unsatisfying and did not promote opportunities for studentsto

act autonomously by voicing their own language and ideas (see Extract 5.45).

Yet, as argued in Chapter 5, A found a way to accommodate both her own agendathat

favoured freer, more personalinteraction that she felt led to deeper learning and enjoyment while

completing the syllabus requirements. The way that she did this was through an interpretation of

the textbook that meant she couldfit it into her activities, although perhapsa little unwillingly as

can be seen when A explained how she took some ofthe topics from it for writing tasks:
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Extract 6.60 (A Interview 4)

I give them a choice from themes that kind of come from their textbook because we have the

textbook[...][myitalics]

Following on from this she then madethepointthat her preferred classroom practice would be to

let students choose their topic, something that it could be suggested would be morelikely to

promote autonomy:

[...] but if 1 if we didn't have the textbook I would have them write about what they're interested

in.

Whethergiving students a completely free choice or a more limited one, both had the potential to

impact students’ autonomy in some way. But the difference is not trivial because it shows how

the institutional agenda had affected A’s practice in a constraining way and possibly limited her

ability to promote autonomy to the extent or in the way she wanted to because, as A implied,

students might not have beeninterested in the textbook topics.

In this way, the textbook was repurposed from its intended use within the institutional

agenda of promoting discussion (see Chapter 3, section 3.4.3 and Appendix 11), to supporting

learner autonomy within A’s agenda. Another example came in weeks seven, eight and part of

nine when fourunits from the textbook were used as material for written work that A set students

to do while the interview skills tests took place. A commentedin her diary aboutthe relationship

betweenherandherstudentsthat the skills tests were when she felt "we are communicating" (see

Extract 6.35). This seems to be another clear example of the manner in which A’s agenda took

precedenceoverthe institutional one. By organising tasks in this way A could devote two andhalf
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classes to an activity that encouraged both student preparation and deeper and more genuine

communication, while simultaneously covering parts of the textbook, even though these parts

were not being used in the intended "communicative" way. In this way, A’s support for student

autonomy waspreserved while shestill felt she acted according to her professional cognitions.

Over the semester the textbook becameincreasingly relegated to the peripheries of A’s

practice as time was taken up by otheractivities, particularly group work. However, as can be

found in the following extract, A remained concerned by her divergence from the syllabus, and

wanted to complete it even if she was not confident she could:

Extract 6.61 (A Diary 9)

I am not doing text book work like the syllabus states. I just use the text as a reference at this

point. I feel I have to go backinto the text a little bit more but when? There are so many things

we have to accomplish. Maybe I take too much time on certain things? I feel when time is given

to certain activities even though it seems we are going too slow I see that the students are getting

more comfortable with each other and me. For group presentation this atmospheregives a better

foundation for teamwork. I may plan anotherlistening quiz using the dialogue listening from the

text. Lets (sic) see.

In the classes before this diary entry the "certain activities" A had been doing werethe skills tests

which combinedthe different strands of her cognitions aboutraising students’ autonomy. As she

pointed out, by doing them there were tangible effects on the students that included better

relationships within the classroom and a better atmosphere, both conditions that formed key

pillars in A’s cognition about how to improve learner autonomy.It was no surprise therefore that

she wasreluctant to go backto the textbook, although in a nodto her professional obligations she

did at least considerthe possibility of using it for a "listening quiz", which,in itself, was another

example of how it was repurposedto fit into her agenda.
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Bythe end of the course A had covered elements of seven of the eight units stated on the

syllabus but not to promote speaking and communication. Instead, A usedit for listening tests,

paragraph/ presentation topics and for her self-made worksheets that promoted autonomyas she

wanted to do it. So while A had exhibited broadly positive cognitions about some central

coordination of textbooks and syllabuses (see Chapter 5, Extract 5.5), in reality her authority as a

teacherto interpret classes so that they followed her agenda for learner autonomy wasstronger,

especially when faced with evidence that suggested to her that her approach was working.

This illustrates the complex interaction of A’s cognitions and the institutional agenda,

which were competing for limited class time, and how the resulting accommodation of both

affected her students. Though A’s interpretation of the syllabus could be termed a form of

resistance to theinstitution, there is no suggestion that A considered it in this way. She was,after

all, aware of her obligation to fulfil the syllabus as shown by her numerousdiary entries and she

often suggested in her diaries that she would have preferred to be more in line withit.

Professionally, the reinterpretation of the textbook through her own handouts to support the

development oflearner autonomythrough group work,reflection, evaluation and goal-setting was

part of her teacher’s authority according to her professional cognitions and did notset her outside

of the community of practice to which she belonged.

Nevertheless, events over the 15-week course indicate a clear prioritisation of A’s own

agenda based on her cognitions about how best to support learner autonomy that meant students

would continue to study after the course. Theinstitutional agenda was secondary, although it was

neverrejected.

Whatthis pointsto is how the trust that A demanded andreceived from herinstitution as

a professionalinstilled in her the belief that she had an authority to interpret the syllabus in a way
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that wasbest for her students (see Chapter 5, section 5.3.2). A’s case as a whole exemplifies two

opposite takes on the same point madein the literature on autonomy: Benson’s (2011) suggestion

that institutions will naturally restrict how much teachers can incorporate learner autonomy in

their classroomsand Little’s (2007) argument that how muchsyllabusesrestrict autonomy is up

to the teacher.

6.5 Chapter summary

Chapter6 has attempted to show the ways in whichreality shaped andinteracted with the

cognition system that A had revealedin interviews.It has made the argumentthat A’s classroom

practice strongly reflected her cognitions about autonomy but also revealed how there were

underlying tensionsthat affected the way in which she could promoteit in the observedclass. The

main findings from A’s case will be put forward in Chapter 9 after Chapters 7 and 8 which will

focus on B’s cognitions and practice.
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Chapter 7: Case B Part 1 (Cognitions)

7.1 Introduction

The primary aim ofthis chapter is to show the key components of B’s cognitive system

that underpinned his classroom practice identified as fostering learner autonomy,the details of

which will be illustrated in the chapter that follows this one. These include B’s beliefs about

his classroom role and approach, those about his students and his understanding of Japanese

culture based on his experiences. These beliefs all shaped how hetried to help his students

develop autonomy. The chapter will also include a section discussing his professional beliefs

and their importance.

Though the data on A and B were collected contemporaneously, as explained earlier

the analysis was doneat different times (see Chapter 4, section 4.4). This allowed for a deeper,

more concentrated focus on each data set but resulted in different ways of organising the

findings for each case. As a result, though mostly the same topics as A are covered in the two

chapters focusing on B, the sub-titles within each chapter are slightly different, while the

positioning of B’s professional cognitionsis later in the chapter for reasons whichwill be given

in the section.

The chapter starts by showing how, like A, despite being disconnected from the

literature on learner autonomyin language teaching, B held strong cognitions about language

learning that were consistent with an approach that sought to improvehis students’ control of

their learning. There follow separate discussions of the roles he adopted in class, how his

classroom represented a weakly autonomousclassroom andfinally how hetried to help raise

students’ learner autonomy throughraising their desire and motivation to study.
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Asnoted in Chapter 2, cognition systems are complex, dynamic andoftentacit, thereby

requiring careful unpicking by any researcher who seeks to uncover their structure and

influence on practice. It seems useful to point out how in descriptions of his cognition system,

B referred lot to his experience teaching Japanese students in Japan with the conclusion that

his adapted ideal-oriented cognitions about language learning generally were adapted into

reality-oriented ones that were morerelevant and effective to teaching in Japanat the tertiary

level. Furthermore, the chapter notes that important factors in enabling this moulding of

cognitions included B’s empathy for his learners and his own experience learning Japanese as

an adult. In a direct contradiction of the literature which commonly cites Lortie’s (1975)

apprenticeship of observation as being a key influence on teacher’s practice, in interviews B

strongly disavowed this influence, claiming not to remember anything about his language

learning experience at secondary school.

7.2 B’s hidden cognitions

Though learner autonomyhasfor thirty years increasingly becomeanarea ofinterest

among language education researchers, a point made in the literature is that it is neither new

nor unfamiliar to teachers as a practice (Benson, 2011) or more cynically that it is adopted by

teachers because of a feeling of powerlessness in challenging classrooms (Dérnyei, 1995).

Indeed, some of those writing for practitioners (for example, Harmer, 2007) argue that learner

autonomy is a natural goal of every teacher, and by implication is therefore difficult for

practitioners to be completely divorced from or unawareof.
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As a concept thoughit is hard to pin down(as noted in Chapter 2, section 2.6), and can

appear remote to teachers who might do things in class that align their practice with the

development of learner autonomy even though they do notidentify it as such. Both A and B

had similar positions with regard to their understanding of learner autonomy. Unlike A though,

B wasable to guess the qualities that might be expected of autonomy in education, as shown

in an early interview:

Extract 7.1 (B Interview 2)

I don’t know anything about theories of autonomy it’s not something I've read much on or

researched anything on erm so basically to me the meaning of autonomy in education just

arrives from my general understanding the word which is I suppose you’d say semi-

independence[...] I suspect in educational terms it’s used interchangeably with independent

learning.

B’s contention that autonomy in education is synonymous with independent learning is one

that was pervasivein the early days ofresearch into learner autonomy (for example, Dickinson,

1987) but was debunkedearly on (for example, Benson & Voller, 1997; also see Chapter 2,

section 2.6.1). However, in spite of the more nuanced understanding of learner autonomy as

being a collaboration which gives learners greater control of their learning (for example, Little,

1995), this still implies that independence as a learner remains a strong goal of learner

autonomy and so B’s understanding of learner autonomy as being "semi-independence" as

stated above retains a strong association with current thinking. Other comments B made

support the argumentthat his cognitions about language learning were strongly consistent with

learner autonomy; for example, he made the following commenton the positive role that
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institutional learning could have on creating conditions that would enhance a learner’s

motivation, which he identified as "key" to a learner becoming autonomous.

Extract 7.2 (B Interview 2)

I think that I think the key to be auton- autonomousasa learner is motivation basically I think

erm if you have sufficient mo- motivation to study by yourself then you will become

autonomousorif you're or if sufficient motivation is imparted to you by somebodyelse [...]

probably a teacher butnot necessarily I meanit could be a classmate or purely an acquaintance

or I meanit might just be your experience rather than by rather than a third party I suppose but

if somehow yougain the motivation to study outside ofa class then I guessthat's autonomy.

This extract emphasises B’s close attention to the psychological elements of a learner’s

experience that formeda keypart ofhis cognition system and his classroom practice and which

is a majorfocusof this thesis because it connects B’s cognitions to the psychological (Benson,

2011) or desire (Benson, 2012) element of Benson’s three-part definition of learner autonomy,

in which a learner’s own willingness to learn is the natural starting point for the development

of learner autonomy (see Chapter 2, section 2.6.1). Though B agreed with Benson that

autonomy hadtostart from the learners themselves, he also acknowledged Little (1995) and

others’ argument that autonomy equally resides in collaboration that itself alludes to

Vygotskian theories of peer learning, most notably the Zone of Proximal Development (ZPD).

This can be seen when he noted how motivation could be fostered as a result of a learner’s

involvement with other people who would "probably [be] a teacher" but who could also be a

classmate or even an experience,withthe final goal of gaining "the motivation to study outside

of aclass". Further explicit support for this cognition came in the following extract in which B

notes the importanceof studentrelationshipsfor effective group work. Group workis strongly
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and regularly linked to promoting learner autonomy (see Chapter 2, section 2.6.4) and,like A,

B usedit and pair worka lot as will be shownin the following chapter (see Chapter 8, section

8.2.2).

Extract 7.3 (B Interview 2)

myclasses are based largely on group work erm so the relationship between the students

becomes much more important.

In short, these extracts show how B couldclearly conceptualise autonomy despite not knowing

about the mainstream literature, and at the same time how closely his understanding aligned

withit.

So far, several things have been suggested regarding B’s cognitions about autonomy:

it wasclosely linked to motivation and a learner’s psychological connection to their learning,

and classroom learning involving a motivational other or experience could lead to independent,

out-of-class learning. However, it is the following extract in which B made clear how the

enhancementof learners’ autonomy wasa keypart of his teaching practice that confirmed the

link between his cognitions about learner autonomy andthe goals of his classroom practice.

B’s commentary, in response to the researcher’s question "So what do you think the point of

the lessons that we have with our students say CW1... or CW3 ... when you go in what do you

think?...What are we trying to do here?" was strong and explicit:

Extract 7.4 (B Interview 2)

the most importantthing with the classes I teach is when the students finish that class they want

to continue studying English [...] So for me more important than any languagestudy they learn

within ourclasses is the fact that they might leave and hope to continue English of their own

volition.
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B’s comments on the learner outcomes he hoped for accord with Benson’s (2012, p. 18)

identification of "desire" that is "the learner’s intention, or ‘wish’ to learn a language or carry

out a particular learning task and it is assumed to be informedby particular purposes". Though

Bensonis careful to distinguish desire from motivation on accountofit being a "more complex

construct", nonetheless, B’s stated hope that students "might leave and[...] continue English

of their own volition" seems synonymous with Benson’s notion of "desire" even while B used

the word motivation.

In the above extract, B confirms the positive effect he believed his organisation of

classroom learning could have on students’ psychological relationship to their own learning

that would lead to greater autonomy, a link commonly madein the literature when discussing

a teacher’s classroom roles (see Chapter 2, section 2.6.4). However, he also made a crucial

statement about the goal of his classes that made clear improved language learning wasless

important for him (though it remained a teaching goal) than his students gaining a stronger

psychological connection to the language, something that is one way of developing students’

"capacity to take control over learning" (Benson, 2011, p. 61). This seemed to be evidence of

an intention to give learners greater control overtheir learning.

Asthis section has made clear, without being fully aware of the close relationship or

making the link between howhestyled his classes and the literature on learner autonomy, the

way in which B described the aims of his teaching andhis beliefs about the purposes was

strongly indicative of the promotion of learner autonomy, especially in the way he prioritised

students’ connection to the language and increased desire to learn (muchlike A did) more than

increased ability through "language study".
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7.3 B’s roles

The following section explainsthe roles that B suggested or implied in interviewsthat

he adoptedin the classroom. Unlike A, whooften cited specific roles she felt she played in the

classroom,B tendedto display knowledge and recount experiences that meant it was necessary

for the researcherto uncoverandlabelthe roles he played. The foundations for B’s cognitions

about the importance of developing learner autonomyin his classroom, rather than language

ability, were revealed in the following extract from Interview 2 in which he explained howit

wasrooted in his experiences teaching in Japan:

Extract 7.5 (B Interview 2)

I've met so many people in Japan whosaid they hatedtheir university English classes.[...] Erm

and whooncethey finish university their ard- ardent desire was neverto have to study English

again [...] Erm whateverthey've learned in those two years, even if they've learned a hell of a

lot, it's meaningless if they suddenly, if they've disliked the experience so much that they

basically never want to do English again.

B’s beliefthat any gains in English ability were "meaningless" if students did not continue with

learning English after the course again reinforced the strong affinity his cognition system has

with the literature on learner autonomy, which argues about the importance of developing

students’ autonomyin class in order for them to take controlof their future language learning

outside and beyond.It also provides a context for the overlapping roles of motivator, organiser

or classroom manager, and guide, which were identified through analysis of B’s interviews,

particularly ofhis view of his students’ abilities, levels of motivation ordesire, and their needs.

Theliterature identifies a variety of roles which a teacher commonly adopts in order to

foster learner autonomy in the classroom (see Chapter 2, section 2.6.4). As explained, B did
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not generally label the roles he adopted in the classroom. This meant thattheir identification

and categorisation was more challenging than in A’s data. However, it was clear through how

he described his practice that he acted to different degrees as motivator, organiser or classroom

manager, and guide (see Chapter 8). B had other important traits such as being empathetic,

sensitive and culturally aware of the kinds of challenges Japanese university students would

experience that contributed to his playing of the roles, more ofwhich will be illustrated below.

For example, in the following extract, B sets himself up as an organiser or classroom

manager with his clear ideas about the best use of class time. In the extract, he notes how

outside of class students did not get much time to communicate in English and therefore he

believes the class should be organised to allow for "opportunities for direct personal face to

face communication which can't be done[...] as effectively outside the classroom":

Extract 7.6 (B Interview 2)

I think that they [students] have a limited amount of class time and that should be used for

things that can't be done outsideofclass [...] to me the best use of class time is to make use of

the immediate personal op- opportunities for direct personal face to face communication which

can't be doneeffectively out- as effectively outside the classroom

In the above extract, at the same time as identifying the limited class time which students had

and the importance ofusing it for aspects of language learning which students would not have

opportunities for outside of the classroom, B expanded on the primary goal of his teaching

practice as being to motivate learners by suggesting this is best done through "direct personal

face to face communication", a contention he supported with a cognition in Interview 2 when

he stated:
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Extract 7.7 (B Interview 2)

I think most people enjoy communicating per se, don’t they?

While identifying face to face communication as containing an intrinsically enjoyable quality

that would therefore benefit B’s primary goal of raising students’ motivation or desire, he also

identified some obstructive qualities amongst most his students that meant they "avoid

speaking as muchaspossible":

Extract 7.8 (B Interview 3)

I've often found a majority well certainly their first inclination is to just to sit back and avoid

speaking as muchaspossible. Now ofcourse that doesn't necessarily mean they don't want to

talk, maybe they're just shy and lack confidence and wheathey get a bit more confidence then

perhaps they do wantto erm so maybeoneofour biggestroles is how to bring that out ofthem

I suppose.

While not exactly knowing why students might not be willing to talk, B could identify several

factors such as shynessorlack ofconfidence, motivation or desire and, by implication, laziness.

In recognising the obstacles to many of his students’ developmentof their learner autonomy

because oftheir lack of willingness to contribute, B implies how this madehis teacherrole,

particularly as an organiser of learning, much more important. And in suggesting that "one of

ourbiggest roles is how to bring that out of them" it seems B wasalluding to a motivational

role that would help them overcome whateverbarriers they might haveto talking and getting

them to communicate.

Asalready discussed in Chapter 5 as an aspect ofA’s cognitions, using group and pair

work is often cited in the literature as a simple way to encourage learner autonomyin the
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classroom (also see Chapter 2, section 2.6.5), though it also has strong associations with a

communicative classroom (something that could also be said of learner autonomyitself)

because it "provides a basis for language acquisition" (Hedge, 2000, p. 62). B explicitly

recognised the positive effects of group work on communication and language acquisition in

the following extract from interview 2 when explaining his approachto the portion of the CW

course which was devotedto writing:

Extract 7.9 (B Interview 2)

[...] I very rarely do any actual writing in class and when I do writing I try to make it in some

way an activity in which oral communication can be incorporated so for example[...] rather

than getting everyone to write their own topic sentence for the paragraph where it's missing I

get I make I make them doit as a group and make them negotiate and agree on the best topic

sentence and write it together and obviously, they're supposed to be doing that in English.

It is indisputable that group work was for B a meansto increase communicative opportunities

in class; however, as has already been shown, learner autonomy, not increased communicative

competence, washis primary classroom goal. Oral communication, something B believed was

intrinsically enjoyable (see Chapter 7, Extract 7.7), aided that goal. Group workfitted into his

overall goal for the classroom, which wasfor students to enjoy learning to the pointthat they

would continue to do so on their ownafter the end of the class (see Chapter 7, Extract 7.4).

Hedge (2000, p. 62) makesthe point about group workthat:

Building cohesiveness within the group is clearly an important managerial role

for the teacher. It can be at least partially achieved through attention to seating

arrangements, through a progressive introduction ofinteraction activities from

simple pair work on a short task to more complex role-play activities, through

training learners in peer feedback and introducing unfamiliar activities gradually.
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As will be shown in Chapter 8, section 8.2, Hedge’s suggested managerial roles were almost

all taken up by B during the observedclasses reflecting the importance of group workto him.

Another role that B adopted wasthat of disciplinarian, one that might naturally be

assumedto be part of a managerial or organisational role anyway, but one that B seemed to

adopt in responseto the needsofhis students. For example, as shownin Extracts 7.10 and 7.11,

B recognised that his students in his Japanese context were unready to plan, carry out and

evaluate their own learning. His commentat the end of Extract 7.8 suggests how he believed

it was his and other teachers’ roles to help students develop strategies to gain greater control

over their learning (see Chapter8, section 8.4). This is a further example ofhow B’s cognitions

had developed through a Japanesefilter and how his experiences teaching in Japan had not

simply led to a secondary layerof reality-oriented cognitions being addedto or reshaping his

ideal-oriented ones, but also, as will be shown later (see Chapter 8, section 8.4.2; Appendices

13-14) how they had been codified into a set of rules and guiding principles for learning which,

in thefirst class of every course, B tried toinstil in his students. In this regard, B, as an organiser

or classroom manager, seemed to be taking up Dam’s (2011, p. 41) challenge to teachers to

support students to make them "willing to take over the responsibility for planning their own

learning, for carrying out the plans and for evaluating the outcome".

When asked about the thinking which underpinned the class rules that he set and

explained in the first class he responded that for him the rules created an effective and efficient

classroom environment in which all students could benefit whether they were strongly

motivated to learn a languageornot:
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Extract 7.10 (B Interview 2)

I think the practical things that seem like rules I think those things may overall they make the

class more enjoyable for everybody definitely, because the things that I focus on getting out of

the classroom like mobile phones going off and students wanderingla- in late all the time are

disruptive for the students who do wantto study andI think a lot of the students want to study

and they wantto learn but they don't want to give the impression that they do because it’s not

cool. So if you kind of take that out of the equation they don’t have the choice in whether or

not they can look cool or not because they're going to fail if they wan- if they feel like

wandering in late or not speaking English then ultimately they’ll actually appreciate it and

enjoy it more even though they might wantto give the impressionsthat this is a stupid rule.

Notably in this extract, B recognises and confirms the presence of motivated students who did

wantto learn something, whichwill be further discussed in the next section. Moreover, because

his students may not have felt comfortable explicitly showing their desire for learning, it was

even more important that B took control of the classroom environmentand organisedit so that

learning would beefficient and effective.

7.4 B’s classroom approach

Ashas been shown, enjoyable communication opportunities were B’s favoured mode

of raising students’ autonomy. However, with time being limited and students often unwilling

to talk, B would need to organise his students so as to maximise and facilitate communicative

opportunities that he believed would lead to greater learner autonomy, something that suggests

that B considered the classroom as one suitable only for weak or narrow versions of learner

autonomy (see Chapter 2, section 2.6.3), something B confirmed himself in the first interview

whenhe explained the deliberate teacher-led position that he adopted in class:
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Extract 7.11 (B Interview 1)

At the level that I’m teachingat it’s generally going to be teacher-led anyway.

Quite what was meant by "level" was, unfortunately, not further explored at the time, an

oversight on the part of the researcher; however, aside from the obvious meaning which might

be taken to indicate linguistic ability, in the next interview, B painted a picture of a new

university student with very little control or understanding of the direction their language

learning was taking and without any notion of why they were learning. In other words, a clear

indication of students without goals, who had very little control over their language learning

and could be therefore defined as having low levels of autonomy (also see section 7.5). This

identification of students again suggested how B would belikely to adopt a more controlling,

managerial role in a weakly autonomousclassroom:

Extract 7.12 (B Interview 2)

I think a lot of students when they comeinto university they actually they just don’t know[...]

what to expect from university English class [...] the impression I get is that a lot of them

expect it to be a continuation of high school style English classes. A lot more reading, a lot

more grammarand using Japanesein class is a norm [...] erm sometimesI ask I have I think

in the past got them to maybe brainstorm what they think they might be doing in the class I

think I've done that sometimes but I don't do it regularly usually I just tell them what we're

going to do [laughs].

From B’s comments it can be inferred that he generally considered his students to have low

levels of autonomythat necessitated strong teacher control and guidancein the classroom, and

regular teacher intervention to regulate use of the L1 and L2. Though this seems contradictory

to the tenet of giving students greater control over their learning, this would only be true in a
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strongly autonomousclassroom setting. As has been explained, teacher controlis desirable in

weakly autonomousclassrooms, and B’s above commentthat, "usually I just tell them what

we're going to do" seemed to confirm that this was how he considered his teaching domain.

Thus, B identified his classes as being only weakly autonomouswith greater control of their

learning offered to students in a teacher-controlled way that promoted positive classroom

experiences that would enhance motivation and the desire to continue to learn outside of class

thereby improving learner autonomyoverall.

Interestingly, B’s view in Extract 7.12 that students’ lacked learning goals is in contrast

to A who felt someofher students had "really pretty deep goals" (see Chapter 5, Extract 5.13).

In a muchlater interview, B further added to the image he held of students with low levels of

learner autonomy when he explained why he never considered asking students about their

learning goals, a key aspect of developing learner autonomythat B explicitly rejected. Again,

his rejection ofwhat is orthodox thinking in terms of learner autonomywasa rejection specific

to his Japanese teaching context rather than a rejection per se of the idea of getting students to

set their own goals:

Extract 7.13 (B Interview 4)

I'd be very surprisediffirst-year university students had sufficiently specific goals that it would

makethat I it would give me any opportunity to change how I er conducted the class

That incomingfirst-year university students would automatically consider that "using Japanese

in class is anorm"(see Extract 7.12) was clearly a direct challenge to B’s previously-mentioned

focus on creating English communicative opportunities for his students during class time. This
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gave a clear rationale for not only B’s retention of strong teacher control in the classroom but

also his attempts to help students acclimatise to his classroom expectations throughclearrules

and guidelines (see Extract 7.10), which as Dam (1995, 2011) amongst others makesclear is a

starting point for the successful implementation of autonomouspractice in classroom settings.

Another reason for implementing rules and retaining strict control was to discourage

negative behaviours that B had observed amongsthis students. For instance, he noted that for

Extract 7.14 (B Interview 2)

many students their immediate motivation is to make their immediate task easier[...] I mean

not all of them particularly care about the long-term language acquisition.

Here, once again, B identified a pattern of thinking across someparts of the student body that

implied to B their low autonomyin termsofdesire, and more importantly an attitude that would

work to underminethe goal oftasks undertakenin class, not to mention potentially damage the

classroom environmentin which learning for B was "a cooperative venture between all the

members" (Extract 7.15 B Interview 2).

AsB noted above,the rules he dictated wereto help those of his students who did want

to study and he set them primarily to control and minimise any negative impact of behaviour

by students who did not wantto.

If the prevailing cognition that B held about his students’ autonomy wasthat it was

low, this was certainly not universal. In fact, B identified what he described as ‘class leaders’,

whonotonly reflected what B considered to be the ideal university student, but also played an

important role in fostering learner autonomy throughout the classroom because of their

capacity to influence and even galvanise other students by being "willing to answer" questions
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and not be "sitting in silence". In the following extract, B described the type of student he

wanted to have in his class, which created an image of a student who had a higherlevel of

autonomy because they already displayed the qualities that B believed would aid

communication and learning. In short, these students contributed to B’s vision ofan interactive

and enjoyable classroom environmentandlearning as a "cooperative venture"as he explained:

Extract 7.16 (B Interview 3)

Mmm think the most important thing for meis the attitude of the students erm if I have a class

where peopleareis it’s about willingness to speak I think for me erm and I mean we- other

things more peripheral things like coming on time and doing the homework on time (sort of

things) so I don't have to think abouttrivia that I think I shouldn't have to think aboutat

university level erm but that's not so important. Really the most important thing for meisit’s

not a real struggle to get students talking they want to speak English and when I ask a question

there are people willing to answer, not everyonesitting in silence although they know the

answerfull well. Those are the sort of things I don't like in a class and things that make me

think, oh godI've got to go andteach these useless losers today.

As shownin the two preceding sections above, careful analysis of B’s interviews suggested how

he adopted multiple overlapping roles in order to promote learner autonomy using a weakly

autonomousapproachin the classroom. These were based on a combination ofhis beliefs about

language learning at universities, his experiences teaching his own students and talking to ex-

university students and behaviouraltraits that meant B identified his students as generally having

low existing autonomy, which meant that he would haveto regulate and organise the classroom,

in what the observations of his practice confirmed was probably his major role (see Chapter 8,

section 8.2).

Students’ unwillingness to speak, as noted above, was for B a commontrait amongst his

students that he had identified as being an obstacle to learning and for which he adopted a
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motivational role. This shows B’s empathetic character and hinted at the type of classroom

environment that he would try to cultivate in practice. Other traits were identified in interviews

that illustrated his empathy and cultural sensitivity that influenced his ideal-oriented cognitions

aboutlearning a language and helped him adapthis teaching to makeit culturally appropriate for

the Japanese context. One clear example is his avoidance of ‘spotlighting’ students by singling

out an individual to answera question in front of the wholeclass:

Extract 7.17 (B Interview 4)

I think you should be able to ask somebody something and if they (say) well sorry I don't know

well big deal who cares erm but y- obviously it is a big deal to some people partic- well I don't

know aboutparticularly in Japan so people say particularly in Japan [...] I do kind ofthink it's a

shame that I can't just say okay right A what what's your answerfor this and ifA doesn't know

then it's it's not a problem [...] in some of the other classes there's er there's a few people who I

think y- oh yeah if I you know if I ask him something and he doesn't know andhesits there for

two minutes saying nothing, which hewill, then he's going to feel stupid.

Assuggested by the extract, B had strong views on how learners should approach learning in the

classroom, but in spite of the strength of his belief that learners should be willing to volunteer

answers and make mistakes without fear of embarrassment, B also recognised a Japanesetrait

that he had to be adaptable to. Clearly B did not changehis belief but rather adapted his practice

to make it pragmatic in his particular circumstances. This extract is a clear example of B’sideal-

oriented and reality-oriented cognitions in co-existence. That he was willing to adapt his teaching

style to accommodate particular traits that would avoid damaging students’ confidence or

enjoymentin the class suggests a layering of experiential knowledge to his ideal-oriented beliefs,

almostlike the addition of a Japan-specific caveat.
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This picture of B’s cognition system as being moulded by his experiences specifically

teaching in Japan and the resulting change in his classroom behaviouris relevant to both the

focussesof this thesis: first, because it offers support for the long-standing view in the literature

that beliefs are resistant to change but also dynamically interact with contextual factors; and

second, evidence for the importance oflocal interpretations of learner autonomy which makeit

appropriate for the needs of local populations.

By adoptinga practice (for example, avoiding spotlighting in class, see Chapter 7, Extract

7.17) that went against his beliefs about learners, B recognised the benefits of changing his

practice for a Japanese context. In other words, he applied a pragmatic and sensitive approach to

the classroom and accordingly adopted an appropriate teacher role for maximising the efficient

use ofclass time that accorded with other aspects ofhis beliefs about how best to enhance students’

learner autonomy.It also suggested how his cognition system retained a flexibility that meantit

could be adapted to different cultural contexts or situations. (For another example of how

classroom experiences changed B’s practice without altering his ideal-oriented cognitions see

Chapter 8, section 8.2.1.)

More broadly, B showed empathy for the position of his students. For example, he

recognisedthat not all students wanted to learn:

Extract 7.18 (B Interview 2)

there's no reason why weshould suppose everybodyhasthe either the need or the desire to become

a proficient English speaker so if they don't want to then, you know,they're adults I don't

necessarily see we should be forcing them to. I’m (give them) giving everybody whatI perceive

to be the best opportunity to come to enjoy English and comeandlearn, improve their English in

myclasses andifit's not for them it’s not for them.
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This extract suggests how one of the classroom roles that B adopted was as a sympathiser or

empathiser, qualities that are in keeping with the psycho-social support that Voller (1997)

identified a teacher could offer learners (see Figure 2.6). Apart from showing how hada strong

empathy for students whom he recognised mightnotfeel that there was any advantageto learning

English, the extract also reveals his pragmatic detachment from them and recognition that there

are limits to which he can help students. As B said, "I’m (give them) giving everybody[...] what

I perceive to be the best opportunity [...] and if it's not for them it’s not for them". This is in

contrast to A, whose view ofstudents as being changeable and herself as an agent ofchange came

across much morestrongly (see Chapter 5, Extract 5.14).

7.5 Contextual adaptations

The preceding sections have already outlined how within B’s cognition system, he had

identified his Japanese university students as holding particular traits that resulted in him

developing reality-oriented cognitions that would allow him to achieve his core cognition of

making an enjoyable classroom that would encourage learning and result in greater learner

autonomy. Traits B mentioned included them being nervous or shy, lacking in confidence or

simply beinglazy.

There have also been someillustrations ofhow tried to be sympathetic to learners’ traits,

for example, he recognised students had a problem with answering questionsin front ofthe whole

class and adapted his classroom practice accordingly by being sympathetic, giving them time to

check answers with a partner and thus avoid ‘spotlighting’ (see Chapter 8, Extract 9).

Healso explained how he wasproactive in trying to help students developtraits that he
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judged useful for English. Specifically, B tried to help students to be active participants in the

class by volunteering. Those who did so would belikely to have higher participation points in the

system heusedto help him calculate his students’ final grade (see Chapter8, section, 8.3.2). When

challenged by the researcher on whether or not volunteering was culturally appropriate, B

explained how he sawit as an integral part of "using English" and something B believed "they

have to get used toif they actually want to be using English in the future rather than just having

it as something... they're taking tests in". Here B simultaneously revealed a cognition about how

a successful language user needed to be familiar with what he judged to be cultural normsof the

language being learned and also howhis students were weak in this skill:

Extract 7.19 (B Interview 3)

B: it [volunteering] is a culturally different thing but but I think it's a culturally different

thing that they haveto get used to if they actually want to be using English in the future rather

than just having it as something[...] they're taking tests in

R: So I meanit's the classroom changesinto a culturally different environment

B Yeah right

Re They have to change their behaviour

B YeahI think they should do.

These attemptsto familiarise students with culturally different practices that they might encounter

whenusing English suggested how tried to enhance his students’ learner autonomy. At the same

time, it also added to a picture of an interventionist teacher, with the confidence to act on his

cognitions because he believed it was best for his students, a position reflective of learner

autonomy orthodoxy in which the teacher helps reduce students’ cognitive load and makes key

decisions about classroom learning, particularly at early stages of learning or withweakly-

autonomousstudents (Dam, 2011; Littlewood, 1997; Nunan, 1988).
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7.6 B’s professional cognitions

Benson (2011) contends that the extent to which a teacher can promote autonomyin the

classroom will depend on the limitations dictated by the institution where they work. Equally

important though is how the teacher interprets those limitations as filtered through the official

curriculum or syllabus. This research argues that underpinning a teacher’s interpretation of the

limitations are their professional cognitions, which comprise the attitudes and beliefs that they

hold about their job (also see Teacher A, Chapter 5, section 5.3.2). It is therefore important to

understand B’s professional cognitions when explaining his autonomouspractice, and the next

section outlines what they were. It starts by outlining the values that B held as important and the

responsibilities he felt working at a university. Further evidence for why B held these cognitions

is also given. Later in the chapter, the importance of these cognitions to learner autonomy will be

explained.

While in A’s case a description of her professional cognitions preceded other descriptions

of her cognitions for the reasons given there (see Chapter 5, section 5.3), in B’s case, while his

professional cognitions were an important influence, their influence was mostclearly seen after

B had moved to New University. While the previous sections have mainly only used data from

interviews that took place while B wasstill at Old University (Interviews 1, 2, 3) this section

contains data from Interviews 4 and 5 in which B was able to compare the twoinstitutional

cultures which subsequently revealed the importance ofhis professional beliefs.

As mentioned before, A showed a lot more emotional attachment to her students and the

institution at which she had worked for over twenty years. On the other hand, B seemedless
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emotionally attached to either the institution or his students. This was based, as the following

extract shows, on the fact that B held a very pragmatic view ofhis job, mainly as a result of his

ownattitude to work, the fact he enjoyed it and because of how it compared to his other past

working experiences:

Extract 7.20 (Interview 3)

I meanI think I'll always be very very happythatI got the job at [Old University] in the first place

and very grateful that I did because I think I waspretty lucky to getit in lots of ways so I don’t

think I'll ever have that negativity towardstheinstitution that those people [colleagues whose

contracts had recently reachedtheir term limits] did erm [...] it’s partly just character I supposeI

guess I don't know I mean I don't know about those specific people but I think it dependsa lot on

whatotherjobs you’ve donein the past as well[...] I think for the vast majority of peoplestarting

at [Old University] it’s probably in most waysthe best job they’ve ever hadandfora lot of them

the best job they ever will have [laughter] so why anyone would bebitter about it I just cannot

understand.

B’s comment was in response to a question that asked him about his attitude to the institution

comparedto those of colleagues who werescheduledto leave at the end of their contract and who

were showing some unhappiness about having to leave. Unlike them perhaps, B considered

himself lucky to have got his job at the time, probably because he had no university work

experience and was recommendedbya friend (see Chapter 3, section 3.4.1.2). Moreover, he was

"grateful" to the institution, a comment that gives a clear reason for him to feel loyal to his

employer that meant, like A, he felt the institution andits aims should be respected and adhered

to.

B’s attitude and largely emotionless pragmatism are important framing features for certain

aspects of his classroom practice andare significant in highlighting the roles which B adopted in
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the classroom to enhance learner autonomy. Thoughthe roles were identified above, they will be

illustrated in the following chapter (see Chapter 8, section 8.2).

The most importantaspect of B’s professional cognitions was revealed in his comments

in Interview 2 when asked whetherstudents should be considered as customers. In this extract B

revealed his strong sense of duty to provide a quality education for his students andtheir parents,

whohe identified as being the ones whopaid the university fees and thereforehis salary.

Extract 7.21 (B Interview 2)

Yes, they [students] definitely are customers I think that’s not a matter of opinion I think that’s

just a fact erm, what doesit mean is a different question erm I don’t believe that because students

are customers, students should determine what takes place in the classroom erm whatI do think

is because they are customers they are entitled to a quality service commensurate with what

they’re paying for their fees which, as we know,are substantial erm I think you can compareit to

something like what’s a good analogy or an adequate analogy erm if you, if you pay fitness

trainer you’re the customer obviously. But if your fitness trainer then says "Yeah, okay we’ve

done enough today, you knowlet’s go and have a pizza, well he’s not really doing his job and

you’re not getting your money’s worth erm,I think that’s a similar case, and we also have to

rememberthat the true customer is the person whois paying thebill andin that case it’s not the

student per se, ninety-nine times out of a hundred it’s the student’s parents so we also have a

responsibility to them as well as the student themselves.

As has beenillustrated, B adopted a pragmatic approach in the classroom and had developed

reality-oriented cognitions that helped him adapt his behaviourto his students’ traits even when

it contradicted his stronger ideal-oriented cognitions. This was seemingly based on a strong

empathy for the position of many of his students who had low levels of desire to learn English

and might not needit in the future (see Extract 7.18). Nonetheless, in spite of what might be

considered an obstacle to his attempts to help enhance students’ learner autonomy, B explained

how hestill provided students with he perceived tobe:
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Extract 7.22 (B Interview 2)

the best opportunity to come to enjoy English and comeandlearn, improve their English in my

classes andif it's not for them it’s not for them.

Though B recognised students as adults who should not be forced to learn English, at the same

time heretained a cognition that underlyingtheir relationship was a financial contract that meant

students were "entitled to a quality service commensurate with what they’re paying for their fees".

This insight into B’s cognition aboutthe relationship between him andhisstudents wasthe first

strong indication of what underpinned B’s "professional cognitions" whichit became clear were

a strong influence onhis classroom practice and hisattitude to work. Unlike A who seemed more

emotionally involved in the lives and progress of her students (see Chapter 5, Extract 5.12), B

was much moreprofessionally detached and pragmatic in his view of learners and the extent to

which he could help them. This extract both reminded and reinforced the main concerns of B’s

teaching agenda which wasto provide all students with an enjoyable learning experience that

would improvetheirpositive feelings for learning English andlead to greater individual autonomy.

At the sametime, it shows how B’ssense of professionalism helped him dothis even in the face

of students who did notappreciate his efforts, suggesting for B that a lack of autonomy wasnot a

barrier to attempts to promoteit and contradicting somefindings (for example, Borg & Al-Busaidi,

2012a, 2012b).

In the preceding part of this section, it has already been shown how B’s attitude to his

employer affected his classroom practice. Extract 7.23 gives a clear illustration of how B’s

behaviour was regulated by both where he worked and howhefelt about working there; in other
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words, by his professional cognitions. He starts by discussing his ideal-oriented belief that

students would discuss topics or do tasks exclusively in English:

Extract 7.23 (B Interview 6)

whatI wouldlike ideally is what we would be doing in our Japanese class we'd besitting talking

aboutit in Japanese going through the reading discussing it together in Japanese and then we'd be

doing the speaking aspectofit that's what I think is ideal. Having beaten my head againsta brick

wall for years at [Old University] trying to get people to do that and fail- failing, at [New

University] I kindof [...] felt less pressure to be making people do stuff in English all the time.

In this extract, it can be seen how movinguniversities liberated or revealed moreclearly a reality-

oriented cognition about Ll language use that B more fully (and almost immediately)

incorporated into his practice at New University. In the remainderofthis section,it will be shown

how other aspects of B’s professional cognitions meant he was particular about following the

syllabus at Old University resulting in his classroom practice not promoting autonomyas fully as

he did at New University wherethe syllabus gave him more freedom and the language programme

wasstructured differently (see Chapter 8, section 8.6.1).

As a professional educator, B recognised the authority of the institution in which he

worked andthe networkofrelationships that he was a part of. A strong cognition he held wasthat

of acting professionally, by which he meant a teacher should do whatthe institution asked them,

as he explained:

Extract 7.24 (B Interview 4)

You have to work within the parameters of the institution you're working in so I would say[...]

people [...] who do not follow what they're supposed to be doing at all [...] think they're

exemplary professionals [but] I would disagree totally because they're being paid to do a job and
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they're doing a different job and you're working foran institution whether youlike the way things

are done or not [...] you should basically follow what you're supposed to be doing in that

institution.

At Old University B also felt connected to his colleagues through the syllabus and the structure

of the language programmeit being a centrally coordinated coursethat all students took meant he

felt:

Extract 7.25 (B Interview 2)

it’s important that every teacher is working towards the same goals and all students across the

board theoretically should have been taught the sameskills if not in the same way during the

course.

In other words, for B the syllabus was a documentcentral to his classroom practice becauseit set

out whatthe institution wanted him to do andit helped him support the efforts of his colleagues

and vice versa. This professional cognition can be seen in opposition to a personal cognition in

the extract below in which B wascritical of syllabus goals, arguing that they were too specific

and reflected the importance of image for his employerrather than useful educational goals for

the teacher. Moreover, reflecting his ideal beliefs about learning a language and the development

of autonomy, he believed that students simply being more motivated to study English was "a

sufficient goal":

Extract 7.26 (B Interview 4)

Asfar as I'm concerned students should [...] have improved their English in some way by the end

ofthe course and improvedtheir motivation to study English furtheris a sufficient goal and I don't

think it's necessary I knowit's necessary because administrators want it and universities want to

look professional but I don't think in terms of educationit's actually necessary to set specific goals

like were set at [Old University] for what are general required English courses.
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Twointerviews and twelve monthsafter he first stated it (see Extract 7.4) and having movedto a

new institution, B hasretained his central cognition that links his practice to learner autonomy by

stating the goal of a class should be for students to have "improved their motivation to study

English". The extract revealed a slightly cynical edge to B’s feelings about how syllabuses were

written generally, and yet in the case of the observed class hestill followedit closely, reflecting

the way in whichhis professional not personal cognitions informed howheactually taught. This

is consistent with B’s statement that "you're working for an institution whether you like the way

things are done or not". The crucial point here is that observations showed how he followed the

syllabus even though in interviews he doubted the usefulness for students of some ofits stated

goals, for example academic paragraph writing, a major part ofthe CW1 course at Old University:

Extract 7.27 (B Interview 2)

I don't think paragraph writing is particularly usefulin itself [...] they might not ever have to write

a paragraph the way we're teaching them intheir lives but I don't think that necessarily meansit's

not useful I mean to me whatwereally what the class should be focusing on is as much spoken

English as possible.

Though B did paragraph writing as stated on the syllabus, he felt it took away from his ideal-

oriented cognitions of as much classroom speaking time as possible, which he believed could

have a significant impact on the development of students’ learner autonomy because it was

enjoyable. In a later interview, when comparing Old University with New University, B again

noted how the syllabus at Old wasrestrictive of his classroom practice. Furthermore, in the same

extract it became clear how another professional cognition B held, a collegial one of effectively
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preparing his students for their next English teacher, wasrestrictive. B admitted to preferring the

structure at New University where being the only English teacher for a group of students meant

there was no such obligation. As he explained, at New University he had flexibility, could offer

the students more freedom and control over their learning and,as a result it seemed, was more

able to promoteactivities that would have positive effect on learner autonomy,like writing role-

plays:

Extract 7.28 (B Interview 4)

[At New University] you're not passing on the class to a following teacher so you're not aiming

for specific things to be done by the end of the semester and I would alwayslike to be able to

teach like that actually... it's really nice to have the flexibility ... things like writing role-playsI

mean they [students] really got into it, spent loads of time discussing it and well why rush this

what's the point they're doing exactly what I'd like them to be doing, they're sitting and working

together and helping each other ... why imposean artificial time limit on it?

As B explained, his classes at New University allowed him to better support students’

development of autonomy as they "really got into it, spent loads of time discussing", and could

be allowed the time to continue working in this way. There was no need to "imposeanartificial

time limit" that the syllabus requirements at Old University obliged him to do. And notably,

though he could have done so, he did not do any academic writing at New University, further

underlining how B’sprofessional cognitions that seemedto includethe gratitude hefelt for having

been given job, restricted the promotion ofautonomy inhis classroom practice at Old University

as he followed the syllabus quite strictly.
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7.7 Chapter summary

This chapter began by revealing B’s hidden cognitions about university language learning

that aligned them with the promotion and development of learner autonomy. It continued by

showing how B combined multiple roles in class to achieve this and how they existed in dynamic

flux whenhe taught. Based onthese roles, B’s classroom approach wasidentified as being one of

weak autonomy, a position strongly supported by B’sidentification of his students’ as generally

having weak existing levels of autonomy when they entered university as first-year students. It

also showed whatskills B felt were important and why hetried to help students develop them.

Finally, the chapter ended by showing the effect of B’s professional cognitions on his teaching

practice and how theyled to the prioritisation of institutional demands overhis ideal-oriented

cognitions about developing learner autonomy. The next chapter is devoted to how B

implementedhis cognitions in the classroom throughhispractice.
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Chapter 8: Case B Part 2 (Classroom Practice)

8.1 Introduction: B’s practice

This chapter deals with those aspects of B’s practice which were identified as enacting

the cognitions that B held about how he could contribute to the development and promotion of

learner autonomyin the classroom, and attempts to provide evidence to support the existence of

the cognitions identified and illustrated in the previous chapter. It is mainly based on the 14

classroom observations that took place over a semester (see Chapter 4, Table 4.1) but will

frequently refer back to quotes from the interviews from whicha picture of B’s cognition system

wasconstructed. It is hoped that by the end of the chapter there will be a tangible picture of the

type of classroom environment that B created through his use of group work, his points system

and his regular communication activities, and also the ways in which his students responded.

However, the chapter makesno attempt to evaluate the success of B’s efforts on students’ learning,

which wasnotone ofthe aimsofthis study.

8.2 Illustrating B’s cognitions in practice

Asidentified in the previous chapter (see section 7.6), B’s cognitions about his students

and their levels of learner autonomy suggested that his classroom practice would be only weakly

autonomous, with many elements of the classroom being teacher-led. In order to develop learner

autonomyin these circumstances, the teacher’s role becomes of paramount importance (Dam,

1995; Kumaravadivelu, 2003; Voller, 1997) and, during interviews, B portrayed himself as a

teacher adopting and combining multiple roles, as appropriate, in order to achieve the clear and

246



guiding central principle of creating an enjoyable and effective learning environment for his

students. In doing this, B believed that his students would become morepositive about learning

and want to continue learning after the end of the course (see Chapter 7, Extract 7.4).

8.2.1 Illustrating B’s roles in practice

During the course of the observations, several behaviours emerged which B enacted to

give students the confidence to communicate successfully in the L2. Though hard to pigeonhole

into a simple or single "role", taken together they formed a strong image of a teacher whose

practice was strongly supportive of a desire to enhance learner autonomy.

Oneway in which hedid this wasto set clear targets or goals and help students achieve

them through explicit guidance:

Extract 8.1 (B Observation 8)

Try to make a longer conversation, two people or three people together you've got five minutes

to talk about two questions, one hundred percent English. You should notfinish, your target when

youhearthis timer [sets offtimer] your target you shouldstill be speaking English together about

this topic okay? So you haveto think of lots of extra questions to reach the target.

This extract also showcasesa recurring aspect of B’s practice, the use of a timer, which regulated

students’ communicative performance and gave them explicit start and end points, thus reducing

anxiety through making tasks appear manageable. It also highlights strategic advice which B

offered students in order to be successful. Another example can be found in Observation 5, in

which during a communicative task B told students that the contents of their conversation need

notbe true if that helped them to complete the task:
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Extract 8.2 (B Observation 5)

B: [Addressing students] They [students’ responses] don't have to be true. You can use your

imagination if youlike, true is probably easier.

Whileit is true that this seems contradictory to a core belief of learner autonomy, namely that

communication should be "authentic" (see Chapter 2, section 2.6.5), in the context of B’s

cognition system as outlined so far, it has been madeclear that B’s primary classroom concern

wasto create a classroom environmentthat would offer students opportunities for communication

without damaging their confidence or creating negative feelings towards language learning. In

other words, B’s classroom practice wasan accurate reflection ofhow his cognition system sought

to improvehis students’ learner autonomy. At the sametime, this offered additional evidence for

B’s cognition that the priority of the classroom was about maximising opportunities for

communication, and that his cognitions were layered and classroom practice prioritised working

towardssatisfactorily fulfilling core cognitions.

B’s cognition about students’ shyness and lack of confidence being reflected in his

practice is seen again in the following extract from Observation 8. This showsB praising students

at the endof an activity, thereby strengthening their understanding of the in-class behavioursthat

he wanted to see and offering students positive reinforcement of their English ability:

Extract 8.3 (B Observation 8)

I thought today wasgreat. I was really impressedall class from start to finish ninety minutes today

I thought everybody wasfantastic I think this is the best class that we've had this semester. Usually

I walk around and I can hear somepeople speaking a lot of English [Bell goes] some people very

little English and some people zero sometimes but today I walked aroundall the time everybody

was speaking English today was fantastic. Everybody please keep up like today, from now on

really really good I don't know whybut suddenly big improvementin this class.
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Though the above extracts do not add up to a simpleoreasily defined "role" that B adopted in the

classroom in order to promote learner autonomy, they do showa sensitivity to his learners that,

whenappliedin his practice, sought to enhancehis students’ learner autonomy. The insights which

B acted upon had come from many years of teaching Japanese students, confirming the

contribution that context-specific experience makes to both a teacher’s cognition and their

practice. B’s context-specific cognitions caused him to tailor his actions according to his

understanding of Japanese students: in particular, the psychological obstacles to them taking

greater control of their language learning. For example, in the following in-class statement B

planted in students’ heads a different way of conceiving of a presentation that he believed might

reduce anxiety that they felt about doing one:

Extract 8.4 (B Observation 8)

That's what presentationis.It's just talking to people.

In terms of B’s cognition system, the extract revealed B adopting a practice (avoiding spotlighting

in class) that went against his belief that not knowing an answerto a teacher’s question should

not be anissue fora learner. His underlying belief had not changed but he recognised the benefits

of changinghis practice for a Japanese context. In other words, he took a pragmatic and sensitive

view of the classroom and accordingly adopted an appropriate teacher role. That the context-

specific belief about Japanese learners and their classroom behaviour had not replaced his core

one about classroom behaviour more generally (that learners should feel comfortable giving

wrong answersor saying they did not know an answer) offered evidence for the complexity of

cognition systems and their dynamic nature, which allowed for competing beliefs or knowledge
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to be held and understood simultaneously. It also suggested how cognition systems retained a

flexibility that meant they could be adapted to different cultural contexts or situations. More

generally, it seemed to show how outside the classroom B could simultaneously hold both ideal

and pragmatic-experiential beliefs about learning, while inside the classroom he approached

teaching with a Japanese-specific pragmatic approach. This approach was based on his

understanding oflocal conditions andthe actions andactivities that would maximisehis students’

learning, even whenthey wereat odds with his idealbeliefs.

The type of strategic learner behaviour that B promoted in class to enhance autonomy

wasnotrestricted to the advice given during tasks as illustrated above. For example, he used

materials (see section 8.4.2) which promoted out of class preparation, and which, as he pointed

out in class, contributed to more productive andeasier in-class communication opportunities:

Extract 8.5 (B Observation 2)

Discussionis difficult so if we prepare at homewill be mucheasier.

A teacher encouraging their students in class and promoting study outside of it are accepted parts

of the job (Hedge, 2000), and B’s behaviouris not in itself evidence that he promoted learner

autonomy. However, when understood through the prism of B’s stated cognitions, the

observations provided a clear image ofa teacher whosepractice reflected cognitionsthat believed

in enabling students to take greater control of their learning through maximising enjoyable

communication opportunities. This was most visible through the range and different dimensions

of the strategies he usedinclass.
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Anotherincident whichillustrated B’s interventionist practice in support of his cognitions

came in his own description in his week 5 diary of a task where he explained how for a speaking

activity he had initially organised students "in different groups" to maximise the variety of

speaking partners, after which he gave them the freedom to choose their own partners. However,

students’ natural shyness and tendency to avoid talking to classmates they did not know, in

particular those of the opposite sex, becamea barrier to speaking, forcing B to intervene:

Extract 8.6 (B Diary 5)

a lot of them like they're still quite shy [...] they're all mixed up in different groups thatI've set

and within two minutes of them [being free] there's this mix that we hadall the girls on one side

of the room andall the boys on the other so you'll hear me shouting at various people to go and

find a partner suggesting that this guy's free.

This adds further weight to the importance for B of helping students do things they did not

immediately feel comfortable with if he believed that it would improve their learner autonomy

overall. Though it could be argued that in choosing partners of the same sex to talk to students

were exerting their autonomy, from an autonomyperspective this is a simplistic view as the

literature argues that the teacher must alwaysretain overarching control until, normally through

negotiation and consultation, students are in a position to take on greater autonomy in the

classroom, which in turn becomesless teacher-led, something akin to the conditions of strong or

broad autonomy (see Chapter 2, section 2.6.3).

As Dam (2011, p. 41, also quoted in Chapter 2) explains:

The task for the teacher[...] is two-sided. On the one hand, she has to make the

learners willing to take over the responsibility for planning their own learning,
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for carrying out the plans and for evaluating the outcome. At the same time, she

has to support them in becoming capable of doingso.

B’s experiences teaching in Japan had not simply led to a secondary layer of pragmatic-

experiential cognitions but had been codifiedinto a set of rules and guidingprinciples for learning

which,in every course, B tried to instil in his students. In this regard, B seemedto be taking up

Dam’s (2011) challenge to support students to become capable of taking greater control oftheir

learning.

8.2.2 Creator of opportunity for peer learning

B hadin interviews emphasised that the importance of relationships between students in

his classes was the reason he used group worka lot (see Chapter 7, Extract 7.3). The positive

effect of students working in groups ontheir oral interaction was notably observed by B himself

in the ninth class:

Extract 8.7 (B Audio Diary 9)

I really emphasise that they have to do it as group work their writing one sentence in their group

not four individual sentences by themselves[...] they talked a lot about it, some of them didn't

write very muchbut I don't really mind about that erm because they were actually sitting and

thinking about what they should be writing and at a lot ofthem discussion discussing it in English

rather than just using English for the sentenceitself so I thought that was quite successful today

[...] It always takes much longer when I doit as a group exercise rather thanjust let them sit there

and write but I think it's worth doingit like that erm there was just too much to get through in

today's class though erm I would haveliked anotherhalfhouratleast for to get to cover everything

that I I wanted to today whichis often the case in this course.
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Supporting his aforementioned cognitions about creating opportunities for English

communication, in this task B felt he had clearly achieved his goal, as students worked together

both collaboratively and communicatively to his obvious pleasure. Despite it taking longer for

students than when they had been doingit individually, B felt that group work wasbeneficial,

again showing howheprioritised his core cognitions about learners’ long-term developmentover

completing his lesson plan in order to satisfy syllabus goals, that, in any case, he had madeclear

were not ones hereally shared (see Chapter 7, Extract 7.26). It was argued in the preceding chapter

how B’s professional beliefs meant that he followed the syllabus, and this incident is not a

contradiction of that argumentin that B would still complete the writing tasks for the course.

Even when notall of the students were writing, evidence ofinteraction as a lot of them

discussed the task in English was enough to satisfy B that the group work was working

successfully. This successful example ofgroup work occurredat the halfway point in the semester,

so after B had had eight weeks to help students acclimatise to working together in groups. As

Hedge (2000) points out, successful group work is not an automatic phenomenonbut requires the

teacher to manage proceedings, something B had been taking care of through deciding which

students went into each group, how often and when the groups changed and, through the use of a

seating plan, even where the groups shouldsit in the classroom:

Extract 8.8 (B Interview 4)

Erm first thing today we're going to change groups. Every three or four weeks we're going to

change groups otherwise, it's very boring if you work with the same people every weekso please

listen carefully I'll tell you your new group numbers. Everybody listening? [B calls out names:

groupsare pre-arranged by him].

253



As has already been pointed out, B’s observation (see Chapter 7, Extract 7.10) that students’

instinctive behaviour did not always act in the interests of improving their language ability

justified his need for this degree of control. To make it easy to monitor, evaluate and support

students, the classroom was set up with students sat in groups of four with enough space in

between the groups of four for B to circulate. By sitting students opposite each other

communication was madeeasier, but, as importantly, the physical focus of the classroom changed

for students from being on the teacher to being on each other. Therefore, the rearrangement of the

classroom was a powerful statement about how learning took place and B believed that the

communication opportunities in particular would offer students a radically different and more

enjoyable experience from their high school one (see Chapter 7, Extract 7.12). As B pointed out

above, it was also a social opportunity and students would meet new people when the groups

changed, something B said made learning more interesting and which suggested evidence of B’s

shared cognitions with A.

In monitoring and supporting students, B adopted a variety of roles with different

intentions. For example, he instructed groups on how they should continue and could complete

the task, advising them on nextsteps:

Extract 8.9 (B Observation 4)

Compare your answerssee if everyone agrees. Do you all have the same answers? If yes great

finished, if you have different answers maybe someoneneedsto think again.

At other times, he reminded students of their collective responsibility and the support network

offered by working together with others, helping to promote the core cognition he held of

language learning as a "cooperative venture" (see Extract 7.15):
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Extract 8.10 (B Observation 6)

Can anybody help? Can any other group members help? Any other reasons? This was a group

decision.

In this way, throughout the semester, B encouraged studentinteraction in groups and promotedit

as a way forindividual students to get help and support from classmates,reflecting his cognitions

aboutits potential for peer learning (as implied in Chapter 7, Extract 7.2). Though group work

was something B,as he explained, used lot, it was clear that students did not naturally adopt it

(perhaps, B wondered, becauseoftheir familiarity with their high school teaching (see Chapter7,

Extract 7.12)). B continually tried to pass on insights about the benefits of group work,as in the

following extract where, while commenting on their mid-semester feedback in week 7, he

explained that in each group there were potentially three other teachers:

Extract 8.11 (B Observation 7)

What do you think are the bad points of this lesson? Erm seven people said difficult or can’t

understand so again if you think difficult just keep trying do your best. Ask me anytime if you

have a problem ask your group mates for help as well, that's a good point about working in groups,

there's always three people who can help youjust try to do your best.

In other words, B seemedto suggest that students who workedwell together in groups and learned

to considertheir classmates as learning resources could become more autonomousby developing

confidence and independent thought as a result of not being over reliant on the teacher. An

example of how tried to reinforce this notion of other students as resource is illustrated by B’s

use of "the trick" in section 8.3.1 (see Extract 8.18).
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In short, B’s role during group work was more than managing students in the classroom

space and additionally included directing how groups worked, encouraging intragroup interaction

and passing on knowledge about the benefits of group work itself, as shown above. It also

exploited the potential for the class to be a social opportunity for a group of 20-somethings in a

new environment, something B was awareofas he deliberately tried to make mixed gender groups

based on a cognitionheheld that a female presence could be a motivating factor in a male student,

making a classroom contribution as he explained:

Extract 8.12 (B Interview 7)

if there are five guys who are whoare putting their hands up and doing well they're [unmotivated

students] probably thinking oh God whycan't these guys just shut up whereasforgirls ifits girls,

particularly if they're attractive girls, they're mo- a lot of the guys are probably thinking oohright

(ma-) maybeI should be speaking some English erm there's [...] you know ten percent womenat

Old University I'm not going to get noticed if I just sit back and do nothingall the time.

Supporting this cognition, it was also clear from the video observations that B tried to make mixed

groups of females and males, showing another element to his managerial role (a point later

confirmedin private email communication).

B clearly set up a task with one specific way in which he intended the group would

achieve the desired learning goal. However, this was not something that B considered essential

for the successofthe task. An example ofhow working in groups gave students a degreeof(albeit

limited) autonomy under B’s supportive gaze was evident in week 5 when B noted how students

had completed the task even though they did not do it "how I wanted them to":

Extract 8.13 (B Diary 5)

what they were supposedto be doingis talking together and creating a sentence together entirely

256



as a group and then ending up with one topic sentence for their group. [...] I think one or two

groups maybedivided the work up and did one bit each, which was not whatI intended erm some

groups seemedto all write their own and then talk aboutit but most of them did it how I wanted

them to.

In this way, group work contributed to students’ increased learner autonomy within a

structure that allowed B to keep control ofthe overall learning environment by deciding both the

tasks and the methods of completing them. However,as the literature on learner autonomy notes

(see Chapter 2, section 2.6.3.2), giving learners freedom and control over classroom events brings

risk for the teacher; as B confirmed, when students worked together outcomes could be

unpredictable. As in the above example in week 5, some groups completed the task differently to

how hadintended.

ThoughExtract 8.7 showsstudents using English for the discursive elementofthe task,

not just the answer, it later emerged that using English in group work wasnot something B always

required evenif, as the following extract shows, B’s ideal cognition wasthat tasks would be done

completely in English because it represented language use opportunities in which they could

"negotiate and agree". Revealing the effect of actual contextualised classroom experience on B’s

cognition, he explained that while group work "ideally" took place in the L2, as occurred when

he was learning Japanese, B had cometo accept that even with him monitoring his students the

effort to keep them in English was too muchtrouble andineffective:

Extract 8.14a (B Interview 6)

whatI wouldlike ideally is what we would be doing in our Japanese class we'd be sitting talking

aboutit in Japanese going through the reading discussingit together in Japanese and then we'd be

doing the speaking aspectofit that's what I thinkis ideal.
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At the beginning of this extract B reveals his existing and stable core belief which is based on his

owncurrent Japanese language learning experience. Notably, though the focus of the learningis

a reading passage, in keeping with his uncovered cognitions about learner autonomy,it is through

speaking in the L2 that learning occurs. In the next part of the extract, B explains howhe tried to

teach accordingto his ideal-oriented cognitions at Old University and admits the frustration ofit

not working:

Extract 8.14b (B Interview 6)

having beaten my head against a brick wall for years at [Old University] trying to get people to

do that andfail- failing.

B continues, explaining that his new institutional context has allowed him to act on reality-

oriented cognition and develop new experience and knowledge:

Extract 8.14c (B Interview 6)

At [New University] I kind ofA) I felt less pressure to be making people do stuff in English all

the time and[...]

Extract 8.14d (B Interview 6)

I just thought wellit it's going to work better, perhapsit's worth trying to do things differently and

I decided that I would makevery clear [...] that this time this part of the class you must speak

only English and I'm not going to be happy if you're not and I'm not going to accept it if you're

not.

Here, in Extract 8.14d, B reflects on how developing a morereality-oriented practice could be

better both for himself and his students and refers to his actual classroom experience at New

University in which he clearly designates times when students must use English and other times

258



whenthey can use Japanese. This shows how elements of his ideal-oriented cognition have been

retained in spite of the new institutional freedom he feels that would allow him not to require

English useatall. This could be an effect of his professional beliefs, which have been carried over

to the new institution.

Finally, B shows how his newerreality-oriented cognitionstill has a strong element of

teacher control with rules about appropriate and inappropriate language use while revealing how

B is seemingly morerelaxed in his teaching and no longerbeating his head againsta brick wall:

Extract 8.14e (B Interview 6)

These otherparts of the class andsituations I don't mind what language you speakthat's fine and

this kind of activity which is reading or some kind of grammar or vocabulary activity at [New

University] I don't mind atall if they speak in Japanese while they're doingthis.

The dynamicinterplay between ideal cognitions and actual experience that hadled to the

formation ofnew knowledge and the subsequentsynthesis and adoption ofnew pragmaticbeliefs

justifies an extended commentary here.

In Extract 8.14a, B started by explaining the influence of his own Japanese language

learning experience on how a language learner should behave in group work. This might be

termed an "ideal cognition" which for some time, including over the initial observation period

(e.g. "[...] wrong language, Konomi" (Extract 8.15)), B had tried to follow in his classroom

practice through his management of groups in class. However, as he explained, having "beaten

my headagainsta brick wall for years", B gave up onhis ideal belief that the learnersin the class

should use the L2 with each other forall their interactions and came to a compromise in which he

madeit clear to students the difference between tasks whose aim was communicative group work
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and had to be performed in English (see section 8.4) and general group work which, as he

explained, they could do in Japanese.

Though the negative experience of monitoring groups had continued for some time,

hinting at the strength of the underlying cognition, the catalyst for B changing his classroom

practice wasas a result of moving to New University where he felt less pressure to "be making

people do stuff in English all the time", reinforcing the powerful force that his professional

cognitions exerted on his classroom practice. Also notable is the pragmatic flexibility that B

showed as he reevaluated his classroom practice that was based on his ideal cognitions and

adaptedit so that it better reflected his actual teaching experiences, not to mention the level of his

students’ learner autonomy.It took time though, and only after changing institutions was B able

to reflect on his ideal cognitionsas they werefiltered through classroom realities and to implement

a pragmatic solution to this language issue by accepting newer, pragmatic cognitions and

implementing practice that was specifically tailored to his new context.

Group work in B’s observed classes did not always produce more effective learning or

exhibit autonomy, and the following extract captures B’s annoyance with a group whohad not

simply failed to do the task in the given time but then continued to waste time and disrupt the

class. The incident took place in week 10 when set up a writing task in which students would

compare and evaluate each other’s homeworkand choose the best one in the group, evaluating

being oneof severalreflective skills associated with learner autonomy. The writer of the best one

would becomethe group representative and read their sentences to the whole class, so that as B

explained, "we'll get some good examples ofhow to write example and detail sentences" (Extract

8.16, B Observation 10). However, when it came to the third group there was no designated
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representative and instead students resorted to the game "rock, paper, scissors" to determine who

would speak, something which undermined both the purpose and usefulness of the activity and

suggested they had wasted twenty minutes of the class. B’s annoyance wasclear:

Extract 8.17 (B Observation 10)

Group 3 who’s yourrepresentative? (4.0) [annoyed] you should have decidedI've just given you

a minute to decide. What's happening? [students just in the corner of the camera] (5.0) you're

supposedto [off camera but sound ofB movingoverto the students’ table] I didn’t say do janken

[rock paper scissors] I said choose the person with the best paragraph, you’ve had you’ve had

about twenty minutesto do it. [laughter; students at the table smiling] why am I seeing janken

[rock paper scissors] now? I asked for the best paragraph. The person with the best paragraph

please stand up nowread yourparagraph.It’s not difficult, who's it going to be? [a student stands

up] thank you very much, Kentaro.

Asthis extract showed, as much as B might have wanted students to take on greater responsibility

in their groups, somestudentsclearly failed to embrace the opportunities he offered in an example

of learner resistance that can accompanyefforts to enhance autonomy (e.g. Little, 1995 - see

Chapter 2, section 2.3.3).

Though,as in the above example, using group work sometimes meant unpredictable and

disappointing results, there were notable successes as well, such as the extract from his Week 9

diary (Extract 8.7) in which B noticed students cooperating and learning from each other but also

speaking English together in group work, even though it was an activity when they could have

chosento use their L1 to communicate with each other, suggesting B had hadat least some success

in moving these students away from a high school mindset and, by implication, towards becoming,

according to his cognitions, more strongly autonomous.
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8.3 Use of learner training

Therelation of learner training to learner autonomy has been coveredin the Literature

Review (see Chapter 2, section 2.3.4) but Hedge’s (2000, p. 85) commentary summarises the

breadth oftechniques whichfall underthe term learner training andalso the aimsofsuchtraining:

Some learners come to the task of learning a foreign language with the

expectation of being active learners, but others? come ill-equipped. For the

latter group, perhaps the most useful service the teacher can perform is to

encourage them in positive attitudes and prepare them in effective strategies.

Dickinson (1987) and Holec (1985) makea distinction between psychological

and practical preparation. The first can be described as a changein perception

about what language learning involves and a change in the expectation that

language can only be learned throughthe careful control of a specialist teacher.

The second involves acquiring a range of techniques with which learners can

enhancetheir learning. Taken together, these two kinds of preparation can be

called /earner training (Hedge, 2000,p. 85).

As noted in the previous chapter (see section 7.12), in terms of his students’ expectations for

learning, B’s cognitions about his students generally reflected Hedge’s description of "ill-

equipped" learners who needed both psychological and practical preparation (similar to Voller’s

(1997) characterisation of learner training as being either psycho-social and technical support —

see Chapter 2, Figure 2.1). This lack of preparation by students resulted in a weakly autonomous

classroom setting in which B becamecentral to learner training processes that would enhance

students’ autonomy.In particular, B tried to increase the independent thought of students who had

becomeusedto teacher control in high school settings (see Chapter 7, Extract 7.19), and to help

students grasp opportunities that he provided for them to communicate and enjoy the class,
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something that B believed would lead to greater positive feelings about learning languages and

by extension, in terms of his cognitions, result in enhanced learner autonomy (see Chapter 7,

Extracts 7.3 and 7.6).

The following section which cites observed aspects of B’s practice as learner training is

divided into twoparts. In the first, B’s accidental discovery and effective use of "the trick" will

be introduced, followed by the activities he did in the first class to help students understandhis

expectations of them in the class and their responsibilities for learning, before finally describing

the points system that B used over the semester that both provided opportunities for reflection

andtrained studentsin the positive learning behaviours that B’s cognitions showed wouldresult

in greater learner autonomy (see Chapter 7, Extracts 7.14 and 7.16).

8.3.1 Learnertraining: Thetrick

As shownin the previous section, B wasactive during group work, acting to guide and

support students to successful outcomes and helping them develop a greater understanding and

enjoymentof learning through general praise and encouragement and more specific teaching of

metacognitive knowledge. One example of how B exploited group work to enhance students’

autonomous development, particularly their self-confidencein their ability, was ‘the trick’, which

wasa deliberate mistake that he put in the multiple-choice answers to comprehension questions

on the listening section of the textbook (see Appendices 16 and 17).

B created the multiple-choice questions himself to challenge students’ view of multiple-

choicetests as having only one correct answer. Both before andafter the listening B gave students

time to read and discuss the meaning of the questions and answersin their groups, opening up
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possibilities for peer learning, although this was only one of several ways of understanding the

material that B suggested to students:

Extract 8.18 (B Observation 3)

I'll give you the questions before welisten please read the questions and check any new wordsif

you have any anything you don't understand ask your groupmates, check your dictionary, or you

can ask me.

After the listening, students checked their answers with each other, in theory discussing any

differences with their peers. However, if students’ answers to multiple-choice questions were the

same there would be no reason for any discussion: for B, a missed opportunity. "The trick"

changed this because knowing that there might be a mistake even if they had the same answers

sowed doubtthat students could only resolve through talking to each other. As a result, students

discussed and evaluated more carefully what they had heard. As B explained to students upon

introducing "the trick" in week 3, they needed to have confidence in their own ability and try to

workat a deeper analytical level in order to be successful:

Extract 8.19 (B Observation 3)

All ofthese [Answersa, b, and c] are wrong andthere's a lesson. You haveto think carefully about

the questions, the questions are not alwaysas simple as you'd imagine this is not a TOEICtest,

sometimesthe answerisn't there ifyou think something different, ifyou say oh some people heard

per day, probably must haveheardit clearly but thought oh noit's not written so can't be day. So

have confidence if you think you have the answer, if you think there's a mistake in the question

or in the textbook, maybe you're right because sometimes in my questions there will be strange

answers and surprising answers. Every time you read a question think aboutit is it really a bc or

is it maybe something different? Please remember that for next week there may be another

surprise next week.
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Once groups became awarethat there might be a trick there was more communication as they

workedcollaboratively to spot it. The uncertainty or unpredictability of the outcome changedthe

way students engaged with the task by promoting deeper thinking and greater collaboration.

Observations showedthat successfully spotting the trick increased students’ confidence in their

ability and made them more questioning and morecritically attuned to what they were reading,

all things that suggested students’ increased learner autonomy. The potential for the group work

to lead to greater autonomy wasalso enhanced from a linguistic point of view because of the

opportunity for negotiation of meaning and from increased positive feelings about learning

derived from working with others, not to mention through the enjoymentof a listening exercise

being turned into a mini-game.

In a sign of how "the trick" had a positive effect on student behaviour, in week 9 the

listening produced multiple answers, suggesting that groups were becoming more confident and

less concernediftheir answers were different from others or if they were wrong — something that

chimed with B’s cognitions (see Chapter 7, Extract 7.17). The trick therefore also seemed to have

a positive effect on a learner’s individuality and independence,a quality which B identified as an

aspect ofhow he considered learner autonomy (see Chapter 7, Extract 7.1). There wasalso a sense

of heightened tension and anticipation across the whole class, most notable when B revealed

which group had successfully spotted "the trick":

Extract 8.20 (B Observation 9)

B: Number3. Eating meat can...a. Hurt the environment, who chose a? [Studentsraise their

hands] One, two, two groups. b. Cause heart disease. One, two groups. c. Give you protein. One

group. Anything different?

S: All
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B: All! Well done group 4! This is today’s trick question. Eating meat can doall three of

these things. [Increase in volumeofstudents talking] Only one group foundthe trick today. Well

done.

Thetrick added different dimensionsto the listening task that turnedit into a collaborative group

exercise and raised students’ confidence. It supported B’s wider message to students that trying

to speak in English was more important than being right or wrong,as seen at other moments when

B checked answers:

Extract 8.21 (B Observation 3)

Number 2 whyis it inconvenient to own a car in Amsterdam? (10.0) (Did) nobody get this?

[student laughter] Come on somebodytell me I'm sure everybody's got an answer written down.

Don't be nervous doesn't matterif it's the wrong answer Daiki what do you think?

By valuing students’ effort to answer regardless of whether they were correct or not, B created a

classroom environment where speaking carried reduced risk because there wasless potential for

embarrassmentor feeling stupid:

Extract 8.22 (B Observation 4)

Thank youfor being brave andtelling me different opinion but actually numberoneis the sentence

that gives the main point.

Getting students to volunteer and try to answer his questions, in other words to make a

contribution even without being sure of the answer, was a mainstay of B’s cognition system and

showedthrough in his classroom practice. It was also a cultural behaviour that B believed was

important for students to become acclimatised to if they were going to "actually [...] be using
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English in thefuture" (see Chapter 7, Extract 7.19). What this practice seemed to suggest is that

the type of behaviour B advocated from his students, and that would according to his cognitions

make them more autonomous, was a courageto take risks during language use that generally he

felt students lacked because they were afraid of being wrong (see Chapter 7, Extract 7.17). The

trick, though artificial, was a safe space B created during a class when students could be more

relaxed about being wrong, something that would increase their confidence and contribute to the

"deconditioning" of learners from preconceptions about the classroom roles of learners and

teachers (Voller, 1997, see Chapter 2, Figure 2.6). This example of B’s practice therefore seemed

to illuminate a further aspect to B’s role in the classroom that was only partly revealed in the

interviews, namely as a type of motivationaltrainer.

8.3.2 Learner training: Thefirst class

The trick was a form of learner training that addressed a specific weakness B had

identified in his students. B’s learner training, however, was more generally devoted to promoting

classroom norms that would help all students contribute to the learning environment (as he

explained in Chapter 7, Extract 7.10). In setting rules, B hoped to remove undesirable behaviours

that might negatively impact the learning environment and maximise opportunities for

communication. Another important goal for B was to promote greater general self-awareness

about learning among his students, because this had the potential to raise their autonomy and

make them better prepared for future learning situations.

Muchof the more general type of learner training was concentratedin the first class and

was followed-up through a weekly evaluation or points system (also see section 8.3.3). An
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example of a task B did as part of learner training was the "class participation point-awarding

exercise” (see Appendix 15) which asked students in groups to discuss four scenarios which

described imaginary students’ behaviour and then evaluate them on a numberscale of 1-4, with 4

being the maximum numberofpoints. While B used learner training to help students address

various aspects of their learning, his main message wasthat visible effort in terms of English

communication was "the most important thing", as he made clear to students:

Extract 8.23 (B Observation 1)

Important point though, Yasunori on time but only one point because no English. Kazutaka one

hourlate but he gets more points because he spokelots of English,it's an English communication

class that’s the most importantthing.

The exercise itself was also a first chance for B to make students aware of the classroom norms

that he espoused and challenge their learned understanding of an English class as taking place in

Japanese (see Chapter 7, Extract 7.12). For example, as he explained in his diary, though he

allowed studentsto do the exercise in Japanese, he made an explicit point afterwards that it should

have been done in English:

Extract 8.24 (B Diary 1)

they had lots of chance for discussion in their groups but all right until the very endall of that

discussion was in Japaneseandin thefirst class I don't worry about that until the end and then I

point out as part of the lesson plan oh this is very interesting I've asked you to discussall these

things and I've walked around and about ninety-five percent I've heard you talking in Japanese

but this is an English class this is very strange and I makea big point of this and then hopefully

from then on mytarget is wheneverI say discuss this in groups obviously they should be doingit

in English.
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That B could both predict students’ behaviour and even build his response into his teaching plan

suggested the cumulative effect of his Japanese university teaching experience on his cognitions

and how strongly his classroom practice was influenced by them.

Trainingin the first class was donein groups asan activity to address learners’ classroom

behaviour by promoting collaboration and teamwork. The exercises addressed both practical and

psychological strategies. For example, in an example of the former it reminded them of good

learning managementstrategies (e.g. bringing a dictionary to class) and ofthe latter it challenged

their beliefs about the language learning classroom andtheirrole in it (e.g. which language to use

when discussing). Establishing these norms of behaviour increased students’ control over their

learning and their control over speaking English, both of which enhanced the potential for

development of learner autonomy. For example, the first class group discussion exercise, "What

should you call me?", in which B trained students to use his first name rather than "Mr"or the

formal sensei, reduced the risk of embarrassment for students who might not have known how to

address him and opened a communication channel between students and teacher. It also drew

attention to the equality of the learning environment in which students were now adults and he

emphasised that they had entered a new stage oftheir learning with different norms:

Extract 8.25 (B Observation 1)

I would like you to call me [B’s name]. The reason isthat this is not an elementary school or a

junior high school. You are not children, you are adults. I will call you by yourfirst names so

there is no reason why you should call me Mr., you can call me by myfirst nameas well.

While the above example trained students to cope with their new learning environment, the most

importantpart ofthe first class training wasto help students understand the weekly points system.
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By learning about how the system worked, students could use it more effectively to help them

improve, and the things that B emphasised in the training as being helpful to learners’

development(like volunteering a contribution in class) were also ones he evaluated positively

through the points system. In other words, B reinforced the learnertraining throughhis regular

weekly classroom practice (see section 8.4). In the learner training exercise (see Appendix 15),

students discussed the scenarios with each other and shared their ideas about what wasacceptable

in the classroom. Then B revealed what he believed was an appropriate evaluation of the

imaginary students as in the following example:

Extract 8.26 (B Observation 1)

B: Four, Sayaka. Sayaka cameto class on time, she spoke lots of English during the lesson

actively participated in her group discussion, asked and answeredlots of questions but when the

teacher was speaking wastalkingto another group ofstudents she read an email onher cellphone

er [Student 1’s name] how manypoints?

Student 1: Two pointfive

B: [Student 2’s name] how manypoints?

Student2: (xxx)

B: [Student 3’s name] how manypoints?

Student 3:Twopointfive

B: [Student 4’s name] how manypoints?

Student 4:Twopointfive

B: Everybody's too kind. [writes on board; students gasp] Sayakagets zero, her choice. She

knowsthe rule she breaks the rule zero not an accident not a mistake please be careful.

B: Number5: Yasunori cameto class on time he did the homework,he broughthis textbook

and his name card he didn’t speak any English during the lesson [Student 5’s name] how many

points?

Student 5: Three

B: 3 points? Very generous. [Student 6’s name] how manypoints.

Student 6: Two

B: 2 still too generous. [Student 7’s name] how manypoints?

Student 7: Two pointfive
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B: Even more generous. Noonly one. This is an English communicationclass, if he doesn't

speak English why should he get points? You don't get points for coming andsitting and being

quiet? It's a communication class.

As the extract showed, B addressed both positive and negative behavioursin the classroom. In

both cases though there was a big gap between what B believed and what students thought was

acceptable in the classroom. This showed exactly why B thought addressing these issues through

learning training was necessary and how not doing so mightrestrict students’ engagement in the

class andtherefore in the developmentof their autonomy. B’s message was unequivocal: "Thisis

an English communicationclass. If he doesn't speak English why should he get points?"

While the importance of trying to speak in English was the main message B wanted to

get acrossin thefirst class learner training, he also encouraged behaviours which he considered

supported that aim, such as active participation, efforts to use English without being afraid to

make mistakes, and volunteering answers or making suggestions etc. B believed that students

whodid these things could improve their autonomy: first by being more confident and capable

communicators in English, and second by enjoying the experience and strengtheningtheir desire

to carry on studying after the end of the course (see Chapter 7, Extract 7.4).

8.3.3 Learner training: Using the points system for reflection

The classroom learner training described above introduced students to the points system

which B had devised himself to evaluate students for their final grade while also supporting and

encouraging the behaviours or traits that B believed produced a better language learning

environment and greater learner autonomy (see Chapter 7, Extract 7.16). As explained in the
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previous chapter, positive behaviours included communicating actively in English, volunteering

answers, preparing through homework, listening to others and completing tasks with other group

members.In contrast, negative behaviours werelateness, silence, sleeping, mobile phone use and

passivity which, as has already been noted, B felt damaged the learning potential not just of

individual students but everybodyin the class. By trying to help students regulate both positive

and negative types of behaviour, B supported the developmentof learner autonomy by making

the classroom an enjoyable and motivating place to be. Though the learner training was based on

discretely identified behaviours andtraits, and B added or subtracted points based on what he

observed, the overall points system was intended to be a moreholistic evaluation ofhow students

performed in class, as B explained:

Extract 8.27 (B Interview 2)

The points system to me is more an overall reflection of what they've donein class.

Andthough on a practical level the points system helped B evaluate students for a final grade,

another important function was the opportunity it provided students to reflect on their learning,

something which could help students address their strengths and weaknesses, increasing their

autonomyas a result:

Extract 8.28 (B Interview 1)

R: Do youlet your students know whattheir points are?

B: Oh,the points themselves? Yes of course. Yeah. I don’t think it has any value whatsoever

not to and also I think it’s rather unfair not to if you don’t. The purposeor one of the purposes of

the pointsis, is to help them improve throughoutthe courseif they’re not seeing their points until

the end, well that purpose becomes redundantso yeah, definitely.
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Here another cognition was revealed that was not explicitly stated in the interviews: B viewed

learning as a continuous, developmental process in which the students, it seems to be implied,

could play an active role with teacher guidance. This further strengthens the argument that B’s

cognitions aligned closely with learner autonomy. Additionally, a strong air of professionalism

seemed to suffuse B’s discourse when describing this student-centred system. B’s commentin

this extract about being fair to students revealed further evidence in support of his previously

mentioned professional cognitions: first that students are, to an extent, customers and therefore

should receive a service from their teacher that respects their rights as learners (see Extract 7.21),

and secondthat the teacher-student relationship aims at a type of equality (see Extract 7.18).

Accordingto the literature, getting learnersto reflect on their learning can lead to greater

autonomybecausereflection makeslearners more aware oftheir strengths, weaknesses and goals

while developing their independence from their teacher (e.g. Wenden, 1991; Harmer, 2007) and

thereby increasing learner control. Though B’s classroom presented students with few obvious

opportunities for direct reflection or self-evaluation of their own work, B noted that any form of

teacher feedback to students(e.g. as written feedback on student essaysetc.) could potentially be

a stimulus to student reflection, a point which came up during the initial discussion of learner

autonomy with the researcherin Interview 2:

Extract 8.29 (B Interview 2)

I suppose any activity in which students are getting feedback [...] is a way to foster autonomy

isn’t it? It’s getting them to think about what they’ve already done (B Interview 2).

In this way, the points system wasa reflective tool, because students who looked at their points
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every week via the university learning system, which they could access online, would get

feedback on their classroom performance, as B emphasisedto studentsin the first class:

Extract 8.30 (B Observation 4)

So when the class is finished maybe Friday evening or Saturday please check WebCT [the

university wide course learning tool] and you can see how manypoints did you get today. Maybe

four great well done, congratulations, three point five, that's very very good too. Fantastic, you

only gotthree points three's good that's okay. Twopointfive, that's a little bit disappointing. Only

two point five out of four. This is the key point. If you get two to zerothis is a problem because

this meansan F. [writing on board] Two out of four is 50%. 50% is a fail. Two pointfive,this is

60% 60% is aC so you'restill safe, anytime you get two or lower you need to be worried so in

this case you needto think very carefully what was the problem? Whydid I get two points today?

If you don't know, of course you can ask me but maybeifyou think carefully, you will probably

understand the reason.

By being used almost weekly (10 out of 15 classes) the points system offered students a regular

personal stimulusto reflect on their progress and it could be described as the central organising

structure in the promotion of learner autonomyin B’s classroom. In theory, it would lead to

positive reinforcement of good classroom behavioursin the case of high scores andasa fillip to

changein the case oflow ones. In the same way,as will be shownin the next section,it supported

the communicative activities which B consideredto be the best use ofclass time.

8.3.4 Learnertraining: Summary

The points system was B’s central organising structure for the gradual development of

his students’ learner autonomy because ofits role in raising students’ awareness of learning

strategies andits potential to stimulate learner reflection. The underlying basisfor learnertraining

was B’s cognitions that students were likely to be weak English communicators who might not
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necessarily having an interest in learning English.In addition, he had learned from his experiences

that students were likely to be low on confidence and carry over negative or inappropriate

behaviours from high school that could restrict the development of their autonomy. Practical

aspects of learner training focused on norms of behaviour and addressed issues which might

negatively affect or interfere with the efficient use of the class time. B’s cognitions, as explained

in the previous chapter, linked efficient use of class time to more efficient use of opportunities for

communicationthat in turn increased students communicating and therefore could lead to greater

autonomy. As shown,the typeoftraining B did was contextually-specific to Japan and anticipated

problemsstudents would have in adapting to university learning, supporting the argument made

in Chapter 7 that B, as a result of his previous teaching experiences, had developed practical

cognitions basedonhisideal ones.

While some of B’s learner training addressed students at an individual, psychological

level, he also believed that his practical learner training made an important contribution to the

overall learning environment by enhancingthe effectiveness of the communicationactivities that

he providedforall students through setting minimum standards (see Chapter 7, Extract 7.16). In

particular, the more practical training aimed to create an efficient environmentin whichplentiful

opportunities for communication were provided for students, who B believed, in enjoying doing

them, would become more involved in their learning, more motivated and potentially more

autonomous.

8.4 The role of weekly repetition in the promotion of learner autonomy

The previous section highlighted the role the points system played in how B helped
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students develop their learner autonomy,principally by encouraging positive learning behaviours

and promoting reflection on performance. The next section investigates examples of B’s

communication activities that supported the system because the number of points students

received and could check online after class were based on them, and how they were designed to

further his students’ learner autonomy.

It should be remembered that though B’s definition of learner autonomy shared many

of the commonfeatures cited in the mainstream literature on the subject, (see Chapter 7, section

7.2) his cognitions were not informed by that body of work.Asa result, in the following section

which describes the developmentof learner autonomy through B’sactivities, learner autonomyis

considered from the picture drawn from B’s cognitions in his context as identified in the

interviews. By doing this, not only can it be shown how B’sactivities aimed to contribute to the

improved autonomyofhis students but also how hispractice reflected his cognitions, confirming

them to be mature, developed and firmly embeddedinhis practice.

Asidentified in the previous chapter, B understood the classroom as being a forum for

as much communication betweendifferent students in English as possible. Communication would

hopefully be an enjoyable experience for students who, through completing tasks successfully,

would develop their confidence andability, leading them to develop over the semester a strong

affinity for learning languages that would make them want to continue to study beyond the end

of the course (see Chapter 7, Extract 7.4). In other words, B’s cognitions implied that classroom

learning developed students’ control over their learning, particularly in the psychological sphere,

and resulted in them becoming more independentlearners.

276



8.4.1 Weekly communication activities: Introduction

The idea that autonomy has developmental levels has been taken up in the literature

review (see Chapter 2, section 2.3.3). Analysis of B’s weekly communicationactivities suggested

that he too saw autonomy as a developmental process, with three types of task used over the

semesterbeing identified. These will be described underthe following headings: stressing English,

identifying autonomy andscaffolding, and leading tofreedom.

8.4.2 Weekly communication activities: Stressing English

ThoughB’s classroom wasset up to enable communicative group work, and though B’s

preference was for everything to be done by students in English, he had come to develop an

acceptance of classroom realities and did not insist on English wheneverstudents worked together

(see Extracts 8.14c and 8.14e). However, every week B made point of including specific

communication activities which he designated as English-only.

Extract 8.31 (B Observation 2)

You’ve got five minutes, two people together, same people as before. Tell your partner your

opinions. Go ahead, five minutes. One hundred percent English, of course.

The weekly communication activities were regularly repeated and generally self-contained tasks

offering language communication opportunities, though somealso taught students about aspects

of writing or presentations that they would need in future classes. Because students’ performance

on the tasks was evaluated with the points system, the tasks could be described as the most

important segmentofthe class because they most directly supported B’s cognitions about learning

and increasing autonomy.

HRI



Activities normally began with controlled language practice (mainly using the textbook

exercises) and led to freer discussion. The developmental cycle involved students doing things

before class such as planning, preparing and practicing at home; communication in class in which

they exchanged ideas, checked answers, discussed topics and were involved in peer learning,

while B monitored and supported them; and then after class evaluating and reflecting on their

performance through checkingtheir classroom points for that week. In a muchlater interview that

took place some time after the observed classes, B explained how authenticity was an important

facet of the communication tasks because, he implied, it represented authentic interaction.

Extract 8.32 (B Interview 6)

In termsof sharing their ideas with each other that's where they're actually communicatingthat's

where they're using English to communicate information rather than just to practice language

forms

Interestingly, here B’s cognitions, albeit recounted some time later, seemed to contradict his

observed classroom practice. For example, in the fourth class the following exchange occurred

between B and a groupofstudents who had managed to complete the communicative task without

using any English, thereby undermining its purpose, as he told them:

Extract 8.33 (B Observation 4)

Hang hang on a minute, that didn't sound like discussion. I didn't hear any reasons. I just heard

(car) bus and handsupthat's not discussion [students laughter] the most important thing is not the

order the most important thing is speaking English and discussing okay?
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Here B deliberately exposed the inauthenticity of the task in order to stress the importance of

using and speaking English during the weekly communication activities, suggesting how tasks

were sometimes used to "practice language forms". The apparent contradiction between B’s

cognitions and practice could here be put downto a fault with the methodology ofthis study in

questioning B sometime after the class had occurred, though an extract of the exchange was

provided to him. At the same time though,B hadin Interview 4 pointed out how being "authentic"

wasactually an impossibletaskas:

Extract 8.34 (B Interview 4)

Language teaching materials are inherently au- inauthentic because they are designed specifically

for language learners[...] everything you dois contrivedisn't it [...] because it is contrived for a

purpose erm but it should as far as possible reflect language theyare likely to how likely they are

to use any of it [laughs] but likely theyare to use.

Thus, an alternative reading of Extract 8.33 would be to argue, as B did, that what students did

wasnot recognisable as "discussion" and wastherefore not a reflection of language they might be

likely to use in the future. The purpose of the task had been undermined, ironically in this case,

by the group structure which offered students autonomy.

Given the strong arguments in the literature for the positive correlation between

meaningful tasks and the developmentof learner autonomy,it could be argued here that what B

said was both undermining students’ actual learner autonomyas well as potentially damagingits

development. Another example of B doing this took place in Observation 4 when B was going

around the class getting students’ answers after group discussions about the advantages and

disadvantage of different forms of transport (see Appendix 18). One student, when asked forhis

answerreplied in Japanese, prompting B to make the following response:
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Extract 8.35 (B Observation 3)

You can’t tell me in Japanese this is an English class I know the good pointsoflocal trains I want

to hear your English.

B’s commentthat he already knew the answerrevealed this episode to be a "show" question, one

withoutan actual reason for being asked. While this underminedthe interaction from an autonomy

point of view, it was acting true to B’s cognitions about the classroom being primarily about

language use. It is also worth remembering that dividing learner autonomy into the discrete

componentsofability, desire, and freedom allows a teacher to focus on one componentat a time,

whenit might not be valuable or possible to try to enhanceall three aspects together (Benson,

2012). In this case, it could be argued B’s focus was on improving languageability rather than

anything else.

In the very next class there was an example of how B would involve himself in an

authentic interaction providing the student used English:

Extract 8.36 (B Observation 4)

B: Whydid he disagree?

Student: [...] may not use Englishin the future

B: Mm hmm

Student: Some people don’t like English

B: That’s true, yeah, good point about the future. Who knows maybe Chinese will be more

important, maybe in the future we won’t need to learn a language, maybe computertranslation

will be perfect in the future. We can just have a small machineto translate for us. Who knows?

Maybe.

An obvious conclusion to draw from thefirst incident is that on this occasion B’s lack of formal

learning about learner autonomy seemed to undermine somepotential for his task to enhance
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learner autonomy, while the second incident showed that the specific circumstancesofthefirst

one provoked his response in that case. On the other hand, it has already been shown how B

believed that stronger, more confident speakers of English could result in more autonomous

learners (see Extract 7.8) and given that this was such a strongly articulated cognition, though his

actions sometimes seemed to be problematic for the official discourse on learner autonomy, in

terms of his own aims for the class and for enhancing his students’ learner autonomy he was

entirely consistent.

8.4.3 Weekly communication activities: Identifying autonomy; scaffolding

As mentioned, the weekly communication activities were self-contained tasks, but

collectively week on week they were part of a broader developmental cycle that encouraged

students to gradually take greater control over their learning and advancetheir autonomy through

becoming more confident and independent English communicators throughout the semester.

In order for B to support students in this semester-long cycle he spentthe first few weeks

of the course learning about students’ existing autonomy (beit their ability, desire or existing

learning skills/attitude), something cited in the literature as a pre-requisite for fostering learner

autonomyin the classroom (e.g. Cotterall, 2000). For example, B tried to identify group leaders

and evaluated students’ interaction so he could "plan how to how to organise the rest of the

semester":

Extract 8.37 (B Diary 2)

really erm today is kind of a what do youcall is not a test case testing the water I suppose, see

how they can deal with discussing things in groups erm wh- which students stand out which ones

are obviously going to be group leaders within the class and then from whatI see today really I

281



can plan how to how to organise the rest of the semester for this class. [...] it was kind of

exploratory in nature today's class er certainly for me and I guess probably for them as well.

While B’s past experiences formed the basis for his general expectations of how his students

wouldbe, it was his experiences of the early classes which allowed him to make decisions about

his role and how hecould best support students’ developing learner autonomy overthe semester.

For example, B judged the observed class to be a "relatively weak" one that would require him to

support the group more with "scaffolding", showing how he adjustedhis practice in relation to

learners’ autonomy:

Extract 8.38 (B Diary 2)

this is a relatively weak class I think. I may be wrong I hope I'm wrong erm but from what I've

seen todayI've decided I think I need to give this class a bit more support in terms of er well

scaffolding I suppose language andstructure in terms of how they carry out their discussions.

Oneofthe reasons B considered the class weak was the absence of any student leaders, who as

"near peer role-models", could make "everything work more smoothly" with the result that the

class wasless reliant on him and could act more autonomously in their groups. Instead, B feared

that the class was "going to be more teacher-led than I wouldlike it to be", something that would

inevitably restrict the opportunities that students had to take control over their learning.

Extract 8.39 (B Diary 3)

I haven't yet in the third week identified any students really who I oh yeah these guysarereally,

really good andas I said in last week or the week before I think having these type of students in

the class makes it so much easier erm and makes everything work more smoothly because not

everything is from coming from the teacher the students are getting [...] near peer role-models

erm basically people within the class whoare taking a lead and other students are dragged along

with them.I still don't think there are people like that in this class.
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While B would have to keep greater overall control of the class, through appropriate "support in

termsof ... scaffolding"he could still help students develop autonomy. The preparation worksheet

B set as homework (see Appendix 19) exemplified the manner in which B scaffolded learning for

students so that they could successfully perform tasks in class. In his own words, B tentatively

linked the worksheet to students’ being successful, while pointing out some of the learning

strategies that students might have gained by using them:e.g. preparation from being helped to

"ordertheir thoughts and pre-write language", and new vocabulary from students possibly looking

up words connectedto the topic:

Extract 8.40 (B Diary 3)

It got them to think aboutit [the topic]. It made sure that everybody had some-something they

could say about the topic because everyone had done somethingforthatat least, so they’d started

to think aboutit. They’d probably looked up some key vocabulary and I suspect that did help. I

can’t be sure that’s what madethe difference.

While the worksheet as scaffolding increased students’ control over the task and possibly led to

increased autonomy,B also noted that "there’s a way to go before it’s as good as I would hopeit

would be" (Extract 8.41, B Diary 3), underlining how B considered the students within a

developmental progressthat relied on his support and guidance and took place over an extended

period of time.

8.4.4 Weekly communication activities: Leading to freedom

B offered students scaffolded support that reflected his evaluation of their readiness for

autonomy. However, he did not want students to becomeoverreliant on him; his classroom aim
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wasstill to encourage students to become confident English speakers and more autonomous. So,

as B explains in his fourth-week diary entry below, when he noticed somestudents simply reading

from the preparation worksheets he made a plan to "gradually take away the support". It was a

gradual removal because he wouldstill make students write the preparation sheet for homework

before the class. But during the actual communication activity B would take them away, forcing

students to try to speak in the free, unstructured and spontaneous waythat he ultimately aimed

for. At a further point in time B imagined a point where the preparation processes structured by

the worksheet and supported by other aspects of learning training were internalised so B could

"just ask them to think aboutthe topic before class!"

B’s commentary on the preparation worksheets in Week 4 showedhowtheinitial strong

control he exerted over the classroom would gradually give way to greater learner autonomy over

the whole semester. In this extract, he started by commenting on what students were actually

doing when they were meant to be exchanging their answers orally with each other without

looking or reading from their paper:

Extract 8.42 (B Diary 4)

A bit too much focus on actually writing down people’s answersrather than listening to what they

were saying and somepeople seemedto be just reading what they'd written for their homework

whichis not the idea so I'm going to change that next time and gradually take away the support

that they've got in this activity so I'll split the sheet into two and I'm goingto give the first three

steps for homework where they think about it and write it down. But the in class I'm going to

collect those in before they do the in-class discussion next time so that they will have preparedit

and thought about it have their ideas and opinions written down but when they're doing the

discussion activity next time they're not going to have that in front of them erm the table they

haveto fill in is going to be on a separate piece of paper which I'll give them in class. Erm so

they'll probably be quite surprised by that the ones who have been just reading out what they've

written erm but they will still have it have had it prepared and they'll just well they'll just have to
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wing it which is the whole idea anyway and whatI've been trying to get them to do anyway and

a lot of them have erm but everybody's going to have to next time and then see how that goes

maybeusethat for two weeks see how it goes and then maybetake it away completely andjust

ask them to think about the topic before class instead.

In this extract, it was also clear how B monitored and continued to evaluate students’ developing

autonomy during the weekly classroom activities, and how he was actively engaged in the

ongoing process ofhow to help students reach the point where they could "wing it" when speaking.

Though B wanted to removethe scaffolding and structure which supported students,the

speed with which he did so wasalso influenced bythe pressures of time, as B made clear in week

9. Though B had stoppedusing the preparation worksheets for the weekly speaking activities two

weeksbefore, hestill felt that students might have benefited from structured support or training

activities:

Extract 8.43 (B Diary 9)

I would haveliked to have spent more time on that; the final discussion part was a bit erm, what's

the right word, it wasn't very structured andit wasa bit it just seemeda bit sudden. Erm thenthis

wasjust a time issue, I would have liked to do the what's it called on the page nextto the listening

where you've got the four people's opinions erm, whichis quite a good structuredactivity to build

them into the freer discussion, but there just wasn't time to do that today.

It was clear then that while B held in his mind a clear pattern of classroom practice that could

enhance learner autonomy, other factors influenced what he could do inreality, reflecting the

suggestionthat the scope for a teacherto involve their students in developing their autonomywill

inevitably be dependent on the freedom they are given bythe institutions in which they work

(Smith, 2003).
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8.5 Student presentations

8.5.1 Introduction

As Dam (2011) points out, even small choices for students can result in reflection on

learning and greater autonomy, and in the presentations in B’s class students could choose both

their topic and how they presented it to their classmates. The presentations were also the

culmination of the course-long process in which B hadtried to make students feel relaxed and

confident about speaking in English, in his view a first step towards increased learner autonomy.

The final pair presentations took place in weeks 13 and 14, with an introductory workshop in

week 6 and speaking practice in weeks 7 and 11 (labelled as "surprise presentations" by B).

As wastypical of B’s weakly autonomouspractice, in the presentations the freedom that

students had wasclearly defined and B retained overall control over how the activity took place,

intervening whenhefelt it necessary. B acted as a guide by teaching students the components of

a good presentation and provided learner training including speaking opportunities. He also acted

as a positive language role-model when he gave a short speech in his L2 (Japanese). The next

section will illustrate these aspects.

8.5.2 Student presentations: Choice of topic, how to present

For the presentations, each student pair could theoretically choose their topic. However,

it became clear that B retained a controlling hand over the process so that students would be

guided towards making novel, effective and interesting presentations. B did this through asking

students to make a shortlist of three possible topics and then checking them. In doing so, B
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anticipated studentsfailing to choose good topics by themselves, as shownin the following extract

whenhetried to discuss their topics with somepairs of students:

Extract 8.44 (B Observation 9)

[To the second pair] What’s happened there? You were supposed to give three topics written in

English not one topic (written) in Japanese. Erm mmm notgreat but yeah that's why you need

three that's why I asked for three, because if one's not great then you have someoptions. [To the

3rd pair] No this is much too broad. Soccer and futsal...maybe not great, everybody knowssoccer

maybepeople don't know futsal but yeah not great. Why do you only have onetopic? I asked you

to think of three, you've had two weeksto do this. That's not really good enough.

B’sideal role in this exercise was simply to confirm that students understood what a good topic

wasandlet students exercise their autonomyby taking control of the content and form by making

their final choice. Unfortunately, students had failed to even follow B’s instructions, let alone

come up with a good topic. And this was in spite of B training students prior to this using the

handbook, showing how learnertraining had a sometimeslimited effect.

8.5.3 Student presentations: Presentation delivery

B knew that most students would try to memorise their presentation script word for word

in order to speak perfectly. Though B tried to discourage this by explaining how unnaturalit

looked,hestill left it as an option for students. On the other hand, he emphatically tried to draw

students’ attention to choose the better alternative of writing notes and "speaking naturally"

thereby trying to reduce the pressure associated with formal presentations (see also Extract 8.48).

This was another exampleofB’s practice reflecting a psychologicalinsight he had into the minds

of his students and which had become embeddedin his cognition system. As B pointed out,

mistakes were unimportant and presenting was simply "talking to people":
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Extract 8.45 (B Observation 6)

If you're speaking naturally your English will not be perfect you will make some grammar

mistakes don't worry aboutit. You will forget some words, don't worry aboutit, speaking naturally

is still better. Presentation is talking to people it's not remembering and repeating. Even if you

write a speech and rememberit perfectly your English will not be perfect, of course, when you

write your English is not perfect so you don't need to worry about that. The most important thing

is to be natural, remember when you're presenting you're talking to people,this is the key thing.

In allowing students to choosethe one of the two techniquesthat they felt most comfortable with

(writing sentences/memorising or writing notes/presenting naturally) B behaved pragmatically.

ThoughB believed that he could guide students to different behaviours andraise their awareness

of alternative learning styles that would increase their autonomy, he was also aware though that

there were limits to how much students would change becauseof him, citing the lack of time to

build up trusting relationship in just fifteen weeks. However, B also admitted to having some

self-doubt about his own knowledge ofthe best learning strategies, a cognition that contrasted

with the outward confidence ofhis teaching practice and how hepresented it to students, as shown

in this chapter:

Extract 8.46 (B Interview 2)

I think if even if I was convinced I knew the best way for them to learn English which I'm notat

all then I think it would be very very difficult in our teaching situation given that we see students

for an hour anda half a week forfifteen weeks and then we neversee them again more often than

not erm bythe timeI've built up sufficient trust and respect within the class for them to totally

changetheir learning style according to whatI've said then it would probably be too late anyway.
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On the other hand, he did lay down a clear boundary, defending a core cognition that a

presentation should never be read, by not allowing any student to read from a paper ("Nobody

can read. I will not allow a piece of paper" (Extract 8.47, B Observation 6)), something that he

considered would workagainst the developmentoftheir confidence and autonomy,a point he had

consistently madein the weekly presentation activities. In doing this, B demarcated a clear choice

for students while setting his minimum expectation. Offering students a choice of two styles but

not allowing reading illustrated how B controlled students’ choices in order to further their

autonomy. At the same time, by leaving them the "safer" option of memorisation, he

accommodated the range of learners in his classroom, recognising that not all would be able to

achieve his "ideal" style of presentation technique.

8.5.4 Student presentations: B as a role-model

A key cognition, which B had as a teacher but has not yet been mentioned, was the

beneficial effect he could have as a role-model. In this role, B demonstrated what he wanted

studentsto doin class both in terms of language use and also behaviour. He mainly did this before

a task or activity by modelling in English with a student. However, on one notable occasion B

modelled a one-minute presentation task in Japanese as an L2 learner to show students "if I could

do it with zero preparation and makea shitload of mistakes then they needn't worry aboutit" (see

Extract 8.50). In other words, he didit in a further attempt to reduce the psychological barrier that

he perceived students had about speaking English and to give them greater control of their

language use. By modelling language and behaviour before a weekly communication activity

students would both notice the language and understand how to do particular task successfully.
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After he had given his one-minute presentation in Japanesein class, B againtried to raise

students’ awareness of their own psychological barriers to presentations and providea strategy

for overcoming them whenhesaid to students in the class that "it’s just talking. Your English

won’t be perfect, my Japanese was not perfect, probably you noticed many mistakes in my

Japanese. That doesn’t matter" (Extract 8.48 B Observation 8). In doing so B tried to reduce the

fear that students had of speaking that he felt prevented them from becoming more autonomous.

At the same time, he reiterated a key message seen throughout the weekly communication

activities that making an effort to speak was more important than speaking perfectly (see Extract

8.23).

The stimulus for B’s Japanese presentation was students trying to read from their paper

while making a one-minute practice presentation on a familiar topic in week 8 (see Appendix 20):

Extract 8.49 (B Observation 8)

First presenters are Junji and Masahiro and Arisa and Seiya. You are the first presenters, please

stand up presenters, please stand up, please come andstandat the front of your group or you you

can't have paperof courselet's put that down [...] No okay please sit down everybody pleasesit

downplease sit down thank you. [Annoyance in his voice] Last week last week we looked at

presentation workshop, you've forgotten already? And wesaid this is the best style, write down

your main points only, glance at your notes if you needto, I didn't expect I didn't ask people to

write out paragraphs, I asked you to prepare a presentation, to think aboutit, not to write it out

and rememberit. This is only one minute.

Though B’s reaction to students in the classroom appeared to be spontaneous, it was in fact pre-

planned as he had been "fully anticipating" that they would try to read. Allowing students to do

this would have undermined the very purpose of the exercise which aimed to give students
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confidence when speaking. B had deliberately made the content simple and familiar so that

students could focus on other aspects of their speaking behaviour, like making eye contact, more

examples of cultural behaviour that B saw as being intricately connected to being successful

language communicators. B believed that if students were more in commandofthese behavioural

aspects they would be morein control of communicative situations, feel more confident, and thus

according to his cognitions have stronger autonomy:

Extract 8.50 (B Diary 8)

practice presentations[...] the purposeofthis obviously practicing eye contact body language but

also just to get them used to speakingto a slightly larger group of people rather than just thelittle

groups of four erm trying to give them a bit more confidence speaking in front of people before

they do the big presentation erm As expected [...] what they'd all done [...] was to write out an

entire paragraph about them on a particular topic, try and memoriseit, and then try and sneakit

up to the front andreadit erm obviously I wasfully anticipating that and that's whyI didthelittle

Japanese oneoff the top of my head just to show them that if I could do it with zero preparation

and makea shitload ofmistakes then they needn't worry aboutit. Erm andtheyall did really really

well once I got their papers away.

Whilein the diary extract B revealed that his making the one-minute presentation in Japanese was

a confidence-boosting piece of theatre rather than a genuinerisk to his own imageas a language

learner, the overall effect of his model and the presentation practice seemed to be successful in

termsof students’ subsequent performanceinthe class. As B notedlater in his diary following the

class, "today was great" andall students seemedto be contributing:

Extract 8.51 (B Diary 8)

That [practice presentations] might have fed into the whole class because contrary to the usual

class rather thanjust a few people really trying and speaking a lot ofEnglish and then a few people

putting in a cursory effort but a lot of people putting in not much effort, which has kind of been
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the pattern in this class but a bit variable, today was great. All of the discussion workall of the

group work, you know,as I was walking around, I heard hardly any Japanese erm whichis a big

change inthisclass.

As shown, B synthesised his knowledge of student behaviour across the student body to create

the classroom practice that he believed would help them improvetheir autonomy. And,in keeping

with his cognitions, he showed how hebelieved asa linguistic role-model he could raise students’

awarenessofdifferent aspects of language learning by portraying himself as a learner similar to

them whose second language use was imperfect.

8.6 Role-plays: Introduction

During this research, B moved from Old University to New University (see Chapter3,

section 3.4.1.2), offering a fortuitous opportunity to view his classroom practice in a different

context. In comparing the two in Interview 4, B said he preferred New University because it did

not have specific goals, meaning that he could teach with more flexibility and choice. This

suggested how his professional cognition that he should follow the institutional syllabus (see

Chapter 7, Extract 7.28) was an important factor in guiding his practice:

Extract 8.52 (B Interview 4)

[At Old University] all the classes we did obviously wereor pretty muchall were communication

and writing [...] but at [New University] it's not like that at all. [...] Most of the classes I teach

are specified as oral communication andit's much morelike an eikaiwa [English conversation]

style class but in a university setting. [...] I'm quite happy with that in lots of ways [at New

University] what you're expected to do is teach a general English class. There are no set goals

[...] so you're very free to teach the course how you wantto teach it [...] because you're not

passing ontheclass to a following teacher, so you're not aiming for specific things to be done by

the end of the semester erm and I I would always like to be able to teachlike that actually.
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Two otherinterrelated factors gave B freedom to teach in his preferred way at New University

compared to how he could at Old University. Firstly, teaching the same students for the whole

year rather than one semester gave him more time with the students, and secondly the knowledge

that this was the only English class that they took meant that because he wasnot "passing on the

class to a following teacher", B had fewerrestrictions imposed on him, with the result that his

practice was "much moreflexible".

Extract 8.53 (B Interview 4)

I'm not passing those students onto anybody else, so they have two oral communication courses

in the first year: A in the first semester and B in the second semester. Both are twice a week. I

teach both of them so whenthey finish my class they're finished with English so I don't have to

worry abouthitting specific targets or doing specific things in orderto not screw up the following

teacher's lessons. So I have a lot more freedom in that respect to do things how I wantto, skip

around and extendthings if I wantto and cut things if I want to erm so it's much more flexible.

The greater freedom andflexibility had a visible impact on B’s classroom practice during the four

observations which took place at New University. It became clear how B, while working in this

new context, gave his students more time and control over the activities during the class, and how

the potential for students to develop their autonomy wasgreateras a result. Specific examples are

given in the following sections.

8.6.1 A comparison of role-plays at Old and New Universities and the freedom given to

students

The way in which B used the greater freedom at New University to promote learner

autonomy was made clear by a comparison of his approach to student role-plays. At Old
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University role-plays only featured occasionally, and when they did were limited in terms of both

time and scope. For example, in week 4 B used the final ten minutes of the class for a role-play

based on the textbooksituation:

Extract 8.54 (B New Observation 4)

If you are A you need to imagine you are working in China you are going to take Chinese lessons

you need to explain to your colleague why you wantto learn the language.[...] If you are B you

are also working in China of course, listen to him or listen to her and explain why you don’t want

to learn Chinese so the sameas Peter and Richard in the textbook. One person waslearning Thai

one person didn’t want to learn Thai. Samesituation. A is learning Chinese, B does not want to

learn Chinese. I’m goingto tell you A or B and then you’ll havea little bit of thinking time to

prepare your arguments. [B goes aroundallocating students A or B] Okay you’ve got about two

minutes thinking time to prepare think about your reasons why you were learning Chinese, why

you don’t wantto. [B sets timer; two minuteslater it goes off]. Okay thinking time’s over you’ve

got the beginning ofthe conversation onthe board,this is the start. You need to continue,ifyou’ve

got two B’s that’s fine. Both B’s don’t want to learn Chinese. Three minutes role-play. 100%

English, person A you need to start the conversation. Are you ready? Any questions anybody?

Okay off you go, person A go.

B’s instructions clearly showed the level of control that he maintained over the activity. These

included him describing the exact details of the situation, choosing which student would play

whichrole and then deciding the length of time students would speak for, something that limited

student involvement and therefore restricted the potential for them to further develop their

autonomy. Though as a communicative exercise it was an efficient way of maximising students’

speaking opportunities, it was fairly one-dimensionalin termsofits aims, with just two minutes’

preparation time before the task and the start of the conversation written on the board to help

students begin.
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In contrast, at New University role-plays were a deeper processthat involved students far

more and had fewerrestrictions, raising the possibility for them to develop autonomyasa result.

Students had more time and were given freedom to write and develop the situation and dialogue

together. They wrote collaboratively in pairs and much more class time was devoted to pre-

planning, discussing and writing. Though B still set goals or parameters and organised the

classroom by making the pairs, during the activity students were given greater choice and

responsibility for the situation and language, broadening the potential for the task in termsofits

outcomes and making it multi-dimensional, as shownin the following extract:

Extract 8.55 (B New Observation 4)

We’re going to write a role-play for James and Nicole. Role-play time again [laughter] I thought

you liked role-plays? Your role-play was great last time, why that face? [B laughs] This time

different partners so yourrole-play partners today [namespartners] so those are yourpartners for

yourrole-play today, I'll give you give you notepaper[...] Okay so please sit with your partner

talk together and you've got about fifteen minutes to write a role-play use your imagination but

yourtarget try to use try to use one one section from here one question and onereply from here

and [turns page] two phrases from here okay? So the vocabulary and the phrases we've done today

use your imagination two from here one from heretry to get them in the conversation you know

the situation talk with yourpartnertry to write an interesting role-play you've got about 15 minutes,

go.

The extract suggested this was notthe first time that B had done role-playsin the class and that

he wasrepeating them because they were successful before and students seemed to have enjoyed

doing them, notwithstanding some students’ initial negative reactions. This showed how,unlike

at Old University, B could direct the class in a way that better reflected what students enjoyed and

seemed to want to do, suggesting greater potential for student control and learner autonomy

developing. Though there wasstill a lack of explicit learner involvement in deciding what
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happenedin the classroom,in other wordsit wasstill only weakly autonomous, with more time

and fewerinstitutional requirements, B could provide students with a learning environment in

which they were "doing exactly what I'd like them to be doing", as he explained in the first

interview after he had begun to teach at New University in a discussion about the differences

between Old and New:

Extract 8.56 (B Interview 4)

... because you're not passing onthe class to a following teacher, so you're not aiming for specific

things to be done by the end of the semester erm and I I would alwayslike to be able to teach like

that actually [...] things like writing role-plays erm I meanthey really gotinto it spent loads of

time discussing it and well why rush this what's the point (you know) they're doing exactly what

I'd like them to be doingthey're sitting and working together and helping each other using what's

the phrase I wrote in that essay,utilising the full extent oftheir linguistic knowledge in cooperative

groups or somethinglike that. That’s what they're doing, you know, why imposeanartificial time

limit on it? Erm that could could bedifficult in terms of if some people have finished very quickly

and others need more time but generally they all needed more time than I expected and it was

very nice to be able to give them that.

The opportunity to compare B’s practice at two different institutions was a serendipitous

occurrence. However, it was an important one for this research becauseit confirmed how strongly

B believed in developing learner autonomy through peer interaction, collaboration and giving

students freedom and control, and howhisability to do this was limited at Old University. It also

added further weight to the importance of B’s professional beliefs, because it showed how

important they were in keeping his teaching practice aligned with the institutional aims rather

than his ideal cognitions about how he wouldlike to teach.
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8.7 Chapter summary

This chapter gave a comprehensive account of B’s classroom practice in relation to his

cognitions to learner autonomy. It showed how his practice was strongly consistent with his

cognitions and how heused a variety of systems and techniques to enhance learner autonomy

among his students, while also adopting multiple and diverse roles to support them. Through a

comparison of how B undertook roleplays at his Old and New Universities, it has been shown

howinfluential B’s professional cognitions were and introduced someofthe factors (e.g. time,

the course structure, the curriculum, and how long teacheris responsible for a group ofstudents)

that can affect a teacher’s ability to promote learner autonomy within the classroom.
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Chapter 9: Discussion

9.1 Introduction

The preceding four chapters have set out detailed pictures ofA and B’s cognitions about

learner autonomy and comprehensively described the practice they employed to further their

students’ control of their learning. This chapter discusses the findings from the two case studies

with the aim of providing answers to the two research questions set out in section 1.2. It begins

by discussing the weaknessesandlimitationsofthe study before dealing with each of the research

questionsin turn. It finishes by suggesting how this work has contributed to the field and future

areas of research.

9.2 Weaknesses/ limitations of this study

The relative merits of focusing on twosingle participants, as in this study, has been

discussed above (see Chapter 3, section 3.3.2). Even though generalisability is not recognised as

a goal of qualitative research, questions about the wider relevance of the findings remain

nevertheless. The fact that observations could only be recorded and not always watchedin person

by the researcher was also a weakness.

Although the sensitivity of modern recording instruments does not put the researcherat

a great disadvantage in terms of capturing discourse, body language and physicalinteraction is

inevitably lost. A camera, though intrusive and sometimes off-putting to students and teachers,

could have remediedthis situation; however, on a practical level it was unfortunately not possible
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to set up a camera on a tripod every week and the classrooms were cramped spaces anyway.In

spite of these drawbacksit is believed that this study still provides a valid and timely addition to

the research base, drawing together two current areas of interest in a manner hitherto not

attempted and ata crucial timein each area’s critical development (Kubanyiova & Feryok, 2015).

As has been mentioned, qualitative research generates masses of data and this can

dramatically affect the speed of analysis. No matter how methodical and organised (see section

3.6.1), the fact remains that the amountofdata collected in this study was challengingfor a single

researcher. Asa result, the time taken between collecting and analysing the data was between one

and five years; though almostall of the materials were preserved on paperordigitally, inevitably

over time finer details of the interactions during interviews and in classroom observations will

have grown weakeror been lost. Furthermore, the collection of the majority of the data in one

block followed by an extended period of analysis meant that opportunities to reflect on the

emerging picture and adjust data collection accordingly were missed. Having commented and

reflected on the weaknesses and limitations of this study, the next sections of this chapter will

address the two research questions.

9.3. Similarities and differences in teacher cognitions

Thefirst research question asked: What cognitions do native English speaking teachers

working in Japanese universities hold about language learner autonomy?

As Chapters 5-8 showed, the two native English speaker teacherparticipantsin this study

both held strong cognitions about learning that were consistent with the enhancementof learner

autonomy defined as being a movement towards greater learner control over their learning.
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Interestingly, both held these beliefs in spite of no apparent formal education about, or exposure

to, learner autonomyspecifically in the realm of language teaching — first point of similarity

between the two.

Therefore, an initial finding from this study is that these two experienced teachers of

English in Japan shared cognitions; and that experienced teachers have cognitions about

developing learner autonomyasa possible classroom goal that may develop naturally, probably

as a result of repeated teaching experiences.

As has been shown in the preceding four chapters, there were both similarities and

differences between A’s beliefs and practices and B’s, although it could be argued that the

similarities suggest more interesting points of note. Theseare:

a. both held strong cognitions about learning that were consistent with the enhancement of

learner autonomydefined as being a movement towardsgreaterlearner control overtheir

learning.

b. both held these beliefs in spite of no apparent formal education about, or exposure to,

learner autonomyspecifically in the realm of language teaching — suggesting that

teaching experiences not teacher education was a more influential factor in the

developmentofthese cognitions.

c. both saw positive or enjoyable learning experiencesas crucial to language learning and

learner autonomyand sought to enhance the classroom in a positive way while actively

trying to minimise negative classroom experiences. For example, A by not showing anger

and B by avoiding ‘spotlighting’ to reduce studentstress when speaking.

d. both seemedto have adopted more pragmatic policies on L1 use over time — this suggests
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the existence of modified cognitions, thereby supporting the long-standing recognition in

the field that, while cognitions are resistant to change, they are not immunetoit. At the

same time, this study showed howtheoriginal belief might remain strong in theory even

as the teacher implements a modified belief in practice. As Borg (2006) and Borg and

Alshumaimeri (2017) have suggested, teachers are likely to hold both types of belief

simultaneously, as in the case of B who seemed to have both ideal-oriented and reality-

oriented cognitions on languageuse. In class, for example, B accepted that students could

use the L1 for certain discussions but remainedfirm in his ideal-oriented cognition that

students would benefit more by trying to do everything in English. That B cited

"frustration" as the main reason for developing a reality-oriented cognition suggests that

teacher exhaustion or fatigue, perhaps as a sub-category of studentsas obstacles to learner

autonomy (Borg & Al Busaidi, 2012a, 2012b), could be a future area of study for teacher

cognition research. Additionally, B’s recognition of belief change seemed to occur at

aboutthe time B changed jobs and recognised himself in a changed professional working

environment, which suggests more attention should be paid to the effect of working

context on cognitions andpractices.

A final notable similarity between the two teacher participants seemsto be theirattitude

to students. Both had very high expectations of their students and strongly believed they

could be successful language learners with a capacity for learner autonomy; this view

wasreflected in their attitude to learners and the efforts they made to create ability-

appropriate and beneficial learning tasks and materials. Though not accurately

quantifiable,it is clear that both spent significant amountsoftimeoutside ofclass on their
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students and the courses, either by creating materials or providing feedback on students’

work.

f. Finally, a new finding seemsto be the importance to both participants of what has been

described here as ‘professionalbeliefs’. This set of cognitions may have been previously

identified in descriptions of other, different areas of cognitions but in my case studies,

they were cited by both participants as a singular and separate body of cognitions.

Similarly, to my knowledge, these cognitions have not been represented previously as a

group ofattitudes, positions and beliefs that A and B each held about their workplace and

included students, colleagues, parents and other stakeholders. This thesis argues that,

while these sets of cognitions were not the same for both A and B,for each teacher they

seemed be significant factorin their classroom decision making;this included decisions

they made about how they encouraging learner autonomy. In B’s case, they seemedto be

based on professional obligation he felt to an institution who had entrusted him with an

employmentcontract, while A imagined a reciprocal bond of respect borne out of her

manyyears teachingatthe institution. In both cases, it has been shown howprofessional

cognitions largely played out through adherence to the syllabus, were an important

mitigating factor in how teachers introduced autonomyinto the classroom andthe extent

they pursuedit.

The most obvious differences between A and B were ethnic and experiential ones.

However, while A and B hadsignificantly differentprior life experiences and presentattitudes,it

seemssignificant that this did not result in differences between their conceptions of learner

autonomy,nor how theytried to implementit in their teaching practice. As shown above,the key
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guiding principles which they followed in the classroom weretrying to create a positive learning

environment while simultaneously developing confidence and positive feelings about studying

English. That they both followed this philosophy in materialistically different ways further

supports Breenet al.’s (2001) suggestion that a group of teachers might follow the same practice

based on different principles or have the same principles but embark on different practices. A’s

and B’s cases seem to show clear support for this idea, even if it offers no evidence for whythis

might happen beyond day to day teacher meetings and exchangingofideas.

In termsof different practices and reasons for them, detailed accounts have been given in

the case study chapters (see Chapters 5-8). In sum though, A’s and B’s teaching styles were

significantly different — as seen in the observations and elucidated in the diaries, different

classroom materials, activities and reasoning were in evidence. The reason for these differences

in spite of seemingly shared principles are, beyond their ages and experiences (for example, A

wasless confident using a computer), difficult to explain. Needless to say, no study can possibly

uncoverall possible factors in a case; however, it is hoped that this thesis can be considered a

valid attempt to have doneso.

9.4 Therole of context

Research question 2 asked: How do these teachers try to foster language learner

autonomyin their classroomsand whatrole do cognitions play in how teachers do this?

A secondsignificant contribution of this study is its detailed description of the way in

which the teachers’ beliefs in language learner autonomy, and attempts to foster this in their

classrooms,interacted with their working contexts. While context has long been recognised as an
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important factor in how teachers teach, this study offers clear evidence of the way in which

context could both enable and hinder teachers attempts to foster autonomyin the classroom.It is

also clear, however, that A and B’s unique personalities, while interacting with the context in quite

different ways, seemed to producesimilar beliefs about learner autonomy and how to promoteit

in students.

Both participants revealed different insights about the context in which they worked,

something that can be traced backto their differing employmentpositionsin the institution where

they worked. Largely, these insights revealed a great respect and gratitude for the institution even

when they might disagree with it. In A’s case, as a part-time teacher, her prioritisation of

institutional requirements overher desire to further learner autonomy seemedto generate from a

latent fear of doing something wrong andpossibly losing classes as a result, which would damage

her self-imageas a teacheras well as leading to economicloss. For B, on the other hand,his self-

imposed limitations on fostering autonomy seemed generated by his understanding of

professional behaviour and interpretation of the institutional culture where he worked; this is

supported by the fact that, when he moveduniversity during the research and identified a less

stringent regime, he introduced more time for learner autonomy activities. In reality, the

researcher observed that the lack of administrative oversight at the institution suggested that had

either teacher done as they had really wished they would have been unlikely to suffer any

consequences, an observation that suggests the way in which these two teachers’ self-policing

practices were unnecessarily limiting and, in reality, they could have taught more according to

their ideal cognitions than they were preparedto risk in the observedclasses.
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9.5 Contribution to the field

This study confirms the complexity of teachers’ cognitions — cognitions are personal and

practical, tacit, systematic, dynamic. This study also adds two comprehensive accounts of the

ways in which teacher cognition interacts with classroom practice aimed at fostering learner

autonomy.In termsofits use of multiple sources — interviews, observations, teacher’ diaries, and

teaching materials — it can truly claim to show two unique and all-embracing accounts ofA and

B’s beliefs and practice. At the same time, it offers high quality case study research that, it is

hoped, will prove useful to other scholars intending to use a similar methodology, as well as

highlighting the importance of longitudinal research that offers the researcher greater exposure to

their subject or subjects within their chosen context.

Theeffect that context had on the developmentofparticipants’ cognitions and the impact

this knowledgehad ontheir practice has reiterated the argumentthat studies of language teacher

cognition must not be divorced from the context in which they are applied. If, as has been

mentioned, calls to make the ecology of the teacher central to the study of teacher cognition

becomea reality, then this study is a first step in terms ofits investigation into learner autonomy

as filtered through language teacher cognitions, as well as its detailed analysis ofteachers’practice.

Ona related note, though this research confirms many things already understood about teacher

cognition, such as its complexity, and the way in which teachersprioritise different cognitions

(both A and B seemingly prioritising their professional ones over their ones about learner

autonomy)it also highlights the influence of conceptslike emotions and ethnicity that seem under

researched.
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9.6 Future areas for research

Though some suggestions have been made in the previous section as to the future

directions for research into teacher cognitions and learner autonomy, in both cases there is an

obviouslack ofpublished research (Benson, 2011; Borg, 2006). Namely, strong empirical studies

that investigate links between eachofthe concepts and student language learning outcomes(Borg,

2006; Johnson, 2009; Kubanyiova & Feryok, 2015; Tsui, 2011). On teacher cognition research,

Borg (2006,p. 284) offers this damning verdict: "From a language learning pointofview, teacher

cognition research is unsatisfactory because it neglects the quality of learning; it says nothing

about the kinds of cognitions which are likely to enhance learning outcomes". Benson (2011)

offers a similarcriticism of the effect of learner autonomy on language acquisition.

In addition, Borg (2006) also notes how morelongitudinal studies of cognitive change

are needed. Li (2013) adds that there must be a greater exploration of the role of cultural

knowledge,self-perceived teacher image, and educationalpriorities in cognition. She also calls

for longitudinal research into groups of teachers in the sameinstitution to look at the way their

cognitions compare. This would be useful because, as Borg has noted, teacher cognition has

tended to focus on individuals rather than communities of practice. This thesis can claim to make

a valuable contribution to this aim.

The future challenges for research into both teacher cognition and learner autonomy seem

remarkably similar: how to measure learning and empirically show howit has been affected by

either of the two topics. Thoughdifficult, these seem to be the logical nextsteps in furthering and

sustaining the importance of both subjects in the fields of TESOL and Applied Linguistics.

As much ascurrent research has already identified a great number of influences on
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language teacher cognition,thereis still more to learn. As this study highlights, emotions, teacher

identity in the form of professional cognitions, changing jobs and outside events can have an

impact on teacher cognitions, and changes in these will mostlikely lead to changes inpractice.

Thisis particularly true in the current Japanese educational landscape in which manyteachers are

employed either part-time or on short-term contracts. The connection between A’s precarious

employment status and her desire to teach illuminates just how important an issue this is. As

Kubanyiova and Feryok (2015) point out, more ecological teacher cognition studies would give

aclearerpicture ofhow changein one area ofa teacher’slife impacts their cognitions andpractice.

World events and the huge population movementsofthe past few decades haveled to the

growth of multilingual language learners (Kubanyiova & Feryok 2015). How teachers adapt to

these changes and howtheir cognitions adapt to different teaching situations is undoubtedly a

crucialarea ofresearch to pursue. Although Japan hassofarit has resisted large-scale immigration,

with a falling birthrate, a paucity of workers, and a rapidly aging population as well as a growth

in mixed marriages, it seemshighly likely that the contextual landscape for language teaching in

Japan will change hugely over the next decade, which in turn will open up opportunities for

research into diverse student communities.
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Chapter 10: Conclusion

In addressing the lack of combined research on two current majorareasofinterest, this

thesis makesa significant contribution to applied linguistics and related fields. The establishment

of teacher cognitions and learner autonomy on the research agenda should surprise no one, but

the lack of major attempts until now to link the two should.

This research involved only two teachers. This small number meantthat a detailed and

comprehensive survey of their beliefs and practices could take place. Using a qualitative case

study methodology, the research followed two experienced English teachers who wereestablished

at the sametertiary institution. Both tried to promote learner autonomy amongsttheir students

based on personal definitions uncovered during research. These drew on their Japanese teaching

context and experience, and recognised and embracedthe individuality of students. Interestingly,

neither had any formal exposure to learner autonomy, suggesting that its goal is a natural

consequence of language teaching that develops for teachers as a result of exposure to students

and experience.If this is the case, then teacher trainers who currently place learner autonomyat

the start of a teacher training course, might consider the value of doing it later with more

experienced practitioners whose exposureto different types of students is greater.

Another important area explored in the thesis was the widercircles of influence which

make up a teacher’s ecosystem. The influence of past experiences, job concerns, family life and

other topics which came up during interviewsis a potent reminder of how teaching never occurs

in isolation: teachers, when they enter the classroom, inevitable carry a range of mental baggage

which affects how they work. The thesis thus highlights the importance in this kind of research
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of utilising as many sourcesas possible, and reveals the advantages of case study approaches.

Finally, perhaps the most valuable contributionthis thesis makesto the field is as a timely

reminder. A reminder that teachers are active thinkers, fully involved in their work, deeply

sympathetic to their students and their goals and almost alwaysstrive for the best outcomes, often

struggling against circumstances that would constrain them. In an increasingly mechanised and

automated world,this thesis serves as a reminderthat successful teaching ultimately relies on the

humantouch.
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Appendix 1 : The CWI Syllabus at Old University — A’s copy
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Appendix 2:/mpact Issues 2 (Longman,pp. 10-13) Chapter 1 “First Impressions”

  - Getting Ready .+7

Work with a partner.

( Answerthese questions.

  

 

   
1. A “first impression”is yourfirst “opinion”

of someone. Whatis vourfirst impression

of these people?

g
r
e
e
n
e
s
t
s
*

   
   

2. Whenarefirst impressions important?

- 3. What do people usually think of youwhen 4

; they meet youforthe first time? ;

Sandyand Tamaraare at a party and have beentalking to a cute guy. After the guy leaves, Sandyis
upset at Tamara. Listen to their conversation.

Dave: So, youladies are students? Sandy: Becauseit’s true! I want a guyto

Sandy: Yes, I'ma chemistry major. know that I’mintelligent. But you

smile and pretend everything the
Dave: That sounds, uh, hard. Are youa guysaysis brilliant. So theyall talk

student, too? to you andignoreme. It’s not fair!

Tamara: Yeah, just taking a fewclasses. Tamara: It’s justflirting.

Enjoying life. : :
— Sandy: Guysare so predictable. Only

Dave: Oh, cool! interestedin a woman'slooks.
Dave's Friend: Hey, Dave! Comehere! You're smart and beautiful. Don’t

eee : ‘ hide yourabilities.
Dave: Uh, I'msorry, I'll be back. Don’t go

away. Tamara: Look, guysare afraid of women
whoare too smart. Besides,it’s

easierto control the guyif he

Sandy: Oh, Tamara,I hate it when you do thinks he’s smarter than youare.
'

that! Sandy: You'reterrible! A real manwill

Tamara: What? appreciate youfor yourtalent, not

Sandy: Wheneveryoutalk to a cuteguy, yourlooks.

youhide howsmart youare. You Tamara: Maybe.Oh,look, he’s coming back!

said,“I’m just taking a fewclasses,”
but youare doing graduate

researchin physics!

Tamara: Guys don’t like it if you sound too

smart. Whydid youtell them that

you're a chemistry major?
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-»Check Your Understanding «-++++++esereeececcensacsecncnncnsssenssaserrnssasy

Complete the sentences. Circle a, b, or c.

1. The cute guyis interestedin talking to:
a) Sandy. b) Tamara. c) neither.

2. Sandyis upset at Tamara because Tamara:
a) pretends she’s not smart. b) talks too much. _c) is too quiet.

3. Tamara doesn’t talk to guys about her studies becauseshe:
a) doesn'tlike what she studies. _b) thinks guys don't like smart girls. _c) thinks Sandy is smarter.

4. Sandy thinks womenshould:
a) be proud oftheir intelligence. b)trytolook good. cc) not talk to boys.

5. Tamara thinks guys are:
a) interested in smart women. _b) scared of beautiful women. _c) scared of smart women.

P
e
e
e
s
e
e
s
r
e
s
e
e
e
c
e
s
e
s
e
s
e
s
e
c
e
e
s
e
s
®

FOO E ROH ER ESHER EHO SH SEEH ETE HSESH THESE HEESEE HHH REET EET THEE HEHE THT HEH EHO

What DoYou Think? tz
Listen carefully to the opinions of these four people.

Checkall of the opinions you agree with.

(J Anna: I would never change how:

   

  
 

I act in front of men. That’s stupid!
 

  

 

| () tris: Guysjust care aboutlooks.It’s too

| bad womenhaveto adapt to them.
 

 

(J Shingo: Intelligenceis really sexy ina
woman! Smart women should be themselves!
 

     (J Mark: Smart women shouldhide their
intelligence. Menlike to feel smarter than women.
 

ee

Whatdo youthink of

Iris’s opinion?

Workwith a partner. What do you think of the

opinions above?

( epinion ; | }

     
 

| agree right. | personality, too.

j ;

| of Iris’s opinion? | i
| What do you think wer :es |
| about her idea? eerieeee a,

| | disagree totally wrong. | | Idisagree with her.I |
withIris. She's | think guys care about
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Extending the Topic hat do youlook forin others?

When you meet someoneforthefirst time, what is important to you? What do you look

for in a person? Rankthese features in order of importance to you (1 = very important,
5 = not important).

es
hair style/color intelligence

height sense of humor

smile commoninterests

eyes education

clothes job

my idea: my idea:

 

Discuss your rankings with two

or three classmates.

 

A: When | meet a man/womanforthe first

3 time, | always lookat his/her clothesfirst.
 

 

( B: Really? | don’t care atall about clothes.

 

B: Whyare clothes so important to you?
  

7
)

(E
P)

 
 

a
o
e
G
a
G
S

 

=
A: Well, you can learn a lot from a person’s Culture Corner

| ia Dyi | clothes. What’s important to you? _

><
41 |B: A sense of humoris definitely the most How to Create a

important to me.| like people who can Good First Impression

{ make me laugh!

Dress modestly.
& (not overdressed or underdressed)

Communicateclearly,

Report your group’s ideas to the class. (don't be toosty or too talkative)
What was the most important quality in your Showinterest by remembering
group? What was the least important? people's names.

Avoid jokes
(jokes can hurt someone'sfeelings)

ee 3
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Sharing My Ideas /niroduce yourself

VOCE OHEE HS

z Choose . Cece e ere eee reece seeeeeeeeeseressesesssese®

: Select one topic: * : Prepare

: [Thereal me : : Speaking notes:

° Own P ° * What do other people think about me?
s oam I? ° ..
; : : Tm and and

: Myidea: : :
° CM ° + What amI reallylike?

LU : Tam

: Example:
.

® llove :

' Language Hints? * fmveryinterestedin
<

san nding yours
§ Beginningane ' : What are myfuture plans?
& prese . ? :
© Eigst, I'll talk about.. : Iwant to

1 In conclusion... : SomedayI hope to

¢ Giving opinions: °

+ think... 3 Adjectives to help you:

‘ ae tto me $ outgoing shy kind unkind talkative quiet honest dishonest ¢
i is importan 2 : : :
a Weenies) : friendly cheerful selfish mature immature thoughtful mean }

{ y _; generous stingy patient impatient .

§ en . :
aiid Peete eee STOPS ESOS SEH ETHES EHH E SESE EH ETHE SESE ET EEESEEE®

   
" Rehearse

Practice saying your ideas silently
while looking at your notes.     COSHH SEHR ETH EHH HS

a

Present

After you practice once,

improve your speaking notes. Then

practice again. Look at your notes

only one or twotimes!
eeeereeeersesseoe®

 

  
  
   

     

Present yourself to a partner

or to a group.

P
e
e
e
e
s
o
c
e
s
e
s
e
s
e
s
e
s
e
s
e
®

» Listener task: Write one
“7 question you would like

to ask the presenter.

Presentation Tip:
fore

Take a deep breath bef

you begin speaking. sivStand

up straight.

e
t
e
e
e
e
s
s
e
s
e
s
e
s
e
s
e
s
e
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Appendix 3: Participant Diary Prompts

i. What were the goals of today’s class? Did you achieve them? Why or whynot?

ii. How muchof today’s class was guided by syllabus goals set by others and what were

decided by you and/orthe students?

ii. What opportunities did your students have for exploring their use of English in

today’s class?

iv. Overall, were yousatisfied with today's class?

Extra diary prompts (Week 10)

 

 

iv. Upto this point in the semester, have there been opportunities for students in class to reflect

on their learning or on how they learn languages? If yes, can you explain those opportunities?

And whatstudents might have learned?

v. Have you been instructing students on strategies? E.g., using brainstorming before writing,

hesitating before speaking etc. Why or why not?

vi. What did you learn from the student feedback midway through the semester? How have you

responded?

vii. Have you tried anything new recently? If so what was it and what wasit in response to? Or

have you changed the way you did something compared tolast year?

vii. Are there any other examples of whatteachers doin their classes that have surprised youthis

semester and made youreflect on what you do in yours?
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Appendix 4: Participants’ informed consent form

Appendix B: Participant informed consent form

Informed Consent Form for Teacher Participants (April 2011)

Whatsigning thisform means

This form is designed to give you detailed information about the research in which I

have asked you to participate. By signing this document it shows you are aware of the

nature of the research, the demands of the research process and that you are happy for

the data to be used as outlined below.

Please be reassured that signing this form is a statement of understanding;it is not a

contract. Signing this form does not mean that you have to go through with the research.

If at any time you have a question or wantclarification of the research process or how

data is being used, please don’t hesitate to contact me. If at any time you feel

uncomfortable with the research or that there is a problem that means you cannot

continue, you are free to withdraw from the research process. I will also sign the form

and give you a copy of the signed form for your records.

Why do we needto sign aform?

Asthis research forms part of my PhD research with Aston University, I am subject to

the requirements of an ethical research board who have approved myresearch plan and

they require me to have written consent from you with regard to this research. The form

also meansthatyou havea clear idea of the research and whatparticipation entails.

Thisform:

I. Explains the purpose ofthe research

II. Explains the kind ofdata being collected

III. Explainsthe timetablefor data collection

IV. Explains how data will be used, stored and disseminated

V. Tries to answer questions you may have

I. The purpose of my research

I am undertaking this research as part of a PhD in Applied Linguistics through distance

learning at Aston University, UK. My supervisor is Dr Sue Garton and the subject area

is autonomy andteacher beliefs. The general aim ofthe research is to look at current
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language teaching practice in Japan with regard to autonomyand the underlyingbeliefs

of teachers that inform their practice. It also appreciates the existence of other

stakeholders in education such as students, institutions, administrators etc. and so could

involve investigating their beliefs as well. The completion date for the PhD is 2016.

The research process is continually evolving and may changeasa result of the ongoing

analysis of the data. In the event of any changes that may involve you,I will try to keep

you informed. If you have any questions at any time, please don’t hesitate to ask me.

Becausethis research is exploratory in nature mystance is non-judgmental. Myposition

as researcher does not make myopinions or understanding superior to yours and in this

sense the research I am proposing to do is a collaboration in which your voice and

actions will be respected. Throughout our collaboration I hope that you will feel

comfortable talking with me.

Il. The kind of data I want and howit will be collected

The research designin this investigation is that of a case study. Case study involves the

collection of data from various sources over a period of time in order to gain as full an

understanding as possible ofthe situation being researched. I would like to collect the

following sourcesofdata from you:

Interviews with you (audio recorded)

Observations of your classes (audio recorded)

A diary reflecting on the classroom written by you (collected by email)

In addition, I would like to ask the students of the classes I observe to fill out a

questionnaire and participate in focus group interviews.

III. The timetable for data collection

I would like to collect data from you over the spring semester beginning in April 2011.

The timetable would be somethinglike this:

Pre-semester Interview (1 Hour)

Week 1 Observation 1 (No RS)

Week 2 Observation 2 (RS)
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Student questionnaire |

Week 3

Week 4 Observation 3 (RS)

Week 5

Week 6 Observation 4 (RS)

Week 7

Week8 Observation 5 (RS)

Week 9

Week 10 Observation 6 (RS)

Week 11

Week 12 Observation 7 (RS)

Week 13 Student questionnaire 2

Week 14 Student focus group interview

Week 15 Observation 8 (RS)

Student focus group interview

Post-semester Interview (1 hour)

Pre- and post-semester interviews: | would like to interview you both before and after

the research begins. Each interview would hopefully last no longer than about an hour

and would focus on issues connected to the research. For convenience, where possible,I

will try to do the interviews on campus, but if we can agree on somewhereelsethatis

suitable then that’s fine. I will try to arrange the interview in advance,but there is never

any need to prepare for the interview.

Observations: Intotal I will observe you eight times (though if you agreed the number

could be revised up or down and the weeks changed), although I might not always be

present in the classroom. If absent, I would ask you to record yourself. Please note that

you should not prepare anything special for these classes, but just teach them as you

would if I was not there.

Mid-term interview: If something of interest occurs during the observation process I

might ask you to do a short interview about it, or might email you a question.

Student questionnaire: In order to get maximum numberof questionnaire responses I

would like to do the questionnaires in class time. The questionnaire is a double-sided A3
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paperconsisting of Likert scale questions, tick-box structured answers and open-ended

questions.

Artifacts: I wouldlike to collect any materials you use (other than the textbook) in your

classes either in printed form or by email.

Diary: I would like you to write a short diary entry following each class (so once a

week) answering the four prompts below. Please send me your entry by emailor, if you

prefer, you could print it and leave it in my mailboxin the teachers’ lounge.

i. Whatwere the goals of today’s class? Did you achieve them? Why or

whynot?

li. How muchoftoday’s class was guided by syllabus goals set by others

and what were decided by you and/or the students?

iii. Whatopportunities did your students have for exploring their use of

English in today’s class?

iv. Overall, were you satisfied with today's class?

ill i in:

Anonymity ofanswers

Both during the data collection process and afterwards youwill not be identified with

the data that I collect. In the transcripts and in any published research you will be

referred to by a letter or with a changed name. Any audio files stored on my computeror

on CD will be labeled in the same way. Nobody will have access to transcripts, audio

recordings, artifacts or diaries except people connected to the PhD process (e.g. my

supervisor, ethics board etc.)

Public nature of the research

Inevitably, as the research will be going in a public environment people will be aware of

our research collaboration and ask questions about what weare doing. Please feel free

to discuss the research with others. I will not disclose your answers from interviews,

events that occuras part ofthe observation process, nor the details of your diaries.

In the final research report and any published papers that come out of the research

process, excerpts from interviews,diary entries, artifacts and classroom observationwill

be used to support any conclusions I may make. In that event you will be not be
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identified by name. However, in describing your context in any published work and in

any presentations I would need to include details of your situation (e.g. age, ethnicity)

so as to give accurate impression of the participant. In certain circumstances this could

lead to you being identified by colleagues. If you have any concerns about this, please

talk to me aboutit.

Similarly, the names of students and colleagues who you may mentionin the classroom

or in interviews will be changed in any published work, though again their context may

be described.

Because the nature of this research is reflective I may well discuss the details of my

research with others, including colleagues and students. However, at no time will I

identify any information you provide as having coming from you.

The published research and data storage

As mentioned above, the main purpose ofthis research is for a PhD thesis; however,it

is also hoped that data gathered could be used in other published pieces of research and

future presentations. In the event of that happening, the same anonymitywill be applied

to the data. Any future use of the data will be for academic activities such as

presentations orpapers.

Data will be stored both in printed form either in my homeoroffice and digitally on my

computer and separate hard drive. CDs will also be made of any audio recordings. I will

be careful about safeguarding the data at all time. Becauseofits potential richness I do

not propose to destroy the data (e.g. audio recordings) after the completion of the PhD

research as I mayuseit for other research purposes. However, we can discussthis issue

if you wish.

Your accessto the data

I am happy to supply you with both audio recordings on CD andprinted transcripts of

the interviews. In fact to check the validity of my interpretation of the data, I may ask

youto look at the transcripts and comment.

Retrospective consentfor data already collected

In somecases I have already collected data from youas part of other research. In this

case, I would like to use the data as part of my PhD program and any future analysis
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will follow the sameprinciples(e.g. of anonymity) as above.

you

i. Will my students get to see the data I give you?/n termsofthe diary

entries and interviews, no. It is possible that in thefocus group interviews I

would play parts of the class to remind students (stimulated recall) or show

them transcripts of the classroom observation.

ll. Will you guarantee my anonymity?/ will do my best to ensure that your

views andactionsare not identified with you both during the research and

after publicationofthe results.

iii. Whataboutother conversations? Other conversations we have outside of

scheduled interviews andobservations couldform part ofthe body of data.

iv. Will I be able to read the final PhD thesis? Absolutely!

Subject consent form

I have read the description of the research project to be carried out by Richard Silver.I

have had the opportunity to discuss it with him and ask any questions I have.

I understand that I will be asked to take part in interviews and class observations, to

provide classroom materials and to keep a diary for the duration of a semester. I also

understand that a questionnaire may be distributed to my students and that they may be

also be interviewed.

I understand that my anonymity will be preserved as outlined above. I also agree that

the data can be used, stored and disseminated as outlined in this document. In addition,I

give retrospective consent for data already collected to be used in the same way as

future data collected.

I agree to take part in the study. I understand that I may withdraw from the study at any

time, for whatever reason, and if I do, I will inform the researcher.

Signature
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Print name

E-mail address

Researcher’s declaration

I also agree to follow the guidelines for this research as set out in this document.

Name: Richard Silver

Signature: Contactdetails: richinwit@hotmail.com

Date: 080-3 116-1795
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Appendix 5: Transcription conventions

The original transcriptions of both interviews and observations generally followed the following

conventions which were adapted from Richards (2003). Extracts included in the thesis were edited

for clarity of meaning and punctuation addedintuitively to aid the reader.

judgedto be the end ofclause or sentence

? questioning intonation

(3.0) Pause of about three seconds

NB Only pauses over 2 seconds have been includedin transcripts

[...] researcher’s explanatory gloss or translation

[..3] whole sections or parts removed

parts or sections of sentence removed

(guessed) unsure transcription

(xxx) unable to transcribe

italics foreign words

Adapted from Richards, K. (2003). Qualitative Inquiry in TESOL. Basingstoke: Palgrave

Macmillan, P. 173.

Judgedto be the end of sentence

(3.0) Pause of about three seconds

[comment] explanatory comment,translation

NB Only pauses over 2 seconds have been includedin the transcripts

Adapted from Richards, K. (2003). Qualitative Inquiry in TESOL. Basingstoke: Palgrave

Macmillan, P. 173.
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Appendix 6: Example of Nvivo coding

Appendix E:List of codes generated so far (Participant B)

NB Codesin bold anditalics are sub-codes of the preceding code

 

 

Name | Sources | References |

Accuracy 3 3

Asking students 5 17

Belief about success 8 27

beliefs about autonomy 17 125

beliefs about communicating 14 53

Beliefs about language learning 12 31

Beliefs about native teachers 2 4

Beliefs about peer teaching 10 22

Beliefs about progress 3 6

Beliefs about students 15 79

Beliefs about teacher autonomy 2 7

Beliefs about teacherroles 15 52

Beliefs about technology $s 8

Beliefs aboutuniversity 5 17

blackboard 2 2

Career 1 =

class leaders 10 19

Class management 6 24

Belief about class management

Class arrangement

Class size 3 4

Classroom practice 17. 210

code switching 9 20

Coercion 1 1

Communication room 1 1

Comparisons 4 15

Computers blocking the flow of communication 1 1

Course coordination 1 1

Course materials e 2

CUBE 2 5

dichotomyofteacherroles 1 1
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Eikaiwa

English language rules

Enjoyable teaching experience

Bad experiences

Positive experience

Experimentation

Expertise

Unexpected outcomes

Feedback

first class

Foreign culture

FormalPractical Knowledge(e.g. conferences) (Nodes)

Frustration

grammartranslation

Handouts

havea go at them

high andjunior high school

homework

Intervention

Japanese English teachers

knowledgeofstudents

Language learning strategies

Learning goals

makestudents comfortable

materials

Monitoring

motivation

Observation

Oneyear or one semesterclasses

Other teachers

Participants own learning experiences

Participants self-evaluation

points system

Praise

professionalism
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Purposeof university

Rapport

Influences on rapport

Reflecting on language learning

Reflective diary

Research Impact

restrictions

Rits English classes

Elements of a good CW class

Changeto classes

Luck

Peripheral things

Horizontal connections between the classes

Ritsumeikan the Institution

Routine

seeing what happens

stereotype

student characteristics

Teacher-researcher

Tests

textbooks

TOEIC

Trick

Willingness to speak
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Appendix 7: A’s mid-semester review survey
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Appendix 8: A’s writing correction key

Ride, bf Week 4 (4) 7
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Appendix 11: A’s student worksheet showingreflection andTepurposing of textbook



Appendix 12: A’s final group work worksheet showing connections betweenself-evaluation and

future goalsetting
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Appendix 13: B’s First class materials (including B’s syllabus and advice to students)

Economics CW1, Intermediate

 

Course Description and Introduction
 

Textbook: ImpactIssues 2 (2009), Day, R. et al, Longman.

Instructor:

Mye-mail address:

1) Course objectives

This course is designed to further develop students’ communication and writing skills

through discussion, presentations and paragraph writing. Students will be required to

complete paragraph writing assignments, to demonstrate that they can give opinions with

clear reasons andto give presentations in English. Theskills in this course will serve as a

foundation for Communication and Writing 2 and courses whichfollow.

By the endof this course you should beable to:

- identify and write a topic sentence, supporting sentences and a concluding sentence

* organize information andwrite that information as opinion paragraphsof 160 words

or more

* express opinions, agreement and disagreementin an informal manner

- make a 5 minutepresentationto the class using visual aids

2) Provisional schedule

 

 

 

 

 

  

Lesson contents/Assignments due

Week 1 Introduction to CW coursesandorientation

04/08

Week 2* Unit 1: First Impressions

04/15 Writing: Exercise 1 Paragraph Format

Week3* Unit 2: Traffic Jam

04/22 Writing: Exercise 3 Paragraph Structure

Week4* Unit 3: Who Needsthe Local Language?

04/29 Writing: Exercise 4 and 5 Topic Sentences 1 and 2

Week 5* Writing: Exercise 6 and 7 Support Sentences 1 and 2

05/06  
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Week6* Exercise 11: Presentation Workshop

05/13 Paragraph Onedeadline

Week 7* Unit 5: Forever Single

05/20 Exercise 11: Presentation Workshop continued

Week8* Unit 6: What Are Friends For?

05/27 Presentation Practice

Week 9* Unit 7: What’s for Dinner?

06/03 Writing: Exercise 8 and 9 Examples and Details 1 and 2

Week 10* Unit 8: Cyber Bullying

06/10 Writing: Exercise 10 Concluding Sentences

Week 11* Unit 10: Whygo to school?

06/17 Paragraph Two deadline

Week 12__| Presentation preparation

06/22 Speaking Test

Week 13 Presentations

07/01

Week 14 Presentations

07/08

Week 15 Presentations

07/15 Writing Test
 

* These weeksinclude in class points (4% each)

 

This is a tentative schedule only: we will not necessarily follow

it exactly. If I make any changes to the schedule then I will

announcethesein class.

3) Evaluation

40% In class tasks

20% Paragraphs

20% Presentations

10% Writing test

10% Speaking test

4) Absencepolicy

Please do your best to attend every class andto arrive on time. Wehavea lot of work to

do during this course, so you need to cometoclass regularly. Ifyou are absent, it is your

responsibility to check what happenedin class and whether there was any homework.

Absence from class is NOTan excuseforlate homework.
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(i) Students who are absent more than 5 timeswill receive an F gradefor this course.

(ii) If you are 0-30 minutes late you will receive 1 late mark.

(iit) If you are 30-60 minuteslate you will receive 2 late marks.

(iv) If you are more than 60 minuteslate you will be marked as absent.

(v) 3 late marks equal 1 absent mark.

(vi) If you sleep in class you will be markedaslate.

5) Homework

There will be two types of homeworkinthisclass:

(i) written assignments to be handedin bya set deadline.

(ii) grammar, reading and other exercisesforusein class.

Late homework:-10%

More than 1 weeklate: -20%

If you are absent on the day of the deadline, you still must hand in your homework. You

have two choices: (i) give it to a classmate to handin foryou.

(ii) e-mailit to me bythestart of the class.

 6) Class rules

In order to makethis class more @ Cellphoneuseis prohibited in class.

useful and enjoyable for all
students, there ate two’ very (ii) When I am speakingto the class, or

importantrules that I would like
hahdiate Us ealw. when a student is speaking to the class,

everyone else must be quiet and listen.

Ni a  
7) Advice for successin this class

(i) Make sure you handin all the written assignments. Every year, studentsfail

this course because they have not submittedall the homework

(ii) Speak in English as muchaspossible in class. All discussionactivities in class

mustbecarried out in English, not in Japanese.

(iii) Actively participate in the class. This means a) whenI ask a question to the
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class, put up your handandtry to answer. Jt is much better to guess andgive

a wrong answer than to sit silently; b) contribute to group work and

discussions as much as you can — ask questions, listen carefully, try to help

out your classmates.

(iv) Keep all handouts and homework assignments from thisclass in clearfile.

(v) Make goodnotes duringclass and keepthese in yourfile too.

(vi) Please check the onlinesyllabusforlinks to further resources which may help

you during this course:

8) Finally...

As well as improving your English ability, I hope very much that you will enjoy speaking

and writing in English during thisclass. If you have any problemsor questions then please

feel free to ask me duringorafter class, or by e-mail. Good luck with CW1!
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Appendix 14: B problem situations in the classroom exercise

 

  Problem situations in the classroom
 

Task One

Work with a partner. Read the following questions and choose the best answer.

Sometimes more than one answeris OK.

1)

2)

3)

4)

The teacher asks you a question, but you don’t know the answer. What should you

do?

a) say “I’m sorry, | don’t know’in English

b) say nothing

c) think about the question and try to guess the answer

The teacher asks you something, but you don’t understand the question. What

should you do?

a) say “I’m sorry, | don’t understand. Could you repeat the question please?”

b) say nothing

c) ask yourfriend to explain the question in Japanese

You arrive to class late because yourtrain was delayed. What should you do?

a) sit down andstart chatting to yourfriends

b) sit down quietly and explain to the teacherafter class

c) interrupt the teacher to explain why you werelate

The teacher has given you homework, but you don’t understand what to do. What

should you do?

a) guess and do yourbest

b) ask the teacherto explain

c) don’t do the homework
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5)

6)

7)

The homeworkdeadline is today, but you haven’t done the homework. What should

you do?

a) be absent from today’s lesson and handin the homework next week

b) cometo the lesson and hand in the homework next week

c) be absent from today’s lesson, do the homework during lesson time and go to

the classroom at the end of the lesson to handit in

You have done the homework, but you feel sick so can’t go to class today. What

should you do?

a) e-mail the teacher your homeworkbeforeclass

b) find the teacher on campus the next day and handin your homework

c) hand in your homework next week

You’ve forgotten your textbook. What should you do?

a) share your friend’s book

b) be absent from class

c) photocopy your friend’s textbook before class

Task Two

There are usually only two reasons that | get angry with students. What do you think

they are? Work with a partner and choose fromthislist.

1) sleeping in class 2) not doing homework

3) asking lots of questions 4) using a cellphonein class

5) speaking Japanese 6) forgetting your textbook

7) chatting when someoneis speaking to the class 8) being late

Onething onthis list will make me happy. Which do youthinkitis?
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Appendix 15: B’s In-class points exercise

 

  In-class points
 

In this course, 40% of your final grade comesfrom in-class points.

| will give each student points depending on their performance in class. This is a

communication class, so the points are based on how well you communicate in English.

You will get in-class points in weeks 211. You can get a maximum points in one week

(4 points x 10 weeks = 40%). There will be no in-class points in weeks 1 or 12™15.

After every class | will enter your points on WebCT so you can check them.Any time you

get 2 points or less, please think about the reasonforthis.

Exercise 1: How can | get a good score?

1) If! want to score 4 points | should...

2) If! want to score 4 points | should not...

Exercise 2: How manypoints should this studentget?
 

Example 1

Ryosuke was 20 minuteslate for class. He was quiet during the lesson, but he did speak

someEnglish. Points:
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Example 2

Mariko cameto class on time. She spoke lots of English during the lesson, actively

participated in her group discussion, and asked and answeredlots of questions.

Points:

Example 3

Kazuya cameto class on time. He did his best to speak English during discussions but

also spoke quite a lot of Japanese. He didn’t volunteer to answer any questions, but he

did his homework. Points:

Example 4

Sayaka came to class on time. She spoke lots of English during the lesson, actively

participated in her group discussion, and asked and answeredlots of questions. While

the teacherwastalking to another group of students she read an e-mail on hercellphone.

Points:

Example 5

Yasunori came to class on time. He did the homework and brought his textbook and

namecard to class. He didn’t speak any English during the lesson.

Points:

Example 6

Ayako was absent from the lesson.

Points:

Example 7

Kazutaka was one hourlate for class. He was verytalkative in his group discussion and

helped the other studentsa lot.

Points:
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Appendix 16: B’s ‘trick’ listening exercise for JmpactIssues 2, unit 1

 

Unit 1: First Impressions)
 

Listening comprehension

Step One: Read the questions below and check you understand them.

Step Two:Listen to the CD.

Step Three: Discuss the questions with your group members and choosethe correct

answer.

1) Tamarais...

a) studying physics

b) studying chemistry

c) a waitress

2) Sandy is upset because Tamara...

a) pretends she’s not smart

b) talks too much

c) is studying physics

3) Tamara thinks that guys...

a) don’t like smart women

b) don’t like quiet women

c) are terrible

4) Sandy thinks a man should...

a) appreciate her talent

b) appreciate her looks

c) ignore her
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Appendix 17: B’s ‘trick’ listening exercise for JmpactIssues 2, unit 2

Listening comprehension

Step One: Read the questions below and check you understand them.

Step Two:Listen to the CD.

Step Three: Discuss the questions with your group members and choosethe correct

answer.

1) Whichcity has notraffic jams?

a) Seoul

b) Singapore

c) Sao Paulo

2) Whyis it inconvenient to own a car in Amsterdam?

a) gasoline is very expensive

b) drivers must pay to enter downtown

c) there are few parking places

3) How much doesit cost to drive a car in the centre of London?

a) $47 per hour

b) $47 per week

c) $47 per month

4) The public transport in Los Angelesis...

a) limited

b) easy and fast

c) polluted
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Appendix 18: B’s Transport discussion exercise

 

  Discussion Activity
 

1. Work alone. Look at the list in the box and rank the modesof transport in order:

 

  

aeroplane car ferry

bicycle walking shinkansen

bus local train horse
 

Most fun Most relaxin

 

O
L
O
I
N
I
D

O
A
H
R
I
W
I
N

T
R

2. Workin groups. Explain your rankings to each other. Do you agree with each other?

Working together, agree on an overall ranking:

Best overall

 

it

2

3

4

>

6

7

8

9

3. Explain your rankings to the class.
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Appendix 19: B’s Discussion scaffolding

CW1Economics(Impact Issues)

 

  
Discussion
 

This week’s topic:

 

Step One:Class discussion. Discuss this topic with three classmates and note downtheir

answers. You do not haveto write full sentences — just notes.

 

Name Agree/Disagree Reasons (key wordsonly)

 

Classmate 1 a

 

 

 

Classmate 2 HE

 

 

 

Classmate 3 a

 

       
Step Two: Which person had the best reasons to support their opinion? Why do you

think so?
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Appendix 20: B’s one-minute presentation practice

CW1(Economics)
 

  Presentation practice
 

Next week youwill make a presentation to a small group on oneofthe topicsin the

box below. The purpose of this presentation is to practice using your voice and body

language effectively. Of course, you cannot read from a piece of paper. If you want to

bring something to show the audience (photosetc) that is OK, but you do not haveto.

Your presentation should be 1 ~ 2 minutes.

 

  
 

my hometown my high school my best friend

my hobbies my family my first week at Rits

my best vacation ever my pet my plans for summervacation

Homework

Chooseyourtopic

Plan what you wantto say. Check the pronunciation of any difficult words you need

to use.

3. Practice as many times as you can:

i) practice with a friend so you can give each other advice.

ii) practice in the mirror and makeeye contact with yourself

iii) record your presentation so you can hear your ownvoice (you can use

yourcellphone or camerato dothis)

In class

Presenter: Stand in front of your group and speak about your topic for at least one

minute. Try to make eye contact with every group member. Remember, eye

contact meanslooking into people’s eyes, not looking straight ahead!

Audience: Listen carefully to each presentation. Every time the presenter makes eye

contact with you, put up your hand.
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Appendix 21: The English oral communication A syllabus at New University

$3482 (Course Outline)

CHECHRLCKELERAWRRBeALC. OBRCal a H=7-YaVveitnr

ZLIMFSCLHRAWLLED. AMARAPic & LKARMAPL. DAR

DFU—-FicWwVeOF 4 AA YYavmeeMET THF CL & (BK cel oO

PAe LET, MMMELHOAAT ATAC-A-RPDICL AATF ATACA

—LABEORBHAe OOMBABLUARKATCT. RRRENORAL LC. [Sint

SR) ICLOMPMRRBOAKERA, PROPMPOCKETERSET,

#22AZB - HAHA (Course Description/Plan)

Week1: Introduction andorientation

Week 2: Unit 1: Getting to know you

Week 3: Unit 1: Getting to know you

Week4: Unit 2: The way welive

Week5: Unit 2: The waywelive

Week 6: Unit 3: What happenednext?

Week 7: Unit 3: What happened next?

Week8: Units 1-3 review and quiz

Week 9: Unit 4: The market place

Week10: Unit 4: The market place

Week 11: Unit 5: What do you wantto do?

Week12: Unit 5: What do you wantto do?

Week 13: Unit 6: Places and things

Week14: Unit 6: Places and things

Week 15: Units 4-6 review and quiz

gees (“BA - BREA) (Preparation and Assignments)

AIORSECho kRANKSCER L, GRABTESOLNOMACETS

aoe.

#22©F3%BB (Expected Outcome)

DAFO URL (cH LTH ZUNAAO AMLEMTScL,

http://moodle2.kyoto-su.ac.jp/center/Attain-Speak-J.doc KU

http://moodle2.kyoto-su.ac.jp/center/Attain-List-J.doc
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51x< H (Special Abilities to be Attained)

Communicative Ability (Language Ability 94°47), Ability to Communicate Ideas to

Others 36{471)

fetLE MiE=E (Special Notes/Cautions)

DP AiBL. ASEWFICITDN SB HC—BROReLCATDNEF. 5 BBO

ELPAAMtC. LS 1 BAREAUCURNS BRLAUCH, TES NEL
AVICDLstsld CE EAA,

274mAsk (Evaluation)

Molt, PSEEFY LC SRMBIC KARMA 60%, FWKRicvvotvici#tpns

ESET ~A b OFFA 20%, BERNSitA 2%OFMACHH SENET, LO

LAUCH 100 HMMAS CLILCRETA, BELOIERICHS £5 iCRIRED
RUAFS AKHICTDb, MELAFAIERBICH SES ICH

ATLeTES,

Theclass grade (60%)will be determinedin the following manner: Class participation

and homework (50%), In-class quizzes (25%), Role-plays and oral presentations (25%)

#44 (Text and Materials)

BFS/Required text: Soars, J. & Soars, L. American Headway 2A: Second Edition.

(Oxford University Press, 2010) Maruzen Code: OC
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