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Part 1

Disputations   over
‘Critical’ discourse analysis (e.g. Pennycook (2001) vs. Widdowson (1998)), 
‘Method vs. context’ approaches to teaching (e.g. Bax 2003a, 2003b) vs. Harmer 2003). 

‘Cultural politics’ perspectives on TESOL (e.g. Holliday (2007) vs. Waters (2007a, 2007b)), 

Part 2 

Discourse analysis  (Hoey 1983, 2001) Two axioms:
First, the semantic and pragmatic organisation of language in use can be seen in patterns that are signalled ‘on the surface of discourse.’ Second, as Hoey puts it (1983:178):

If the claim is correct that there are an infinite number of discourse pattern possibilities, then the prevalence of any recurring patterns must be explained. This can be done if they are seen as culturally approved patterns which reflect (and perhaps to some degree influence) the Western world’s concern with problem-solving and classification.

The Problem/Solution pattern:  Situation – Problem – Response – Evaluation 

Subject: SPRE patterns 


Topic: Unit 2

Author: Frankie Leigh 


Date: 24 October 2010 14:24

Phew! I have also just had a breakthrough moment. I have found the MA experience overwhelming so far, it has been a jumble of returning to study, the demands and pressure of work and trying to engage with the reading texts. My confidence was dwindling, especially when trying to organise my thoughts on reading the articles into meaningful and reflective ideas that can be effectively articulated. Reading Teaching Text 4, applying the SPRE model and making notes in Julian’s suggested format has provided me with a much needed solution. I am certain that the approach to reading, note taking and analysis in TT4 will be pivotal in my studies and what’s more a technique I can share with my current EAP students! Thank you! :)  I am now excited to read on, rather than anxious about what I will find lurking behind the link.

Part 3

Methodology
Dealing with learner reticence in the speaking class   (Zhang & Head 2010)
 (1) This paper describes an oral English course for non-English majors at a university in the People’s Republic of China.  (2) In the first year of the course, the students were very resistant to participating in group-based speaking activities, and their end-of-year results were disappointing.  (3) In the second year, the teacher decided to involve the students actively in designing their course and planning activities which would meet their needs and reasons for wanting to speak English.  (4) The aim was to increase their motivation and overcome reticence by getting them to talk about what and how they wanted to learn.  (5) It was expected that both their confidence and their ability to speak English would improve through more personal engagement with the course.  (6) The effectiveness of this approach was assessed using self-evaluation forms, classroom observations, and tests which showed significant progress in the  students’ speaking.  (p. 1)
Response:
A case study of how problems of reticence were addressed (pp. 3-7).
Evaluation
is conclusive, in that the students:

… acquired a better understanding of the learning process and were more self confident in developing the skills they needed to progress towards their own goals in speaking English. (p.8)
Recommendation
Overall, this study supports the view that learner reticence can be overcome by an approach which gives learners more say in the design of their course and allows them to create their own opportunities and activities to practice speaking. (p.8)
Part 4

Cultural politics
Problem 
In the first year, classroom activities designed to improve their speaking skills such as role-plays, simulations, and group discussions aroused resistance among some students, who considered them a waste of time. (p.1)
Response (espoused theory 1) embraces:

the concept of a negotiated syllabus which is determined jointly by teacher and students,’ an approach ‘accommodating their different ideas and learning preferences. (p.1)
Response (espoused theory 2) 
The teacher believed that reticence to participate in speaking activities was preventing her learners from making progress and achieving the outcomes intended for the course. (p.1)
Evaluation
 
The teacher believed that this improvement was a direct result of the students’ willingness to grasp every opportunity provided to them either inside or outside the class to practise the language. (p.7) 

In particular, the stronger students (those who scored higher on the first test) achieved dramatically higher scores in the second test. (p.8)
Future research 

It would be interesting to undertake a closer examination of how they used the opportunities provided by the more learner-centred approach, and what specific strategies they found most helpful. (p.8):
Part 5

Hybrids
Rajagopalan’s (2006:99) characterization of World English (WE):

… hybridity is the hallmark of WE — alongside its constitutive instability and stubborn resistance to normativization. 
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Discussion
This handout closes with a response from Katie Head to Julian’s talk. We hope that her commentary might further the use of this resource as a basis for discussion among English language teaching professionals. Katie and Julian can be contacted at:

julian.edge@manchester.ac.uk



katie.head@ntu.ac.uk
Response to Julian’s talk 

Katie Head, Nottingham Trent University

The notion that it’s never either/or, it’s always both/and, has stayed with me ever since Julian brought it into a conference talk in Cambridge, about a decade ago. For me it was like having a window flung open and being given permission to appreciate everything, without having to choose between other people’s preferences. It validated my sense that I can learn from everyone, but must think for myself and adapt my existing knowledge and understanding of teaching to the specific needs of whatever situation I find myself in (which itself brings new learning and fresh understanding).

I have encountered very few students recently who are unable to think for themselves, given the opportunity and the encouragement to do so. I think maybe social and educational changes, in many parts of the world, are encouraging people to be more confident in their language use than in the past. The problem, however, is that many teachers still feel that they must exert control in the classroom. This need for control is often reinforced by the students themselves who come seeking answers, expecting to be told what to learn and how to behave; and by school managers and inspectors with checklists of observable teacher competencies. It can also be related to time pressure. Teacher training programmes encourage teacher control by tending to be quite prescriptive, focusing on “best practice” techniques and classroom activities, demanding detailed lesson planning and careful management of every stage of the lesson. In contrast, in countries such as Libya where I have been working recently, teachers have no training but simply acquire the requisite academic degree and model themselves on their own former teachers, lecturing about the language rather than teaching students to use it. So it is no great surprise that we take into the classroom already well-formed beliefs and ideas of what good teaching is and how we want learners to learn. 

In encountering new contexts and cultures, however, it is as inappropriate for the visiting teacher to seek to impose their own preferred methods without trying to understand the local context through engagement with local teachers, as it would be to insist on preserving the local and traditional ways of doing things without offering alternatives. We need to acknowledge who we are and where we come from ideologically and methodologically, and we need to recognise which areas of our knowledge and expertise are key to our sense of ourselves as good teachers. Adrian Underhill has written about the need for the teacher to be aware of their “presence” which is the difference they make to the psychological atmosphere in the classroom by being there. Self-awareness is key to understanding how other people are thinking, feeling and reacting to us, as well as how we are reacting to them. Good teacher presence also involves qualities of genuineness and empathy, which means being able to relate to other people as human beings of equal worth and dignity, and to imagine yourself in their shoes. For me, developing the ability to move on from “technically good” teaching to focusing on my students and my relationship with them, was a huge step forward and one which was motivated not by anything I learned in university programmes or on training courses, but more by contact with people who inspired me by their way of working. 

So moving on, or rather back, to what Julian was saying about a hybrid approach to teaching, I am excited by the vision of teachers developing themselves into better teachers by engaging in dialogue and cooperative learning with teachers from other cultural backgrounds and educational traditions. Out of such engagement and dialogue can come deeper understanding and fresh ideas for contextually appropriate teaching. Out of such engagement and dialogue could come collaborative research partnerships and publication of studies carried out in non-western contexts; these are still very thin on the ground, and so are missing from MA and CELTA/DELTA reading lists. Out of such engagement and dialogue, those of us who already have a voice which is recognised and listened to, can help others to be heard and listened to; and we can all go on learning, developing and renewing our ideas and beliefs about what good teaching is.

I have been working for three years with teachers in Libya on an MA programme run in collaboration between Misurata University and Nottingham Trent University. From this experience I know that hybrid approaches are not easily achieved. Sometimes I feel that nothing I say about “good” practices in teaching and learning has any relevance to their situation. Some of the Libyan teachers are very resistant, they tell me I don’t understand, it’s impossible in Libya, the inspectors won’t allow it, computer connections are too slow, etc. etc. Other teachers take on board everything I say because if I’ve said it, then it must be right – but they grasp at new ideas and unfamiliar notions with little understanding of their complexity and little reflection on whether they are really suitable for implementation in Libyan classrooms. Nevertheless I also see that all these students can speak up for themselves, and most are keen to grapple with the mix of ideas in the gap between tradition and innovation, and to discuss alternatives to a way of teaching English which they were previously tied to and which they see is not producing results. Of course, it is not me who can determine what approach to teaching English in Libya will work best, but them; they are the experts, not me. But what I can do is listen to them, value their experiences and beliefs, offer alternatives from my own store of experiences and beliefs, and encourage them to think reflectively and take a few risks. Amongst these, the ability to listen empathically and suggest alternatives seems to me to be key to developing hybrid approaches. A dialogue out of which we can each take away something which enriches our own understanding of ourselves as teachers and of how we can become better at what we are trying to do. 

It would be interesting to examine dialogues of this kind using the relational approach. Just hoping it will be possible to get back to Libya and carry on!
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