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Abstract

Within the paradigm of Sociocultural Theory, anthgsActivity Theory as a
data-gathering and management tool, this microgeoase study examined the
processes - the growth, change, and developmergaged in by student-teachers in a
foreign language education program as they wortigdther to complete an activity.
The activity involved digital video recording anditeng, mediators which were intended
to facilitate the iterative review of and subsedueflection and action upon the content
of the video during its creation.

By investigating the process of contextual intacacbetween learners and the
mediational elements of their environment as thiziicprogressed, this study intended
to further understanding of preservice teacher ldpweent in at least two important
ways. The aims of this study were to discovenayible evidence of cognitive
transformation (development in the form of regulaj}i as well as b) aspects of
professionalization into a community of skilled sed language teachers (as evidenced
by activity).

The present study took place in a graduate-levelda language/TESOL
education practicum course. The activity involdieel making of a digital video to
explain and exemplify a given second languageucsitnal approach, as well as the
rationale behind and methods of targeting a spelafiguage skill. Using theoretical
constructs previously shown to be effective inlbedagogy of teacher preparation, the

creators of this task endeavored to design a $pcaald artifact-mediated activity with

viii



the potential to broaden and deepen student-tesigietagogical and professional
knowledge.

The student-teachers failed to engage in meaniuniidildgical or critical
reflection as they engaged in the task, and mageeraeptible regulative movement.
What ultimately was revealed in the case of thdysparticipants was a disconnect
between the intentions of the core-task designatslze outcomes effected by the
student-teachers. The data gleaned from this ewamination of student-teacher
processes was revelatory in terms of the quantitiytgpoes of factors that appeared to
significantly impact the outcomes of the projethese factors have the potential to
inform the process of translating socio-cultur&dty into pedagogical practice, and may
be of interest to anyone involved in the developnoéistudent-teachers, including those
who design or deliver preservice teacher curricula.

Discussed are the possible explanations for theodisect between the designers
and administrators of the activity and the partqits in the study. Also considered are
the implications for second language teacher egucarograms and their curricula in
terms of the application of socio-cultural constsuo learning tasks and environments.

Recommendations include increased scaffolding eycturse professor through
direct guidance, as well as by structuring taskatditate students’ ability to collaborate
and to perceive and resolve the conflicts, conttauis, and tensions that arise during the

course of the activity.



Chapter |

A growing interest in the efficacy and consistentyeacher preparation in the
United States has emerged over the last severatldecsparked by concerns as to the
quality of the nation’s teachers by stakeholdemdldevels of society. In the nineteen
eighties, these concerns were reflected Mation at RisK1983), an influential report by
the National Commission on Excellence in Educati®he findings therein, along with
the subsequent recommendations and follow-up repeosed many questions about the
profession of teaching, which generated an incceask for teacher preparation research
and a national board to oversee professional stdadar teaching. Two decades later,
another federal-level report (Spellings, 2006) wgased by the Spellings Commission on
the Future of Higher Education that shifted theu®to the effectiveness and consistency
of instruction at post-secondary institutions, aatled for increased innovation in
instruction, as well as greater accountabilitytietato standards and accreditation of
academic programs. Recently, reforms specificdaligeting the improvement of teacher
preparation programs have been encouraged threwdghdl legislation and the Race to
the Top Program ("American Recovery and Reinvestraety" 2009). These federal
initiatives have influenced the current body anection of research on the preparation
of teachers, the development of state and natgiaatlards for student-teachers and the
post-secondary programs that prepare them, asag/éle push for institutions to undergo

rigorous accreditation procedures.



As researchers in recent decades (see Cochran;$mithan-Nemser, &

Mclintyre, 2008; Cochran-Smith & Zeichner, 2005; bey-Hammond & Bransford,
2005a; Darling-Hammond & Bransford, 2005b; T. RUs&é.oughran, 2007) have
examined many aspects of teacher development imtirest of gaining additional
insight into teacher preparation processes ancdmes, one important area of focus has
been the pedagogy of teacher development. Howdressfully teach prospective
teachers is of crucial interest to those who det@goher preparation courses and their
related activities.

Interest in the pedagogy of teacher preparatiomdised reflected in research (see
Hoffman-Kipp, 2003; Loughran, 2006; Schon, 19838 7Z;Shulman, 1986, 1987, 2004),
but it is also vigorously measured in the multipéts of research-based and expert-
designed standards in which the student-teachiegisred to demonstrate competence.
These standards exist often at the institutionatesand national levels, and are validated
by both public and private agencies. It is impatta note that these standards often
gauge what the student-teacher is able to “do’rpa@ntering full-time service.
Generally, the competencies in question are deteunihrough the assessment of
student-teachesroductsthat are produced as part of the course and fakiwequired in
a teacher preparation program.

The majority of research in the pedagogy of teaphgparation has focused on
the impact of a variety of methods, technologiesl, approaches on the products of
student-teachers (and the satisfaction of the atdsdeflected therein). Of interest in the
present study, however, are fh@cessegngaged in by the student-teacher in the course

of producing such a product. Rather than merelgsueng the end product as evidence



of knowledge, understanding, and meeting a givandstrd, it is important to examine
how a student-teacher moves through the complextaradive process of
comprehending, at varying degrees of depth, afgstdagogical ideas intended to be
learned and applied through the production of tleelypct. The process, then, becomes
the source of information on how a student-teaotey come to understand and apply a
set of pedagogical concepts to generate a protthéctinal quality of which is ultimately
used to gauge whether or not a given standarddaeteto measure the skills of student-
teachers has been satisfactorily met.

This study was situated in a foreign language dttutarogram at a Research |
university in the southeastern United States. phogram had successfully undergone
SACS (Southern Association of Colleges and SchpNIEATE (National Council for
Accreditation of Teacher Education), and stateeitation processes. As such, student-
teachers in the foreign language education progvare required to meet the standards
associated with each of these agencies, as witlbae established by the College of
Education at the university. These standards w@nsidered to be met through the
successful completion of specific courses and tsociated assignments and projects.

The present study examined the development ofgora@nguage student-teachers
as they produced a particular standards-based gradsigned as a project within a
specialty-specific course. Grounded in sociocaltthieory, this study took an activity-
based, sociocontextual, and technology-mediatezppetive in an attempt to reveal
aspects of the iterative and incremental procdsgegich student-teachers might come

to know, understand, and apply a given pedagogjmatoach.



Overview and Context of Research Problem

Meta-analyses of recent educational researchlisaeher Preparation2006)
have begun to reveal important sites of convergentee data on teacher preparation
programs, pedagogies, and outcomes. Educationalass and policy-makers at
multiple institutional levels have developed thaesguses into bases for sets of standards
aimed at assuring the quality of the professioealggmance of student-teachers and the
programs that prepare them for the classroom.iev wf the currently established goals
for student-teachers, as stated throughout thapteuliets of standards, it is essential to
note that many teacher development programs gaegattainment of these standards
through the assessmentpsbducts(i.e. “core tasks”) produced by student-teachers
during their course of study. Assuming that wewrsmmething of the end goals, then,
the questions arise: “What of the processes useghtth those goals?” and “What are
the means by which student-teachers and theiutstis attain those ends?”
The Pedagogy of Teacher Preparation

Grossman (2005) broadly characterizes the pedagfagacher development as
necessarily encompassing both instructional teclas@s well as the interactions
between instructors, students, and the course moniechniques and interactions
include the nature of instructional discourse,ahesen instructional strategies, the
representations of the content, as well as théioakhips between teachers and students
and how they shape what prospective teachers |éaraddition to instruction and
interaction, Grossman also includes tasks andrasggts as “a crucial ingredient in the
pedagogy of teacher education, as they focus stsidgtention on particular problems of

practice and introduce...ways of reasoning or periag” (p. 426). In the field of second



language teaching scholars have, over recent dedaelgun to explore what teachers of
foreign/second languages should know (Freeman &shoh 1998; Tarone & Allwright,
2005), as well as to develop various conceptuatizatof teacher knowledge (e.qg.
Richards & Nunan, 1990). The latter tend towarttoone/product-based notions of
what it means to be a good teacher. This is, hewewt quite the same concept as what
pedagogies teacher educators should employ sthiiastudent-teachers can best
acquire this knowledge.

Pedagogical Approaches in Teacher Preparation

The pedagogy of teacher development has traditiobaén, at least in the United
States, “focused primarily on the uses of varicedggogical approaches or instructional
strategies” (Grossman, 2005). The focus of mamgiss has been on the effects of
particular pedagogical approaches on student-tedetiefs and practices (Clift &

Brady, 2005). More recently, in the face of theamtability movement, research
interests have turned to the eventual outcometidént-teacher learning of specific
pedagogical approaches (Cochran-Smith & Zeichr#5p— outcomes that are
measured against institutional, state, national,aganizational standards.

Within the domain of the pedagogy of education, yrgpecific instructional
approaches have been examined. The most ubiquiiatiby no means the only,
pedagogical approaches adopted for use in teadneaton include laboratory
experiences, including microteaching and computeulaitions, case methods, video and
hypermedia materials, portfolios, and practitioresearch (Grossman, 2005). Itisin
these widely accepted approaches that the largerityagpf systematic studies have been

conducted.



Teacher Development in the Course of a Pedagogiaapproach

Pedagogy in the preparation of teachers, howewasrifany more dimensions
than a mere list of potential instructional appresc How student-teachers should be
taught involves complex developmental processesrdachctions. As such, researchers
have begun to closely examine “how individualstitosons, programs, and ideas are
interrelated” (Clift & Brady, 2005; Johnson, 200Examining teacher development
curricula and pedagogical approaches themselvdshair eventual outcomes on
student-teachers, is indeed important. It is, h@wnealso intriguing to explore, within
the domain of the pedagogy of education,dbeelopment process student-teachers
throughout the implementation of specific instrantll approaches. By doing so, we can
understand more about how these approaches furiotiorpact student-teachers’
understandingduring the learning process.
Products versusProcesses

It is, therefore, of interest to examine how stueeachers evolve and develop
during the application of common pedagogical apghmea utilized by teacher educators
in teacher preparation programs. Such researcinfam the design of programs,
courses, and activities as teacher educators centmmhone their efforts in bringing
about what are viewed to be crucial changes inestitbacher beliefs and practices,
which are expected to ultimately lead to improvedient performance.

Within the domain of teacher education pedagogg, éssential that researchers
examine the fundamental processes by which studanhers deepen their understanding
of key pedagogical concepts, begin to see how tboseepts fit into the reality of

teaching, and enter into membership in their péesl community. In other words, it



is important to learn more abdubw student-teachers develop their knowledge from that
of novices to that of beginning-level professionaltheir field. Teacher preparation
programs are, therefore, faced with the challerigeelping their student-teachers
cultivate their knowledge from mecemprehension of concejpto concept application
and eventually to creative, original, and mastddutls of expandedoncept
development and use

To accomplish such learning goals, it is essettigt teacher preparation
programs oblige student-teachers to engage in @mmbpigher-order cognitive functions
as they encounter and interact with program cuaic&o much so, that both institutions
and the agencies that evaluate and accredit theenldeeen developing sets of
demonstrable standards as a means of raising the éducation programs beyond the
level of factual knowledge. The teacher prepamgtimmgram in which the present study
took place was located within a College of Educatiba Research | university in the
southeastern United States. The college had deselits own set of standards, which
tied into state and national standards. The tbe¢eof standards evolved to focus on
skills that extended far beyond factual knowledgehe part of student-teachers. For
example, the college standard “Reflection, Analyasisl Inquiry” tied into the state
standard on “Continuous Improvement” and “Crititainking”. Both of these sets
paralleled the national standard “Critical Thinkisugd Problem-Solving”. Obviously,
there are multiple ways that those who design culaito prepare teachers might meet
and promote these application-oriented standdfds.example, the foreign language
education program involved in the present studysdithy emphasizing learner-centered

pedagogical models. The curriculum encouragecdesitdiachers to employ reflective



and cooperative learning approaches, as well asgengith mediational items with the
potential to promote critical thought, such as tetbgical tools.
Purpose of the Study

The present study took place in a graduate-levelda language education
practicum course. The focus of the research wabkeyprocesses the growth, change,
and development — engaged in by a group of stugewctiers as they completed one of
the core tasks in the course. The task involvediibking of a digital video to explain
and exemplify a given second language instructiapptoach, as well as the rationale
behind and methods of targeting a specific langs&de Rather than looking only at the
final products of these student-teachers’ learame@vidence of having met, at least to
some degree, one or more of the standards tarlygténe core task, this study attempted
to examine their journeys to understanding.

In their book,Teacher learning in language teachir{@996) Freeman and
Richards assert that “in order to better understanguage teaching, we need to know
more about language teachers...what they know dhogtiage teaching, how they think
about classroom practice, andw that knowledge and those thinking processes are
learned through formal teacher educatiohlitalics mine] (p. 1). Particularly in
reference to the latter, Florio-Ruane (2002) caltedncreased complexity in studies of
teacher preparation. She stated that “...the stfidjeacher education needs additional
light from fields concerned with the social andtatal organization of thought and
learning. Moreover, it needs a focus on the exglieparation of teachers” (p.210). As
such, research in teacher preparation pedagogjottizes on the multifaceted nature of

how student-teachers evolve their understandirays those of novices toward those of



professionals can provide valuable informatiorhtase responsible for their
development. The more teacher educators are af#neprocessesvolved in their
student-teachers’ growth of understanding, the rfinedy-tuned teacher preparation
curricula can be, which in turn may better meetrégpiired standards.

Using Sociocultural Theory as a theoretical fourmhatActivity Theory (AT) as a
data-gathering and management tool, and Explor&agtice (EP) as a principled
reasoning behind the pedagogy, this study exanthmeedrocesses engaged in by student-
teachers in a foreign language education progratinegswvorked together to complete an
activity in which digital video recording and edifj were required. Sociocultural Theory
provided a paradigm in which the researcher migatrene the social, cultural, and
historic @enetic— see below) aspects of student-teacher cogritimage from object- to
other- to self-regulation, and internalization oferging higher mental processes. The
framework of AT, a socioculturally-based methodaed the researcher to take into
consideration theontextin which novice teachers might develop their krexge. In
AT, learning and development occur as a resulktdraal and internal tool use.
Mediation through tools, particularly languageaddition to specific artifacts, and
interaction within a community, are what bring arteer to internalize knowledge. The
frameworks used in AT to describe the aforementiomere particularly well-suited to
describe and manage the highly interactive and t®uagata on foreign language teacher
development and pedagogical growth as the studicpants worked through a
technology-oriented, tool-specific mediated acyivit an interactive, collaborative
context. Exploratory Practice provided a prinaibteasoning behind the pedagogy used

by the developers of the core task in which thdesttiteachers engaged in the present



study. In addition, since EP places its emphasiaiaderstandingather tharproblem-
solving [emphasis in original] (Allwright, 2005), it all@ed the researcher to grow to
understand the processes by which student-teaatiemspted to come to their own
understandings.

It should be noted that since the 1960s, manyasudivolving video use in
teacher education have focused on student-teaeaetions to and reflections on either
self-made (see Acheson, 1964; A. R. Davis, 1970li@an, 1969; Sherin, 2004; Sherin
& Han, 2004; Wang & Hartley, 2003) or instructoo#iemercially-made (see Copeland &
Decker, 1996; Merseth & Lacey, 1993; Pape & Mclatyir993) video of teaching
practices.

This study, however, required student-teachersdate their own explanatory
and illustrative videos. Rather than reactingetweived data supplied by their instructors,
they were to create their own. What's more, inigalu to the reflective practices
expected around the self-made student teachingsittaditionally used in methods
courses, the student-teachers had the opportwnwigtv and review, select and delete,
revise and discuss. The present study focusedaphynon the latter, examining
processes as evidence for learning and understanditmer than focusing solely on
products, or merely on student-teacher reflectadymut those products.

Also important to the present study was the nodibfreflection” or “reflective
practice”, a frequent line of inquiry in teacheeparation (Bartlett, 1990; Boud, Keogh,
& Walker, 1985; Boud & Walker, 1993; Dewey, 1933e€éman & Richards, 1993, 1996;
Loughran, 1996; Loughran & Russell, 1997; Scho®319987; Tremmel, 1999;

Wallace, 1991). The importance of reflection iis tstudy was in its connection to
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critical thinking and cognitive change. This wdiparticular interest in light of
discussion among researchers as to the problensdtice of reflection, in that there may
be considerable variation in its operation andiguéBoud & Walker, 1993; Fendler,
2003; Orland-Barak, 2005; Sparks-Langer, 1992).

In sum, the purpose of this study was to examima, multifaceted manner, the
learning processes engaged in by a set of studaohers as they completed a
technology-based activity designed to promote tyuegflection, higher mental
processing, internalization of concepts, and saiisd meaningful way the standards this
core task was designed to achieve.

Research Questions
Q1. What cognitive transformations took place, ifany, when student-teachers in a
foreign language education program used video editg technology to learn about
teaching?

This study explored the nature of beginning teacbgnition in the study

participants. This was reflected in the observetiof strategic behaviors and

mediational means as they occurred during a teoggedriented instructional
activity focused on pedagogic strategies.
Q2: What was the nature of the pedagogic transforations, if any, that took place
when student-teachers in a foreign language educati program used video editing
technology to learn about teaching?

This study examined the developmental movemengginming teachers from

externalization to internalization of pedagogic @gpts. This was reflected in the

observations of strategic behaviors and mediatiorens as they took place
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during a technology-oriented instructional actifitgused on pedagogic
strategies.
Limitations

Location of the Study

This study was conducted throughout a semesteg-forgjgn language education
practicum course. The course was designed to wepand solidify the pedagogical
knowledge and practices of Masters-level preserfacEgn language teachers in a large
research-one-university College of Education. sTuurse was chosen because the
interest and support of the research at hand by#teictor provided extensive access to
participants, as well as cooperation in the impletagon of the activity to be used as the
unit of analysis in this study.
Study Participants

The number of participants was limited to thosa graduate-level foreign
language education practicum course who conseatpdrticipate in the study. The
student-teachers who acted as participants inttits svere derived from multiple
national, cultural, and linguistic backgrounds.eTative-language backgrounds of the
student-teachers included English and Spanish (€Gubaminican, & Puerto Rican
varieties), and their languages of specialty inetb&panish, Latin, & German. Two of
the participants already possessed university-eebnd language teaching experience.
All of the student-teachers were required to engageminimum thirty-six hour
practical field experience during the semesterhinctv this study was conducted. Among
the participants, comfort and experience with tebbgy use ran the full gamut from self-

described “technology-phobic” to technology-fanatithe eight participants were sub-
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divided by the instructor into three working groupat were formed on the basis of
geographic distribution. Fortunately for the resbar, all graduate student-teachers
enrolled in the practicum course that semesterertrd to participate in the study,
though one participant withdrew very early-on frtme course, leaving seven remaining
participants to complete the course of the study.

Ultimately, the researcher decided to focus theinypn just two of the seven
participants. This decision was made for a nunobeeasons, the most important of
which was that the chosen two were the ones wha chasely followed the instructions
regarding how the task was to be carried out.

Institutional and Researcher Bias

Standards. As with any research, there are biases on theop#re researcher, as
well as those imposed on the researcher by thagattquestion. In the case of this
study, the principal investigator, as well as tigtitutional and political entities that
shaped the setting in which the study took plaetg the belief that the majority of the
standards by which student-teachers’ pedagogicapetencies were gauged were valid,
research-based goals, that if met in the spinthirch they were written, would indeed
improve the outcomes of a teacher preparation progr

Reflection and Reflective Practice.The principal investigator who conducted
this study agreed with and believed in extensivdagegical research results, which
indicated that engaging learners in reflection iowed learning outcomes. In particular,
the researcher believed that thipeof reflection effected must take the learner belyon
“technical reflection” (see Definitions and Chap2¢rto “practical reflection”, and if

possible, to “critical reflection” in order to ergg@higher order thinking processes. She
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believed that critical reflection was fundamentatieep, meaningful learning and
understanding, which might then be extended byeamer beyond the immediate
learning situation, and applied to new and unigueré contexts.

Constructivist Principles in Education. The researcher in the present study held
the belief that the learner, the educator, anctheational setting were all products of
extensive cultural-historical development, andwhscould not be examined from a
viewpoint external to these processes. In additiomresearcher was of the opinion that
the co-construction of knowledge by student-teachen learner-centered, expertly
guided setting had the potential to lead them @anttynamic and evolutionary Zone of
Proximal Development (ZPD) (see Definitions and @@ea2), which held the potential
to produce the depth of learning mentioned aboweufReflection and Reflective
Practice”.

Definition of Terms
action

In Activity Theory, an activity is made up of aatg which are guided by
conscious goals.
activity

At the macro-level of Activity Theory, the unit ahalysis is the activity. The
activity is guided by a motive, which is the hunreeed that gives rise to the activity.

Activity Theory (AT)

Not strictly a “theory”, AT is based in sociocuitiithought, and is a way of
thinking about and graphically representing théeobive work relationship in an activity

between an individual and a) the artifacts, toahg] signs of his/her environment, b) the
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community in which the individual performs work,tbe rules of the work environment,
and the division of labor in the work environmerithe distinctions between activity,
action, and operation became the basis of Leostiemdel of activity.
core task

In the College of Education involved in this studycore task was an assignment
in a compulsory course within a degree programraeteed by expert faculty to meet
one or more of the required federal, state, andatitutional standards.

digital video (DV)

Video captured in digital, rather than analogpnfat.

Exploratory Practice (EP)

An approach to teaching and research that deaignaties for learners that will
promote reflection, and which can be fairly unobively studied by a researcher-
practitioner. Unlike Action Research, it is focdse understanding a situation as it is,
rather than change and its outcomes.
genesis

In Vygotskian terms, this is the study of the s of development “in all its
phases and changes” (Lantolf & Thorne, 2006, p. 28ithin genetic research Vygotsky
distinguishes four domains: Phylogenesis (the agreént of a group of organisms);
Sociocultural History (the cultural-historical démement of mind of a sub-group of
organisms); Ontogenesis (the overall developmeanaohdividual); and Microgenesis
(moment-to-moment development) (see Cole, 199@raxtensive explanation of these

four levels of development).
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internalization

As per Vygotsky, this is the notion that learni@st employ mediational tools
and signs in their external world to accomplishskt Gradually, as they master the tools
and signs (increasing self-regulation), they evalhtappropriate them as psychological
tools, the result of which is actual cognitive carmn the learner. It must be made clear
that this is not believed to be a pure and dinectsference of external to internal.
Rather, in this process of object- to other- td-sjulation, the information or skill is
“internalized”, and along the way it is personatgnsformed for the individual in his or
her own mind. Wertsch (1998) states that “the ggeds one of taking something that
belongs to others and making it one’s own” (p. 88e also Bakhtin, 1981).
learner

A term used generically to refer to anyone engagéeiarning.

microteaching

A method of practice teaching in which studenttess present short versions of
lessons to their classmates for practice, feedl@uk evaluation. Microteachings can be
live or on videotape.
operation

In Activity Theory, an action is made up of opevas. An operation is guided by
the conditions required to achieve the goal. Qypmra at first require conscious effort,
but can grow to be routinized and automatic.
regulation

Regulation refers to the development of metacomsdbought — that is, the

higher and culturally organized cognitive functidghat are under the voluntary control of
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an individual. It is believed that this occursoa® “regulates” one’s mental activity by
using mediators (artifacts, other people, privaeesh, etc.).

object-regulation

When an individual obtains the information s/hedse® regulate thinking
from an object. A person at this stage of regutahias not yet internalized the
concept in question.

other-requlation

When an individual obtains the information s/hedse® regulate thinking
from another individual or group of individuals. p&rson at this stage of
regulation may have partially internalized the atdn question, but still
requires assistance from another individual.
self-requlation

When an individual obtains the information s/hedse® regulate thinking
from within through reflection and metacognitiveaségies. Considered the
highest form of mental processing, and the poimtlath someone has fully
internalized a concept and made it his/her own kedge.

Sociocultural Theory

In brief, the view that human development and d¢ognchange (i.e. learning at
higher mental functional levels) develops out afigbinteraction within a given
historical and cultural context, which helps pedplenove from object- to other- to self-
regulated thought and control.

standards
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In this paper, standards referred to the exgliodls put forth by a variety of
agencies for students, student-teachers, tea@rmt€ducational institutions to meet.
student

A term exclusively reserved to mean the futureletis taught by the student-
teachers in the present study in their eventuatioa

student-teacher

An individual enrolled in a formal teacher prepanma program in a college of
education within a university. This term was useglace of other, related terms within
the literature, such as “preservice teacher”, ‘heacandidate” and “learner-teacher”, in
order to avoid confusion.

teacher developme(€randall, 2000; Wallace, 1991)

A process of teacher preparation seen to incorpanad go beyond the notions of
“teacher education” and “teacher training”. Itd®that student-teachers must be active
in their learning and play a role in their own deypenent. To this end, teacher
preparation programs must engage student-teachacdivities involving acute
reflection and awareness-raising, opportunitiesdapt practice accordingly, as well as
meaningful collaboration with others throughout pineparation program. This approach
falls more into a constructivist paradigm, wheretsas about teaching are co-
constructed and reconstructed by the student-teacineler expert guidance, often with
an understanding of the cultural-historical cordartwhich their own learning and
teaching take place. (see also Bailey, 1992; Edgackards, 1993; Flowerdew, Brock,
& Hsia, 1992; Freeman & Richards, 1996; Sachs, IBr&d o, 1996; Woodward, 1991)

teacher education
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The most traditional form of teacher preparatideather education” (as
distinguished from “teacher training” or “teach@vdlopment”) is a problem-oriented
approach that involves raising the student-teashetéllectual awareness of “theoretical
principles underlying particular practices” (Widdeon, 1997). Delivery of this type of
preparation falls more squarely into a positivistgaigm, whereby ideas and behaviors
can be taught and practiced through top-down instnial means. The student-teacher
receives the information on various theories anthods, and may then be required to
practice and demonstrate specific behaviors agsdciherewith, often in relatively
decontextualized settings. It regularly involvetaging the application of the theories
studied until the student-teacher can acquire hctassroom experience, which
commonly occurs only at the very end or after thigletion of the teacher preparation
program.

teacher preparation

This study will use the term “teacher preparatiag”an umbrella term for all
types of preservice education, training, and deyraknt.

teacher training

An expanded form of “teacher education”, teachaning attempts to instill in
student-teachers the requisite “skills to applgiithknowledge to the practice of
language teaching, with a limited opportunity teetve and practice [a given] theory in
actual classrooms or simulated contexts such a®taaching (Crandall, 1998). While
still falling into a positivist paradigm, teacheaihing is more solution-oriented, given

that learner-teachers are offered “practical temhes to cope with predictable events”
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(Widdowson, 1997), while the “training” aspect gatshe notion of the importance of
linking theory to practice prior to full-immersion the classroom setting.

Zone of Proximal Development (ZPD)

This is a term of Vygotskian origin “which is thestance between the actual
developmental level as determined by independerfiti@m solving and the level of
potential development as determined through prolslelving under adult guidance or in
collaboration with more capable peers” (Vygotsky78, p. 86). In other words, the
stage at which someone can know/accomplish songethith the support of another that
s/he could not do alone.

Organization of the Study

There are five chapters in this study. Chapteovigdes an introduction to the
study by outlining the overall rationale and pumpos$ the study, the research questions,
the limitations and assumptions, and definitionteains. Chapter Il is dedicated to a
review of the literature regarding teacher and lagg teacher preparation issues, such as
pedagogies, learning theories, standards and atdwlity, and tool use. Chapter llI
details the procedures of the study, instrumermnatiata collection, and analysis. This
includes the study’s location and participants,ttie®retical underpinnings of the
approach to the design and focus of interest, #sawé¢hat of the proposed unit of
analysis. Chapter IV offers a description of timelings of the study. Finally, in Chapter
V, the implications of the results of the study discussed, followed by

recommendations for further research, policy, aadtice.

20



Chapter lI

This chapter examines the literature related tgtlksent study in the area of
foreign language teacher preparation and teackeapation research. Traditional and
recent pedagogical approaches in foreign langueagsher preparation are outlined along
with their supporting rationales. These includeegplanation of the fundamental
differences between the ideas of teacher educdteining, and development. The
concept of teacher development is then consideréght of cognitive and social
constructivist theories of learning. Subsequediggussed is the notion of reflection and
reflective practice in teacher preparation. Highied are ways in which constructivist
and reflective approaches parallel and overlapendeas a) that learners must move
from simplistic and shallow understandings of cquis¢o those that are increasingly
complex, critical, and contextually-situated; battkthis movement is triggered through
iterative exposure to content, dialogue with othargl interaction with or creation of
related artifacts, and c) that knowledge becomgdiarin an individual as it is
increasingly internalized at differing levels ofngplexity. These pedagogies and their
foundations are connected to the specifics of thegnt study. Also discussed is the
notion of using a product- versus a process-orteapproach in assessing a student-
teacher’s progress in learning and professionabzafinally, the theoretical foundations
of the core task and the research study are pexb@norder to provide a clearer context

for the study, as well as to support the methododd@pproaches described in Chapter 3.
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Teacher Preparation

In order to situate the present study, it is im@airto outline the contextual
factors that explicate the research being purséedessential area of explanation must
be on teacher preparation, and the views therddfliyethose involved in the creation of
the setting in which the study took place. Disedsdselow is a brief history, including
the shift from a positivist tradition to a constiivuist approach in teacher preparation, as
well as the paradigms adopted in the current rebesatting.
Theories of Teacher Education and Training

Since the historical approaches to teacher praparttilow them quite well, we
shall begin by noting Widdowson (1997) and Crarigl§000) distinctions between
languagdeacher educatignanguageeacher training and languageeacher
development According to Crandall, langua¢eacher educatiotaddresses the
development of language knowledge and languagéitepand learning”, while
languagdeacher training‘emphasizes the development of skills to apply kmowledge
to the practice of language teaching, with a lichi@portunity to observe and practice
that theory in actual classrooms or simulated cdsteuch as microteaching” (Crandall,
1998). Widdowson distinguishes the two by deentéagher education a problem-
oriented approach that involves raising the stutlemther’s intellectual awareness of
“theoretical principles underlying particular priaes”, and teachdraining as solution-
oriented, meaning that student-teachers are offgmadtical techniques to cope with
predictable events” (1997). “Education” and “tiagyi, by these definitions, are separate
types of preparatory instruction, and are both d=bassential to any teacher preparation

program. On one hand, the “education” aspectiodyts the most traditional and
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frequently employed approach, favoring a top-dathepretical type of teaching and
learning. The “training” aspect, on the other hagets at the notion of the importance of
linking theory to practice prior to full-immersion the classroom setting. This more
recent approach to teacher preparation comes aheafork of researchers like Schon
(1983; 1987) who hold strong beliefs that studeathers must be given ample
opportunities to apply the theories they are legy@ibout before they can truly absorb
their significance. Both teacher education anihitng, however, fall more squarely into
a positivist/behaviorist paradigm, whereby ideas la@haviors can be taught and
practiced through top-down instructional means, laaching occurs as a reaction to
external stimuli. The individual student-teacleethe recipient of the information, and is
then “trained” (in a most athletic sense) to ugethlieories and methods that have been
taught.
Theories of Teacher Development

More recently, however, researchers in teachergpatipn, such as Edge and
Richards (1993) and Woodward (1991), have discavan®ther key aspect to
successful teacher preparation. This is the nabiahin order to fully assimilate the
“education” and the “training” provided in a prograstudent-teachers must be active in
their learning and play a role in their own devetgmt. Acute reflection and awareness-
raising is an oft-cited means to this end (see roareeflection below). As such,
Crandall (2000), basing her work on Wallace (199i9poses the terteacher
developmenas a distinctive term referring to this third pges in which student-teachers
play a role in their own development by activelfgeting on and adapting practice. She

states, “...neither traditional education nor tiragnare sufficient; also needed are
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opportunities for teachers to reflect upon thelrdfe and practices and to construct and
reconstruct their personal theories of languagehiaeg and learning (Bailey, 1992;
Flowerdew et al., 1992; Freeman & Richards, 192&hS et al., 1996).” Teacher
preparation, then, must extend beyond top-dowritipiss notions of teaching and
learning in order to reach levels of understandag will extend beyond the university
experience and into student-teachers’ eventuateaahing contexts.

Theories of cognitive constructivism This latter viewpoint on the goals of
teacher preparation comes out of the cognitivetcoctsvist school (see Ausubel, 1968;
Bruner, 1960, 1966, 1971; Dewey, 1933; Piaget, 19¥Rich suggests that external
stimuli activate the cognitive processing of infation, which in turn can actually
change cognitive structures. These changes intoggstructure are what produce
modifications in the student-teacher’s understagglend resultant behaviors, i.e.
learning.

Cognitive constructivism is based on two differsahses of "construction.” First,
there is the idea that people learn by activelystoicting new knowledge, rather than by
passively receiving information provided by extéms@urces. Second, constructivism
asserts that people learn with particular effectess when they are engaged in
"constructing” personally meaningful artifacts (eegmputer programs, animations)
(Clark, 1999).

Of the cognitive constructivists, Jerome Brunertxkuis of special importance.
This is due to its weighty impact on current apphs to teaching and learning, as well
as the resilience of these ideas, even as Bruneselii has evolved his own views toward

a more social constructivist paradigm (see beld@e of Bruner’s key ideas is his
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notion of the importance of iterative teaching &wtning. He denoted this as the “spiral
curriculum”, which is one that revisits “basic ide@peatedly, building upon them until
the student has grasped the full formal apparatatsgoes with them” (1960, p. 13).
Another concept of Bruner’s is one that epitomitheswhole cognitive constructivist
paradigm - education as a process dependent up@attive construction of knowledge
within the individual:

To instruct someone... is not a matter of gettimg o commit results to mind.

Rather, it is to teach him to participate in thegass that makes possible the

establishment of knowledge. We teach a subjectonptoduce little living

libraries on that subject, but rather to get aattido think mathematically for
himself, to consider matters as an historian dimetgke part in the process of
knowledge-getting. Knowing is@ocessot a product (1966, p. 72) [italics
mine].

Foreign language teacher preparation from a cagnitbnstructivist perspective
involves what Crandall (2000) calls an “interpretivapproach”, which encourages
student-teachers to reflect upon, critique, andsestheir views of what teachers do in
differing contexts. This approach involving teacimguiry and reflection is “now
viewed as important to the development of languagehing theory and appropriate
language teacher education” (Crandall, 2000).

Theories of social constructivism.In addition to Crandall’s reflective and
cognitive constructivist view of the definition Geacher development”, this study will
augment the definition with the notions set foryhtie social constructivists —

particularly the sociocultural concepts proposedi &y Vygotsky (1978). As the term
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“social constructivism” implies, theorists belietat social interaction among learners is
important for cognitive change (i.e. learning).eWygotskian school insists on the idea
that learning moves from the external (social antlcal) to the internal (cognition) by
means of mediating tools, the most important ofolwhs language. Rowe and Wertsch
(2004) summarize Vygotsky’'s contributions as follow
» Cognition must be understood developmentally (@enetically) in terms of
its genesis and subsequent development at indivashabcultural levels of
analysis.
» Cognition is ‘mediated’ by semiotic mechanisms, itiest powerful of which
is language.
» Certain cognitive processes (such as voluntary mgrpooblem-solving,
self-regulation, etc.) have their origins in so@ativity and interaction. (p.
538)
To understand this, it is important to break #vddnto its fundamental concepts.
First, like the cognitive constructivists, the sd@onstructivists believe that external
stimuli result in the cognitive processing of infation, which in turn changes cognitive
structures (i.e. learning).
Humans actively modify the stimuli they encountéiljzing them as instruments
to control surrounding conditions and to regulatbrtown behavior. Vygotsky's
investigations tried to establish how people, itk help of instruments and
signs, direct their attention, organize conscioesnorization, and regulate their
conduct. The essence of human behavior residéesnmediation by tools and

signs. Tools are oriented outward, toward thesfiaamation of the physical and
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social reality. Signs are oriented inward towdrel $elf-regulation of conduct

itself (see Vygotsky, 1978) (Blanck, 1990, p.45).
When discussing the Vygotskian school of thoudtd,term more commonly employed
is “sociocultural”. This is because of the betigdt the tools and signs used by
individuals to mediate their environments are nthes what they appear to be at face
value. Behind each tool there is human historyantlire. At the most general level,
that humans use tools and signs to “act indiremlyhe world...and to communicate
adaptively advantageous modifications to subseqgemrations” (Cole, 1990, p. 92)
appears to be a pervasive behavior of our spedlesall cultures within our species,
however, employ the same tools and signs, in daimanner, in like contexts. Every
culture is the product of its own history. Sinoeltand sign use helps to regulate human
thought processes, dissimilarities in their usé pvibduce variations in thought processes
(ways in which different peoples process informatmd memory, form concepts and
interpret the world around them). What's morejvidlial experience must be
considered, as every person has his/her own uhigt@y. A person’s background
drives personal needs and motivations to use péatitools and signs to mediate his/her
environment in specific ways. At the microgenédiel (see below), how a tool or sign
might influence the development of individual psyidgical processing during a
particular activity is of interest. In sum, soaitiaral theory is about historically- and
culturally-determined mediational processes thét lgovern and arise from practical
activity.

Of all the tools and signs humans use for conWfgjotsky came to believe that

the most important of all was language. Languageiique in that it bridges the external
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and the internal worlds of the individual, and Iselp organize consciousness. It not only
continually converts the external to the intermad &ice versa, it actually transforms the
external as it internalizes (the knowledge charnigesognition of the individual, and the
individual personalizes the knowledge). In Vygetskvords, “as soon as speech and the
use of signs are incorporated into any actionattimn becomes transformed and
organized along entirely new lines” (Vygotsky, 19p824).

Bakhtin, a contemporary of Vygotsky and another toenof the sociocultural
school, emphasized the need to study languagemstef utterances — phenomena that
are inseparable from the contexts in which theynaade. Utterances are produced by
individuals who have a “will’ or ‘intention,” as &l as an ‘accent’ or ‘timbre’ ...[that
also] reflect the intention and accent of othecesi (Wertsch, 1990). Bakhtin states:

The word in language is half someone else’s. lbbexs “one’s own” only when

the speaker populates it with is own intention,dvis accent, when he

appropriates the word, adapting it to his own sdim@md expressive intention.

Prior to this moment of appropriation, the word sloet exist in a neutral and

impersonal language (it is not, after all out a@fieionary that the speaker gets his

words!), but rather it exists in other people’s it in other people’s contexts,
serving other people’s intentions; it is from th#rat one must take a word and

make it one’s own (Bakhtin, 1981, p. 117).

Language then, does not occur in a vacuum or amdam manner. Instead, “any
utterance is a link in the chain of speech commatimn” (Bakhtin, 1986, p. 84). Itis a
part of a dependent and mutually reflective systéeommunication within a genre of

social speech, which is embedded within group ado/idual activity.
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Language as a mediating tool is tied to a secomaitant tenet of the
socioculturalists: the belief that social interaict especially with more knowledgeable
others, is crucial to learning. This is becauseititeraction helps the learner to
eventually internalize the “tools and rules” of tightt and behavior (the shared
knowledge of a culture) required to function inigeg context. “Vygotsky argued that
there is an inherent relationship between exteandlinternal activity, but that it is a
geneticor developmentalelationship in which the major issue is how exétiprocesses
aretransformeduo createinternal processes” (Wertsch & Stone, 1985, p, itéBcs in
original). At first the learner develogslf-controlwith respect to the “tools and rules”,
in that s/he is able to apply them “in the rela@sence of external monitors and
structures” (Diaz, Neal, & Amaya-Williams, 199Q)ater, the learner becomes capable
of self-regulation which differs from self-control in that thereasflexible adjustment of
behavior to changing situations and also in thevaatse of reflection and metacognitive
strategies” (Diaz et al., 1990). Self-regulatittven, is not just the internalization of the
“tools and rules” of thought and behavior, it ig ttognitive growth that results from the
process of first engaging with external mediatetgl as objects and other people), and
then with internal mediators (such as reflectiortygotsky (1978) writes:

"Every function in the [learner’s] development agrgetwice: first, on the social

level, and later, on the individual level; firsetitveen people (interpsychological)

and then inside the [learner] (intrapsychologic@lbis applies equally to
voluntary attention, to logical memory, and to themation of concepts. All the

higher functions originate as actual relationshigsveen individuals” (p. 57).
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The journey toward self-regulation is about “in@ieg mastery of and eventual
independence from the stimulus field, accompaniethé&reasing mastery over [one’s]
own behavior” (Diaz et al., 1990). This “developita progression...is indeed a
culturally determined social process, that is,rdaarpersonal process that becomes
internalized as an intrapsychological function”gPgt al., 1990). Moll (1990) states that
Vygotsky believed that “higher psychological praesdevelop in [learners] through
enculturation into the practices of society; thiotige acquisition of society’s
technology, its signs and tools; through educatiaall its forms” (p. 1). “Society” may
of course be thought of in large-scale terms, bay also be thought of as smaller sub-
sections of people within a larger society, suchthsic, interest, and professional
groups, each with their specialized sets of teabmies, tools, and signs (e.g. language).
Thus, self-regulation, or consciousness, is theayaé of socialization (particularly with
a more-skilled other — see ZPD below), rather thiatogical processes. It implies an
ability to engage in higher mental processing -sc@mus awareness, selective attention
and perception, and voluntary memory — and is thot@gbe key in meaningful learning,
long-term memory storage, and ability to accessagpdy knowledge in novel contexts.
It should not be forgotten, however, that this leiginental processing is bounded by the
historical and cultural contexts in which the indival proceeds toward self-regulation.

Another key feature of social constructivist thbug what Vygotsky called the
Zone of Proximal Development (ZPD), a supportivagapt in the above-mentioned
“developmental process”. If a person is at a giesel of cognitive development at a
specific time, then the ZPD is their immediate patd for learning additional

information. Moving from one’s actual developmentb the next stage (or zone) of
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understanding is best achieved through socialantem and collaboration. It was
Vygotsky's belief that “maturing or developing mahtunctions must be fostered and
assessed through collaborative, not independeasblated activities” (Moll, 1990, p. 3).
Vygotsky defines the ZPD as “the distance betwberattual developmental level as
determined by independent problem-solving andekellof potential development as
determined through problem-solving under adult gna® or in collaboration with more
capable peers” (Vygotsky, 1978, p.86). In JeromenBr’'s (1985) understanding, the
ZPD is the period during the development processnwh
tutor or aiding peer serves the learner as a waaarform of consciousness until
such a time as the learner is able to master hmsamtton through his own
consciousness and control. When the [learneraekithat conscious control
over a new function or conceptual system, it isitthat he is able to use it as a
tool. Up to that point, the tutor in effect perftg the critical function of
“scaffolding” the learning task to make it possifile the [learner], in Vygotsky’'s
words, to internalize external knowledge and conieénto a tool for conscious
control (p. 24).
In essence, the ZPD is the area of developmentnwigach of a learner that exceeds
what the learner can attain alone, and which iseaeld by working in collaboration with
another, more-knowledgeable person. In the worddodl (1990), the “zone makes
possible ‘performance before competence™ (p. Be ZPD allows the learner to be an
active participant in his/her own education, rati@n merely a passive recipient.

Pedagogy that encourages an environment in wharhileg processdsad development
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(Blanck, 1990) allows learners to, not only recemret is presented to them, but to
elaborate on it and make it their own.

Some research since Vygotsky's time also suppppsoximately equal-level
peer-to-peer collaboration as being effective eZPD. It should be noted that such
collaboration involves active involvement and matign to construct joint or group
solutions to problems. Tudge (1990) and Slavir8fd%ave found that under these
conditions, collaborative learning is different andre effective than cooperative
learning or peer tutoring.

Reflection and Reflective Practice

Preservice teacher training, education, and dewstop may take place in a
variety of contexts and in a variety of ways, thére is a consensus in at least a few core
aspects of recent preservice teacher preparat@areh. One of the primary shifts in
beliefs about effective foreign language teacheparation has been a move away from
more traditional, top-down approaches to modelsithalve future teachers in deeper
reflective processes. Crandall (2000) states:

Reflection on experience provides a means for @asge ... teachers to develop

more informed practice, making tacit beliefs analctical knowledge explicit,

articulating what teachers know and leading to meys of knowing and
teaching. Long ignored, ... reflection [is] novewed as important to the
development of language teaching theory and apiatedanguage teacher
education.

The interest in engaging student-teachers in edleevhile learning to teach

(Bartlett, 1990; Dewey, 1933; Freeman & Richar®93, 1996; Gore & Zeichner, 1991;
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Ingvarson, Meiers, & Beavis, 2005; Richert, 1990t TRussell, 1997; Schon, 1983,
1987; Valli, 1993; Zeichner, 1983, 1996; ZeichneLi&ton, 1987), and forming them
into ‘reflective practitioners’ (Crandall, 1994;daman, 1998; Wright, 1987) is well-
established in the literature. As such, it hasibeeluded as a key component of
learning-to-teach theories in the works of notdbéorists as far back as John Dewey
(1933).
[T]he assumption that acquisition and exercisentdlligent capability requires
conscious contemplation has remained powerfulanter education, ...sustained
by recent emphases on teacher thinking, cognitvestcuctivist influences and
[others’] promotion of reflection in professionabkning (Tomlinson, 1999b).
Indeed, in Ingvarson et al.’s (2005) research enrtipact of teacher preparation on
student-teachers’ knowledge, practice, outcomeasgéicacy, they discovered that
“[tlhe most important influence on reported impantpractice, apart from knowledge
is...the extent to which individual programs pravidany opportunities factive
learningandreflectionon practice” (p. 14, italics theirs). The modeefive programs
led teachers to actively reflect on their pracdod compare it with high
standards for professional practice....They praVig®e for teachers to test new
teaching methods and to receive follow-up suppadt@aching...They included
activities that led teachers to deprivatise theacpce and gain feedback about
their teaching from colleagues (p. 15).
As such, reflection and reflective practice arduded as part of teacher preparation

programs nationwide. While the importance thatlsti-teachers engage in reflection
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appears to be widely accepted, defining “reflec¢tmd determining its quality, however,
has been, and continues to be, a topic of debat@@theorists and practitioners.

Defining reflection in teacher preparation. Many definitions have been
proposed, as well as guidelines and taxonomiegdtarmining types or levels of
reflection. For example, Dewey (1933, p.9) destikeflective thought as engagement
in “active, persistent and careful consideratidghgt it must be based on evidence, and
that it should be able to inform future action f£ Davis, 2006).

One of the most influential contributors to theitopf reflection in teacher
preparation has been Donald Schon (Schoén, 1983, 1985) with his notions of
technical rationality, reflection-in-action andlestion-on-action. By technical
rationality, Schén means “a context-free view obwatedge that overemphasizes
knowledge gathered through a scientific methodlinear, often formulaic manner”
(Bushnell & Henry, 2003). Technical rationalityagositivistic means of matching
theoretical information to behavior, and lacks @pth of understanding of “complexity,
uncertainty, instability, uniqueness, and valueflocti (Schon, 1983, p. 39). In his
reflection-in-action concept,

The practitioner allows himself to experience sisgrpuzziement, or

confusion in a situation which he finds uncertairuonique. He reflects on

the phenomenon before him, and on the prior unaledgtgs which have

been implicit in his behaviour. He carries out apeziment which serves

to generate both a new understanding of the phemamand a change in

the situation (Schon, 1983, p. 68).
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Reflection-in-action holds within it the idea ohfihking on one’s feet” — rapidly
processing a situation according to the contextaalls of the moment, and making use
of ideas and techniques “on-the-fly”. It also empasses the notion of implicit
knowledge that the student-teacher has not yebbeasion or need to make explicit, but
which s/he possesses nonetheless.

Reflection-on-action returns to the more commdmdid idea of metacognitive
awareness raising of knowledge that occurs seploatethe action, allowing time to
explore from a distance the details of the evdras dccurred. This separate process
allows the student-teacher to form questions, hgess, and potential plans for future
action, which can then be tested, and again refliegpon.

Boud, et al. (1985) conceive reflection as a predteat ties experience (including
behavior and emotion) to changes in perspective sabsequent commitment to action
and application. For proper reflection to takecplahere must be some distance from the
experience in order to reflect on it.

Returning to experience can be seen as an impduaction in learning because
it counteracts a serious shortcoming in experielg&ning:

[W]e can make false perceptions, false implicatiang in the end false learning.

Through this process of reflection, false perceystican be detected and the

learner can view the experience from other perspescand have the possibility

to look at the event in a wider context comparethéomore concrete context in

which it was situated (Hgyrup, 2004, p.446).

Boud, et al. (1985) also believe it is importanthe return to experience to attend to

emotions connected to the event under considera@eing beyond negative feelings
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can provide a more rational interpretation of wieppened, and recalling positive
emotions can “provide the learner with the impeatupersist in what might be very
challenging situations and ... might facilitate kbarner’s freedom to move to different
perspectives of ...experience” (Hgyrup, 2004).afynthey encourage what they call
“re-evaluation” during reflection:

Re-evaluation involves re-examining experiencéalight of the learner’s

intent, associating new knowledge with that whhlready possessed, and

integrating this new knowledge into the learnebdaaeptual framework. It leads
to an appropriation of this knowledge into the tesiis repertoire of behaviour

(Boud et al., 1985, p. 27).

Loughran (2002) argues that student-teachers aqgemgerin either reflection or
effectivereflection but that the latter is the only one likely to Baauch long-term
impact on student-teachers, since it is the oninfthat engages them actively as
learners. He states, “Simply being encourageéfteat is likely to be as meaningful as a
lecture on cooperative group work” (p. 33). Helaxys, however, that “[e]ffective
reflective practice is drawn from the ability tafne and reframe the practice setting, to
develop and respond to this framing through admithat the practitioner’s wisdom-in-
action is enhanced and, as a particular outcortieykation of professional knowledge is
encouraged” (p.42). Tomlinson (1999a) echoes Lmarghere that if

conscious forms of strategic knowledge are indeedfbrm action and, still more

crucially, to become consolidated within the stueleacher’s repertoire of action

dispositions, then they must...be given ample.odppity for repeated attempts

at the implementation strategies, i.e. at ‘doimgrh, but with provision of

36



feedback, analysis and guidance sufficiently ctosiie action to influence it

effectively (p.540).

In Mezirow’s (1990) work, learners are encouragedxtend their thinking to
critical reflection. In so doing, learners candr@e aware of the historical, social,
cultural, and political contexts within which aneew has occurred. In critical reflection
the individual challenges the validity of his prppasitions, and is concerned not with
the how or the how-to of action, but with the wthe reasons for, and the consequences
of what we do (Mezirow, 1990). When this leverefiection is met, Mezirow believes
that the level of learning is deepened and thenxazan actually be transformed.
“Reflection may imply reconstruction of knowleddpeit critical reflection may imply
changes in the very psychological mechanisms thadtitute the basis of our
interpretations of the world” (Hayrup, 2004).

"Perspective transformation is the process of bawgmritically aware of how

and why our presuppositions have come to constinginvay we perceive,

understand, and feel about our world; of reformoathese assumptions to
permit a more inclusive, discriminating, permeadote integrative perspective;
and of making decisions or otherwise acting ondhe=sv understandings. More
inclusive, discriminating permeable and integrapeespectives are superior
perspectives that adults choose if they can bedheyeare motivated to better

understand the meaning of their experience" (Mezid990, p. 14)

Such critical awareness can then lead the studentier to actively reframe future action
in an effort to promote better learning for themssland their students once equity and

social justice issues have been taken into account.
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It should be noted at this point that several tisé® (see particularly Schon's
concept of knowing-in-action 1983; 1987) have towy&ith the idea that student-teacher
reflection can also involve some implicit learnirign contrast to applying technical or
scientific rationality” (Hatton & Smith, 1995) whaonsidering a given event, a more
“tacit knowledge is derived from the constructiordaeconstruction of professional
experience” (Hatton & Smith, 1995). This involwes notion of the
“professionalization” of a student-teacher. Hatamal Smith (1995) state that this
intuitive understanding and/or internal and immesdi&flection-in-action and subsequent
adjustment of behavior

may be characterised as part of the artistry aitimeé knowledge derived from

professional experience (Gilson, 1989) and incledegaging in a reflective

conversation with oneself, shaping the situatioterms of the reflector’s frame
of reference, while constantly leaving open thespmkty of reframing by

employing techniques of holistic appraisal’ (Alrieh& Posch, 1989).
Tomlinson (1999a) questions the near-exclusive esiglon conscious thinking and
learning in teacher education, and calls for redesas to attempt to “grapple with the
difficult issues of balance and interplay betweaaplicit and explicit facets of
processing” (p.533). He argues that it is timentwre closely examine implicit learning

“not just passively, but by seeking to harness deatures as the ‘exquisite

sensitivity’ connectionist studies point to in humeawareness. Along with other

aspects of transfer and generalisation, these &g important lessons for us to

take to teacher preparation, especially if theylmaeombined with
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complementary ideas from recent work in Activityebiny and sociocultural

psychology” (p.534) (See below for more on AT).

Finally, the notion that reflection occurs on adiwndual level is clear in most
theories. What is more implicit, however, is thea that interaction with others brings
very valuable dimensions to the reflective procddgyrup (2004) notes that “the core
processes of reflection — critical opinion shariasking for feedback, challenging
groupthink, learning from mistakes, sharing knowednd experimentation — only can
be realised in processes of interaction.” An aphese of trust is an important
consideration when having individuals reflect iatgively. For truly productive
reflection to emerge, it must occur within “a cuéuhat makes it possible for people to
be challenged constantly without fear of retaliatiRaelin, 2002). Rogers states that
“the reflective process appears most likely to ueessful when both individual and
environmental factors are managed so that the xpptevides an appropriate balance of
challenge and support” (2001). Table 1 (adaptexhfHayrup, 2004) considers
reflection from an interactive perspective. lingortant to note that individual and
interactive reflection are complimentary, ratharttmutually exclusive. Amobi’s (2006)
summary of Roger’s (2002) work on reflection ties element of continuity to
interaction:

The two elements that make an experience educatevmteraction and

continuity. Interaction with another person ormMarings about change, a sense

of disequilibrium that causes one to make senskeeoéxperience. Continuity is

closely linked with interaction: it entails the acaulation of meanings from past
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Table 1

Interactive perspectives in reflection

Reflective Processes

Interactive Setting

Situation — collaborative culture

Separation — distance from experienc

Action — inquiry and experimentation

Feeling — attention to emotions

Critique — seeking out assumptions
(critical reflection)

experiences that are brought

Encouraging a culture of reflection. A climate of

trust, support, and visibility of feedback

processes.

Stepping back from events to ponder the meaning
of what transpired.

Sharing of design ideas. Collective planning,
analysis, and decision making. Interaction during
experimentation, feedback, and revision
processes. Synthesizing different kinds of
experience and sharing knowledge.

Attending to emotions concerning the problerr
well as those related to the group environment
(particularly anxiety related to disclosure of idg
potential errors, or fear of threatening common
values).

Challenging groupthink and breaking through
assumptions. (Difficulties may arise as internal
and external group power relations are exposed
and questioned).

to bear on the meanaking of a new experience.

The sources of information for meaning-making gbenence are not limited to

the lessons gleaned from past experience; theydeabne’s knowledge about the

world and the knowledge of more knowledgeable sther

It is to be noted here that the

previous two cotgppesented in relation to

reflection — implicit learning and interaction -eaelated to key notions in social-

constructivist theories of learning. The Vygotsk@ncepts of object-, other- and self-

regulation, the role of learning mediators, and4zbee of Proximal Development echo

the views on “effective” reflective processes. d\leshat Alrichter and Posch call “a
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reflective conversation with oneself” (1989), Vysky (1986) called “egocentric
speech,” now better known to modern scholars aséf@a speech”. For Vygotsky,
private speech is the mechanism by which learnglgd external information to internal
cognitive processes. “[P]rivate speech operatemastermediate stage of development
between social speech and inner verbal thouglatwhich it is transformed” (Berk,
1992). As such, it is a potential window into wiall become implicit thinking. “The
same language that mediates social interactiondsetwidividuals is used to mediate
cognitive activity within individuals” (Diaz & Berkl992, p. v). Though Vygotsky and
others have primarily examined this phenomenorhildien, there is recent evidence
that “the strategic cognitive uses of languages@f continue throughout the lifespan”
(John-Steiner, 1992 p. 285). Though apparentl/fiexjuent in older learners, private
speech does appear to be used by adults, parljcwlaen faced with new and/or
difficult tasks, and in greater amounts when theagpr is in less inhibited contexts
(John-Steiner, 1992). That private speech actstaglge between social language and
inner language emphasizes the initial need foreaténteraction as the impetus for
learning.

In sum, most recent definitions of quality reflectinvolve the individual
interacting with others in a “low-risk” environmetat a) define a problem (or as per
Seibert and Daudelin (1999), engage in a ‘developai@xperience’); b) connect the
problem to past experience; c) elaborate “the nmgpoi ideas in relation to one another”
(Hayrup, 2004); d) form a plan for future actioptest assumptions; and f) reconsider

events through a continuous feedback process.
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Taxonomies of reflection in teacher preparation. Faced with an as-yet
imperfect set of concepts, teacher educators asrehers of teacher education
pedagogy are interested in promoting in studerdhie@ an advanced form of reflection
during their studies that may continue to functsrthey engage in actual teaching
practice. Amobi (2006) suggests that teacher edtgat least choose a “rendition of
reflection [that] positions the student-teacherjnst as a consumer but also as a co-
constructor of the knowledge of and about teachimhdentifying what advanced
reflection on the part of a student-teacher lodtesisn’t easy. It is difficult as a teacher
educator or researcher to precisely measure thé ded degree of reflection engaged in
by a particular learner, since any evidence thezanhot be observed directly, but rather
must be ascertained through secondary means, suwdhes in discourse and/or
performance/products. Davis (2006) suggests lapfanindicators, such as “the
integration of ideas about multiple aspects oflteay; such as learners and learning,
subject matter knowledge, assessment, and ingtrucfas well as] how analytic the
reflection is.” She agrees with Hatton and Smli®95), who themselves were heavily
influenced by Dewey, van Manen (1977), and Schat, it trying to understand and
identify the nature of student-teacher reflectiors important to recognize that there
may be several types of reflection. Hatton andt®i(i995) identify four main types of
reflection, but insist that they are developmentat, hierarchical. “Their ...taxonomy
includes technical rationality, reflection-on-acti@@escriptive, dialogical, and critical
reflection), and reflection-in-action” (E. A. Dayi8006). These descriptors match fairly
evenly with the work of Baxter Magolda (1999) whsaaproposed four developmental

phases of epistemological growth: 1) absolute kngw2) transitional knowing, 3)
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independent knowing, and 4) contextual knowing (Bl & Henry, 2003). First,
technical rationality, or absolute knowing, refeyshat student-teachers often do at the
beginning of their preparation experiences — thathiey consider their most basic skills
and competencies as they relate to received kngeled theory and research. This
corresponds to the Vygotskian notion of “objectedagjon” — a particular locus of

control that is unlikely to activate the ZPD andpote much internalization of concepts.
Next, reflection-on-action encompasses three seltygescriptive, dialogical, and
critical reflection. Descriptive and dialogicafleztion correspond to Baxter Magolda’s
(2999) transitional knowing and independent knownegpectively. In descriptive
reflection, the student-teacher goes beyond a rept of an event, and attempts to
provide some evidence or rationale for the acttbas have occurred. Dialogical
reflection often includes interaction with anothemd involves consideration of alternate
explanations and points of view. Critical reflectj as noted above in the discussion of
Mezirow’s work, puts the action under consideratimo a historical, social, cultural, and
political context, which can lead to a new awarertbat allows the student-teacher to re-
approach a teaching event with ideas for enhanmasgive social change, encouraging
equity, and promoting greater social justice. iCaltreflection aligns well with Baxter
Magolda’s (1999) concept of contextual knowing.e Tdtter two forms of reflection
correspond to Vygotsky’'s concept of “other-reguatiat which point the learner is able
to move into his/her ZPD and internalize some efdbncepts, but only with the help of
and interaction with others. Finally, reflectiamaction is the “thinking-on-one’s-feet”
concept that was first proposed by Schon (1983) vémich is a type of reflection that

occurs on the spur of the moment. This type décéibn is thought to occur when an
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individual accesses knowledge that has already imemalized, through either explicit
or implicit means of learning. This knowledgeesrieved and made use of more on an
intuitive level, than a metacognitive one. Thigiow matches Vygotsky's level of “self-
regulation” — a more fully automatized, internatizevel of higher mental processing.
Table 2 summarizes Hatton and Smith’s (1995) anddBdlagolda’s (1999)
taxonomies. It bears repeating here that neithertomy is considered to be hierarchical
in that one form of reflection is deemed superoanother, or that a learner should strive
for one kind of reflection and dispense with thieess. Rather, these taxonomies are
viewed as developmental in nature. For exampleammer may be more likely to pursue
technical rationality first in the reflective prasebefore attempting critical reflection.
This does not imply, however, a type of linear sleghere one type of reflection occurs
prior to another until an endpoint is reached tdad, these types of reflection are
thought to occur in more of an upward spiral fashia that they are revisited iteratively
at increasingly complex levels of understanding éexklopment. Rogers (2001) echoes
this view:
The process of reflection does not always havdiaatebeginning and end.
Thus, it should be viewed as continuous, muchdikever-expanding spiral in
which challenging situations lead to reflection aitttmately to new
interpretations or understanding. These new utal@isigs may then lead to new
challenges and additional reflection. Each neweegpce with reflection should
lead the individual to broadened and deepened stadgling, an enhanced array
of choices, and a more sophisticated capacity dosd among these choices and

implement them effectively.

44



Table 2:

Summary of Hatton & Smith’s and Baxter Magoldasotaomies of reflection

Reflection Type and Nature

Possible Content

Hatton & Smith (1995)

Baxter Magolda (1999)

Technical Rationality

Technical (decision-making
about immediate behaviors or
skills) drawn from a given
research/theory base, but always
interpreted in light of personal
worries and previous experience.

Absolute Knowing Knowledge
is external to self, factual, and
absolute.

Beginning to examine (possibly
with peers) one’s use of essential
skills or generic competencies as
applied in controlled, small scale
settings.

Reflection-on-action
Descriptive
Descriptive (social
efficiency, developmental,
personalistic) seeking what
is seen as ‘best possible’
practice.

Dialogical

Dialogic (deliberative,
cognitive, narrative),
weighing competing claims
and viewpoints, and then
exploring alternative
solutions.

Critical

Critical (social,
reconstructionist), seeing as
problematic, according to
ethical criteria, the goals and

practices of one’s profession.

Transitional Knowing
Knowledge can be held by
everyone and is relative and
personalized.

Independent Knowing
Knowledge comes from within
and is not abouwhat (facts, right
answers) but aboliow (ways of
thinking, supporting positions
with data and reasoning).
Knowledge is a process, often
involving hearing the voices of
others and debating ideas.
(Haynes, 2006)

Contextual Knowing

Knowledge built through a
process of reasoning based on
socially-constructed judgments
and values, which are ever open
to reconsideration and
reinterpretation.

Analyzing one’s performance in
the professional role (probably
alone), giving reasons for actions
taken.

Hearing one’s own voice (alone
or with another) exploring
alternative ways to solve
problems in a professional
situation.

Thinking about the effects upon
others of one’s actions, taking
into account social, political,
and/or cultural forces (can be
shared)

Reflection-in-action
Contextualization of multiple
viewpoints drawing on any of the
other types of reflection applied
to situations as they are actually
taking place.

Dealing with on-the-spot
professional problems as they
arise (thinking can be recalled
and then shared with others
later).
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Again, in Vygotskian terms, the movement from “@abjeto “other-" to “self-regulation”
also shifts back and forth from moment-to-momeltthoaigh it is expected that over
time, self-regulation will eventually be the outoam

Applying Reflection in Teacher Preparation.In spite of the difficulty of
pinning down an exact definition of quality reflect, it remains a key component of
teacher preparation programs. The NCATE Stand&dsxample, require of programs
that they “encourage collegiality, reflective piaet continuous improvement, and
collaboration among educators, learners, and fagiiknd of preservice teachers that
they be able to “reflect on practice, and act @uback” NCATE Standard2006 p.4).
Also, ACTFL/NCATE Standard 6a stipulates specificéthat student-teachers engage in
“reflection as a critical tool for growth”, and thideally they should “systematically
engage in a reflective process for analyzing studenk and planning future
instruction...[and] identify possibilities of clasem-based research to inform practice”
(ACTFL/NCATEDPp. 36). Note that in both instances, studerntkteareflection is called
for, but in no instance in either document is firkd. In addition to the problems
associated with precisely defining it are the diffties of priming and persuading
student-teachers to engage in reflective practiceich a way as to promote real learning
— challenges which fall squarely in the lap of teagreparation programs to resolve.
Dawson (2006) states:

In practice, efforts to promote teacher reflectodten fall short for a variety of

reasons (Fendler, 2003). These reasons includeyéunot limited to, prospective

teachers merely focusing on the logistical issess@ated with teaching,

ignoring the contextual factors in school-basedremments, displaying shallow

46



thought unaccompanied by action (Zeichner, 1996]),failing to reflect in

systematic and intentional ways (Dana & Silva, 2003
What's more, an additional challenge lies in getstudent-teachers to carry on with
deep reflection into practice after graduatiorledcher educators may focus on the tools
to survive in the classroom and meet the requirésrfen the label “highly-qualified
teacher” without simultaneously instilling the tedbr self-renewing growth and
reflective thinking (Amobi, 2006).

Research and Implementation

There have been changes not only in the theoretpfaioaches to teacher
preparation, but also its actual practice. As suesearch findings appear to favor the
concepts delineated above under the present stodyteptualization of the term
“teacher development”.

Rather than present methods and approaches thet tetichers must simply
absorb and imitate, where they are merely “pasgepients of transmitted knowledge”
(Crandall, 2000), there has been a move toward fearaer-centered models of teacher
preparation. In these models, there is a shiftydveam “transmission, product-oriented
theories to constructivist, process-oriented the=oof learning, teaching, and teacher
learning” (Crandall, 2000). Wideen, Mayer-Smithdavioon (1998), in their meta-
analysis of ninety-three empirical studies on leagrio teach state that, based on their
findings, “traditional programs of teacher educatinave little effect upon the firmly held
beliefs of ...beginning teachers”. They found, boer, that successful programs were
ones that innovated and involved student-teacliect®mn and collaboration. Examples

include Hollingsworth (1992) who examined the pgsitole of conversation in learning
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to teach, Johnston (1994) who found that dialogas meeded in practicum in order for
student-teachers to develop self-awareness intdesthing, and Schneider & Ammon
(1992) who examined the evolution of pedagogicalenstanding in their student-
teachers, whose thinking best developed throughicofa key notion of Activity

Theory — see below). Successful teacher prepardtien, appears to correspond with
approaches in the cognitive and social construepistemologies. Wideen et al. (1998)
state:

...In fact, constructivist theory has provided thevrenceptual ideology for

many in teacher education, both in how researdndgrtaken and in program

development. Following the conceptual lead of aed®ers such as Driver,

Asoko, Leach, Mortimer, and Scott (1994) and voaséffeld (1987), proponents

reject the positivist view that meaning can be pd$som teacher-educator to

learner-teacher. Beginning teachers construct dvem knowledge about

teaching (p.161).

In summary, based on current thinking, a qualiacker development program is
epistemologically located within a paradigm thatasstructivist and process-oriented,
where learners have multiple opportunities to ntedesfers from theory to practice, are
highly reflective, are active participants in thanstruction of meaning (in learning by
reconstruction), and collaboratively problem-sawéevels just beyond their current
levels of understanding. The program, course cane-task under examination in the

present study were developed in accordance wishntioidel.
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The Context of the Study

The teacher educators involved in developing thheign language education
curriculum pursued by the participants in this gtddsigned the program and its course
content to foster teacher education and trainiagyell as development. Within each
course they designated a set of fixed core tashighwthe students were required to
successfully complete. Each task was aligned thighpreservice standards set forth by
the college, the state, and the various secondiugation accreditation agencies. These
tasks were designed to further not just factualkadge and offer opportunities to put
theoretical concepts into practice, but also tooarmge quality reflection, often through
the social construction of knowledge and artifacts.

The Course and Core Task

The course in which the present study took placetiva graduate level of the
Foreign Language Practicum. One of the primarsadfithis course was to prepare
student-teachers for their final internship expsreein the foreign language education
program. As such, student-teachers were encoutagedle this course in the semester
immediately preceding the final internship. Therse included both university- and
field-based work.

The “core tasks” were a key means at this partrauta/ersity of assessing
student-teacher competencies related to the s@mdaross the various evaluative
agencies. The present study concerned itselfavdtimgle core task encompassed within
the Foreign Language Practicum. For the graduatiests taking this course, a video
project was required as one of the assignmentsA(spendix A for Assignment

Description).
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The Practicum video project was completed in groapsh of which chose as
topics both a ‘best-practice’ teaching strategy amseécond language skill. Each group
was to research the foundations and rationalestehe topics, then videotape an
explanatory segment (getting at the notion of “edion”). This was to be accompanied
by brief classroom practice-based samples of tiagesty and of the skill as supporting
evidence (getting at the notion of “training”). Whvideotaped microteaching is a long-
observed practice in teacher preparation, the enfieature of this task was to be the
compilation and editing processes involved in mgkhre final “film”, which was
designed to be shown to and further instruct thiettergraduate peers. This latter feature
was deemed important by the course designers bedanas thought to hold the
potential to move the student-teachers out ofehbrtical rationality type of reflection.
The need to iteratively consider their explanatiand examples and to discuss and
actively choose and edit specific exemplary vidgusovas believed to foster descriptive
and dialogical reflection, moving them into evemwngones of Proximal Development.
Finally, the project instructions and rubric reguiithe student-teachers to consider and
present their topics in light of varying contexiEhey were to analyze the possible
diverse needs, abilities, proficiencies, and bamkgds of students, which was meant to
encourage critical reflection. In the end, thetiplé types of reflection coupled with the
social interaction with and construction of arttlawas intended to promote in the
student-teachers a broad, deep understandingiotdpecs. As mentioned above, the
idea was to have student-teachers take informétiairnthey had been presented in

previous courses and elaborate on it in order teentetheir own. The ultimate goal was
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to help them to become self-regulatory and thougivtftheir applications of these
approaches once in actual practice.

The completed “movie” was assessed based on arigee Appendix B), which
the student-teachers were given in advance. Wihesessfully completed, the student-
teachers responsible were considered to have meetluirements of this core task.
Receiving a passing grade on this assignment thphed that a given student-teacher
had met the standards (national, state, and ind)alesignated for this core task by the
teacher educators in the program. The evaluafitimecend-product of this task,
therefore, carried a great deal of weight as a oread the cognitive/psychological
change (i.e. learning), and the pedagogic transiboms (i.e. professionalization)
deemed necessary for future success on the pédre student-teacher.

The Research

It is the opinion of this researcher, however, thatfinal product alone does not
provide a complete picture of the student-teacHeehing. It is, after all, only the
outcome of the task. Many learning theorists belignat learning lies in therocessof
creating the product. The end may justify the nselnt according to teacher preparation
research, as discussed above, the means is whet@fhtbe learning is taking place. As
such, theprocessesieed to be examined in order to understandyesandlevelsof
understanding and change taking place. Informatimh as this is crucial to teacher
educators who may wish to create and tweak leagmvgonments that promote
multiple types of reflection and ensure levels mderstanding that will eventually
translate into practice for the student-teacherslued. Without an understanding of the

processes engaged in by student-teachers in congpéetask, teacher educators cannot
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be completely certain that the task itself is destyin the best way possible to promote
the best type of learning possible. This is comsistvith Vygotsky’'s views that learning
is not a state of being, but rather a process.

The program, course, and core task involved inghidy were created by teacher
educators with sociocultural constructivist view$o were aiming for the student-
teachers therein to engage in increasingly compégbective tasks designed to
eventually promote deep understanding of concemtssalf-regulative professional
skills. How to conduct research on learning inhsac environment is well-stated by
Rowe and Wertsch (2004):

Vygotsky postulated that uniquely human psycholalgicocesses (‘higher

mental processes’) must be studied as they origiawad develop in social

activity. The approach that has developed fromdisky’s work can be
characterized as tlievelopmental analystf how processes that originate in
social actionshaped bgemiotic mediatiofprimarily language) argansferred to
the individual planeaind shapéigher mental processép. 539, italics in
original).

It is, therefore, just such a research approadhwha undertaken in the present
study, affecting its design, research questiong,saection of instrumentation and
analysis procedures (see Chapter 3 for detailsethadological implementation).

Case Study. It should be noted that one means of accommagléimresearch
requirements of context-based development over igsrtfeough qualitative inquiry,
which offers methodological approaches that dgpooport to isolate the researcher or

the participants from the surrounding context onfrone another. Researcher bias and
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subjectivity are understood to be not just inevgabut important by most qualitative
researchers. In theté(bentury version of the hermeneutic tradition, eedeggerian
view is that “[k]nowledge is always perspectivatlaituated. There is no escape to an
absolute view without presuppositions. Human knogéeis always an interpretative
clarification of the world, not a pure, interestdrtheory” (Hjgrland & Nicolaisen, 2005).
Knowledge in context is also an important notiosatial constructivist theories, and
encourages a kind of “effective” reflection on theat of the researcher.

The most appropriate research strategy is one#mbest respond to the purpose
of the study and the related research questiorersidll and Rossman (1995) offer a
guide (p. 41) to aligning the study purpose andtjars to appropriate research
strategies. In the instance of both exploratoy @escriptive research — as is the
situation in the present study — this guide deeass study to be the strategy of choice.
Case study is the collection and presentation tz#ilée information about a particular
participant or small group, frequently including thccounts of subjects themselves. A
form of qualitative descriptive research, the cstsely looks intensely at an individual or
small participant pool, drawing conclusions onlpabthat participant or group and only
in that specific context (Becker et al., 2005).isTéso corresponds to the Vygoskian
notion of genetic analysis (see below).

(Micro)Genetic Analysis. One of Vygotsky's four domains of human
development toward higher mental functioning iswna@s ‘microgenesis’, which is
defined as the “moment-to-moment changes of ura®lgig when performing a task”
(Dong, 2004-2006). From this concept emerges tti@m of microgenetic research

designs, which can aid the researcher in studymag@e processes and individual
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differences in development. Lavelli, et al. (20@55orse and explain microgenetic
research designs as being

specially aimed to allow the researcher to closélserveprocesses of change

instead ofproducts As the name implies, microgenetic designs ataded on

themicrogenesi®f development, that is, on the moment-by-moméange

observed within a short period of time...(p. 4alids in original)
From a sociocultural point of view, microgeneti@bssis also serves an important
function as a “dynamic assessment of a [learn&ts]e of proximal development™
(Lavelli et al., 2005, p.44), which has implicatsofor practice. What's more, learning
more about the small, microdevelopmental mechangmdsconditions that produce
development leads to increased understanding o tbag-term, macrodevelopmental
changes in an individual.

Exploratory Practice. Note Vygotsky’'s notion that cognitive developrhére.
learning) occurs during periods of problem-solvipgtticularly in socially-mediated
contexts, as well as Leontiev’s beliefs that lafg@blem-solving is interspersed with
multiple periods of contradiction, conflict, or ®an, and that these “turning points” are
the opportunities at which development may takeglanore on this in AT below). How
researchers, particularly those also in the rolgrattitioners, go about examining and
understanding these microgenetic processes hamvgl\fesm Schonian reflective
practice to Nunan’s (see Nunan, 1996; 1997; Sch&cRamirez, 1992) concepts of
action research. For those who take a reflecppgaach on the part of the practitioner
and/or the student-teachers, the goal is to thiogkibaction in order to understand it.

The action research approach, on the other hatesgsabout understanding, and more
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PRACTITIONER RESEARCH

Reflective Practice Action Research
| |
Contemplation for Action for change
understanding
l Exploratory Practice 1

Lrtion for
understanding

EF inwvolves aciion, like
action research, but the
primary aim of the action 15
to promote understanding
rather than to bring about
deep change. Deep
understanding 15 a
precursor to meaningful
change. .

EF is about understanding,
like reflective practice, but
understanding 1z promoted
thraugh action involving all
the participants [ 1 e,
learners as well as teachers).
This invelves thought and
reflection, often stimulated
through collaboration.

Figure 1: How Exploratory Practice relates to Reflectivad®ice and Action Research

Models EP, 2006)

about doing in order to solve a problem. In thioacresearch perspective, a problem is
identified which requires solving, and the praotitr and/or student-teachers embark on
a path of innovation as a means of changing thimggefully for the better. Dick
Allwright (see Allwright, 2003a; 2003b; 2005; Allght & Lenzuen, 1997EP, 2006;
Tarone & Allwright, 2005), however, has proposetiied option for practitioner-
researchers. In Allwright’s view, both thought aaxdion are required in order to gain
understanding, as seen in Figure 1. Action provilesetting for microgenetic study of
processes, which leads to understanding. Allwrsgles research, not as problem-
oriented, but “puzzle”-oriented (not everything paping in a classroom is, after all, a

problem, but it is still important to gain accessl anderstanding of what is occurring).
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Allwright calls his approach Exploratory Practi&), since it is concerned with the
exploration of processes for the purpose of imprgwinderstanding of what is
happening in a given situation. Also importanAtlwright's EP is the notion, which
coincides with sociocultural theory and case s@jayroaches that observations should
occur in a natural setting. The research shoutdroas part of normal classroom
activities, imposing minimally on the naturalne$she setting, as well as on the
behaviors of those involved. Allwright's EP offéessustainable way of carrying out
classroom investigations that provides ...teac{@rd potentially the learners also) with a
systematic framework within which to define theamef ...teaching and learning that
they wish to explore, to refine their thinking abthem, and to investigate them further
using familiar classroom activities, rather thacademic’ research techniques, as the
investigative tools” (Allwright & Lenzuen, 1997, B3).

Since the goal of this study was to understandga®aather than seek out and
test possible solutions to perceived problems, BRigles a means of pursuing this goal
by the researcher and participants being botheaetiv reflective.

Activity Theory. Any study that proposes to examine and descobgtex
processes requires a way to make meaning out afatzegathered. It is the belief of this
researcher, and of the program designers in whishstudy is conducted, that a socially-
and artifact-mediated, collaborative environmenttabutes to learning. The framework
for the data analysis of a study conducted in sucbntext must be one suited to
organizing data from the research of the sociastrantion of knowledge. Among the
research frameworks available for handling thigetgpdata, Activity Theory offers a

lens through which to examine the concept of pae$earning. This is because it
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allows the researcher to consider how a learnerants with the elements of a given
context en route to a goal, which is an importapeat of cognitive development in the
sociocultural paradigm.

Activity Theory has been used to study areas sa@rgonomics (Bedny &
Karwowski, 2004; Engestrom, 2000), human-computtaraction research (see Bannon
& Badker, 1991; Bagdker, 1991; 1996; Nardi, 1996)pimation systems design (see
livari & Lyytinen, 1998), computer supported coagtere work (see Kuuti, 1991; Kuuti,
1992), artificial intelligence (Star, 1996), andatiecare (Engestrom, 1993). Since
Activity Theory is relatively new to educationakearch, it offers a view into learning
processes that may have been heretofore as yeteglainexamined. Some work has
been done in the areas of education (Cook, Smakyrifry, Konopak, & Moore, 2002;
Flavell, 2001; Hung, Tan, & Koh, 2006; Pearson,2®oth & Lee, 2007) and inservice
teacher development (D. L. Russell & Schneiderhei@®05). A handful of researchers
have paired activity theory with teacher prepara{@rossman, Smagorinsky, &
Valencia, 1999; P. Grossman & McDonald, 2008; Put&aBorko, 2000; Utley, 2006).
Daniels (2004), however, poses a strong argumernhéuse of AT by researchers in
teacher development when he says:

activity theory provides an important perspectivetize problem of developing

practices which are frequently observed to be dBkarbut remain difficult to

develop... [A]ctivity theory directs attention toipts of integration that might not
otherwise be considered... For many educatoreiiges important tools for the
development of an understanding of pedagogy. Itapdy, this body of

theoretical work opens up, or rather insists ugopedagogic imagination that
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reflects on the processes of teaching and leaasnmguch more than face-to-face
interaction or the simple transmission of presaikeowledge and skill (p.121).
It is important to note that the term “Activity Ty is a somewhat misleading
translation of the original Russian. “Activity” heerefers to the German and Russian
meanings of the wordBatigkeitanddejatel’nost respectively, which translate as “doing
in order to transform something”, rather than aemgeneral interpretation of action
(Kuuti, 1996). AT is also not a formal theory, gusible or scientifically acceptable
general principle or body of principles offeredcetxplain phenomena™theory", 2006).
It is, rather, “a collection of basic ideas for ceptualising both individual and collective
practices as developmental processes” (Mwanza &&ngm, 2005). As such, itis a
flexible, yet consisterd priori framework, which allows for greater generalizatsom
comparison, making it a “powerful and clarifyingsdeptive tool” (Nardi, 1996, p. 7).
Origins and theoretical underpinnings of activitheory. While perhaps not yet
used extensively to examine teacher developmerniyifcTheory has been emerging
and evolving over many decades. AT'’s original rfestations are located in early"20
century Soviet psychological theories that wereceomed with the roles of culture and
history in human consciousness and cognition. primeiple groundwork was laid by
Lev Vygotsky, who was profoundly influenced by therks of Kant, Hegel, Marx, and
Engels (Kuuti, 1996). Led by Vygotsky, they workedether to “discover the way
natural processes such as physical maturationearsbsy mechanisms become
intertwined with culturally determined processegitoduce the psychological functions
of adults” (Luria, 1979). They felt that traditianbehaviorist and psychoanalytic

approaches to psychology at that time did not gerf@ugh in the explanation of human
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consciousness. They suggested that previous réseaitttad tried to emulate other fields
in making psychology an exact science, and in sogldevere confined to looking at
mental activity as something occurring solely “witthe organism”. This view of
consciousness, as previously explored by the bkésavlov, Freud, Piaget, and Dewey
seemed inadequate to Vygotsky and his adherents.sddialist influences of these
Soviet researchers’ time and place led them toiden&collective” and “cooperative”
labor and its products, and how the individual tiores within a work system rather than
independently of history, culture, and other peopAdexander Luria wrote, “It seems
surprising that the science of psychology has aitie idea that many mental
processes are social and historical in originhat important manifestations of human
consciousness have been directly shaped by the jrasitices of human activity and the
actual forms of culture” (Luria, 1976).

In their new paradigm, the Soviets concluded thiate a motive and a goal have
been identified, any attempt to carry out a tagkrizewith an individual’s pre-existing
notions of things and tools, both of which haverbsieaped by the surrounding
society/culture. Both internal and external stuues, then, already have focus, scope,
and direction before an individual begins, physycahd/or cognitively, to set about any
task. In addition, the task itself is not accomsipid in a vacuum. One is likely to select
and carry out a series of actions as a meansadhiaity an object. These actions will
likely involve tool use as well, and may even innotooperation with other people. Itis
important to consider at this point that, for thgygtsky School, the actions, tools, and
people are all also products of history and cultureVygotsky’s words, “Historical and

social experience are not in themselves differatities, psychologically speaking, since
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they cannot be separated in experience and argsalyigen together..[T]heir
mechanisms are exactly the same as the mechanisom&diousness, since
consciousness must be regarded as a particulaotaseial experience” (Vygotsky,
1925). This said, Vygotsky arrived at the con@ugihat consciousness and cognition
were best studied in context, since much more séetns at play than just the
individual.

As for cognition and learning then, members of\flggotsky School went on to
say that people engage their consciousness whegmave a motive to accomplish an
object (goal). Note that again in this instanagehis an awkward translation from the
Russian of the concept of “object”. In AT, the@ddjis like the object of a game (i.e. the
goal or the objective). This consciousness undergaotransformation as people
undertake actions that they believe will accomplishobject, both through internal
mental (intramental) engagement with the problesnwall as external (intermental)
engagement with tools (particularly language), aften, other people. This model
proposes that actions are motive-driven, objecrded, and artifact-mediated, as well as
carried out in a socio-cultural context. What'sreall of these forces working together
can lead to conscious awareness, which enhancagicegrocesses, and therefore
increases knowledge — learning is, therefore, toametive. Social interaction, then, is
the source of the development of higher mentalgsses in the individual. Human
activity is extraordinarily complex, therefore rasghers must consider that explanation
cannot be atomized into individual elements, btiteamust include the rich web of
interconnected ideas and actions that take plateisomplexity of social contexts.

Thus, key elements of their work that have contediheavily to Activity Theory are: 1)
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the importance of looking, not just at individuahsciousness in the abstract, but
consciousness as a product of one’s cultural-hesticfioundations; 2) consciousness as a
product of social interaction; and 3) consciousrasssomething that is mediated by
external events.

After his untimely death, Vygotsky’s work on adtywwas continued and
expanded on by his colleagues who pursued theireostgmnsions of his foundational
work, such as Luria, Zaporozhet, Galperin, Bozhioyigsina, and Davydov (Lompscher,
2006). Among these colleagues who were inspireldidoywork was Alexei Leontiev.
Leontiev’s contributions played a significant ratethe present forms of AT. His studies
of animals and humans led him to note that thosle apparent higher mental functions
engage in multiple “actions” (which are made upagferations” and driven by a
“motive”) as a means to eventually reach an “oBjjggdal). The “actions” by
themselves appear disconnected from the “objeat’cbmbined are the means to the end
goal. The compound “actions” that result in thaiathent of an “object” constitute an
activity, which is ultimately the unit of analysi$Vhat is different, however, about AT is
that the activity as unit of analysis also includasinimal meaningful context in which
the activity takes place. As such, “the objecbwrf research is always essentially
collective even if our main interest is individw@tions” (Kuuti, 1996 p.26).

The structure and function of an activity At the most expanded level, an
activity is the overall structure of “doing directed toaect (Kuuti, 1996 p. 27, italics
mine). The object of an activity is, essentiallly,objective or goal. An object can be “a
material thing, but it can also be less tangiblelisas a plan) or totally intangible (such

as a common idea) as long as it can be shareddoipoiation and transformation by the
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participants of the activity” (Kuuti, 1996 p. 27A subjectcannot attain an object without
the mediation of some kind aftifact or tool (i.e. people use tools in order to accomplish
goals).

This concept of mediation is key in the works &f Boviet psychologists
Vygotsky, Leontiev, and Luria. It is the idea thatifacts (e.g. instruments, signs —
including language, procedures, machines, methads, tools, etc.) (Kuuti, 1996) are
used to mediate between elements of an activity.ekample, a person cannot directly
bring about an object. Rather, s/he must make u@sen creating or transforming)
some kind of artifact in order to bring the objedb being. In addition, the artifacts
themselves are the products of the cultural-histbgontexts in which they are created,
and as such, their functions and uses are limites, impacting the potential influence on
the object. In the words of Engestrom (1999), #chation by tools and signs is not
merely a psychological idea. It is an idea thatksedown the Cartesian walls that isolate
the individual mind from the culture and the sogietThe use of these artifacts, in the
eyes of Vygotsky, is significant to higher ordeari@ng. “Because this [mediating
artifact] possesses the specific function of rev@tion, it transfers the psychological
operation to higher and qualitatively new forms gednits the humans, by aid of
extrinsic stimulito control their behavior from the outsid@/ygotsky, 1978 p. 40,
italics in original). Engestrom (1999) summariz&8$e idea that humans can control
their own behavior — not ‘from the inside’, on thasis of biological urges, but ‘from the
outside’, using and creating artifacts.” A basicd®lp as conceived of by Engestrom

(CHAT, 2005), can be seen in Figure 2.
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Me?gi‘tlifact

Bubjecth—— R Object

Figure z: Basic Model of Activity

Any given object of an activity, however, may b&med through different
actions, which depend on the situation. There bgyherefore, more than one way to
reach a given object. Leontiev wanted to creatmdel (Figure 3) that would include
the shorter-term processes that make up an actastions and operations), as well as
the features that guide each level. At the maevellthere is the whole activity, which is
guided by a motive. The motive is the human nbatdives rise to the activity, for
example, cooking a meal. An activity is made upaifons, which are guided by

conscious goals. An example of an action may lbb@sihg a recipe or purchasing the

Lewel Oriented toward Carried out by
ACTIVITY — ;%J?;Té — COMMUONITY
W1 W 1
INDITVIITTAT,
ACTION — FOAT, OR CROUP
1 01 1
EOUTINIZED
OFEEATION — CONDITIONS —  HURAN OF
MACHINE

Figure 3 Leontiev’s hierarchical levels of activity
necessary ingredients. Finally, an action is mgulef operations. An operation is
guided by the conditions required to achieve thed,gguch as julienning carrots or

caramelizing onions. Operations at first requoascious effort, but can grow to be
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routinized and automatic, such as learning to shdftandard transmission on a car. There
is a constant flux between the levels and whategitdem resulting in a dynamic system.
When an activity is complete - that is, the objsdttained - then the object is
transformed into anutcome Engestrom (1987, p.78) developed Leontiev’s eptg

into the well-known triangular model used throughAti-based research (Figure 4). In
this second-generation model, additional contexXacbrs affecting and mediating the
activity are accounted for, such as instrumentstaal$, rules and requirements, the

individual and his/her community and co-workerg] division of labor.

Instruments
e cagbass o weeres: disols; annfmes

mubject

Pastickpan ) agesl i melon

Object C— »COutcome

(il e Product: peswly

Fules  Community  Dhvision of Labor

Maera v sitlera Cirker lnabvidealy; inteeetion Whardoes wha so mser the poal
enmiectilal Fielit for aerlon

Figure 4 The Structure of a Human Activity System — SetQ@eneration

In practice, a given individual’s work activity $gs may look something like the
collaborative unit plan activity designed for addut-teacher in Figure 5. As seen in
Figure 5, the outcome of the activity is a potdhjtidynamic target produced by an
individualized, contextual, and flexible systemdding yet an even more flexible feature
to the model of the system is a means of refledtiegkey notion that change and
development (i.e. learning, or in Vygotskian terwigect- to other- to self-regulation) on

the part of the subject depends largely on thegmition and resolution
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Figure 5: Sample Structure of a Unit Plan Writing Adivior Student-Teachers

of tensions, conflicts, and contradictions thasain the system as it is executed.
Engestrom CHAT, 2005) states that internal contradictions are'dniging force of
change and development in activity systems.” Bmsibns, conflicts, and contradictions
that arise in a system are important for reseasdoenote, since they are the turning
points at which development is poised to occuresehdifficulties are usually represented
in the models with a solid (indicating a resolveafiict) or a dashed (indicating an
unresolved conflict) arrow in an activity systefigure 6 shows where conflicts arose at
different points in an activity system, and whetbenot they were resolved. Another
feature of the activity system that can be represkim the model is change in the object
over time caused by tensions and conflicts in yiséesn. Russell and Schneiderheinze

(2005) explain this concept clearly in their owadst of an inservice training project:
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Transformation of the object in a work activity ®m can occur in four ways:
widening, narrowing, switching, and disintegratiigidening of the object relates
to the object expansion while narrowing refershgeot contraction. Switching
involves a shifting of the object in response twstens in the system, and
disintegrating refers to fragmenting or splittinglee object.
Note that Figure 6 also shows where one of theckaflicts for this particular subject —
time — was not able to be resolved, and resultéddrsubject having to narrow the scope

and detail in his/her object.
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with fechology.

Rule & Commuamily Rule & Commumiiy Eule Condradiciion

Conivadic tions: Conitradictions Resohed: Unresobved: Tine
Unhappy abot having Was able to work m problan due to

to varoek in eollaboration collaboration with others — copuprater lab henars and
with others —prefers emjoyed the nteractiom and work schedule
solowotk, help. Aware of havmg leamed mismatch,

more than in solo woelk. - Group
mernbers halped to defne earhy
draft glitches and discover

sohitioms.
Figure 6 Tensions, Conflicts, and Contradictions in a Sletivity System
As researchers and theorists continue to expha@ossibilities of AT, new
guestions have arisen in terms of accounting fowowks of interacting activity systems.
Engestrom has proposed a two-dimensional modebwfdctivity systems might
interact, as seen in Figure 7. Of course, thisehsitnply shows the potential interaction
between two systems, while in reality interactians likely to occur among multiple

systems.
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Figure 7 Two Interacting Activity Systems As Minimal Modfgr Third Generation AT
(CHAT, 2005)

While the path to self-regulation and internali@athave typically been the focus
of those pursuing Vygotskian research, there agéiadal concepts set forth by
Vygotsky, Leontiev, and Luria, which have only nett¢ come to light. These are the
notions ofcreationandexternalizatiorthat can arise from internalization, setting up a
cyclical pattern of learning and creating. (Manyrks in Soviet psychology were
suppressed until the early 1990s. For an entiteatmn of translated Russian works that
deal with creation and purposeful externalizatgae Lektorsky, 1990). Engestrom
(1999, p. 26) states, “the most important aspebuafian activity is its creativity and its
ability to exceed or transcend given constraintsiastructions...There has been very
little concrete research on creation of artifapteduction of novel social patterns, and
expansive transformation of activity contexts.”

Organization of the Research Procedures

In the next chapter are presented the methodstafcdélection and analysis
which hope to get at the above questions concethmg@rocesses engaged in by student-
teachers as they complete a given standards-driventask. The measures and
instruments presented hope to reveal somethingeadtality of reflection and degree of

individual movement from other- to object- to sefgulation.
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Chapter IlI

By investigating contextual interaction betweeneas and the mediational
elements of their environment as an activity pregeel, this study intended to further
understanding of teacher development in at leasirmwportant ways. The aims of this
study were to discover a) tangible evidence of togntransformation (development in
the form of regulation), as well as b) aspectsrofgssionalization into a community of
skilled second language teachers (as evidencedtivytyg.

Traditional, positivistic methods of investigatimvolve attempting to observe a
subject/phenomenon in isolation from other extraise@riables, including the
researcher’s own subjective views. “Vygotsky pethout that such a method could
allow the experimenter only to observe a given ph@menon in its finished, habitual
state’ (Blunden, 2001, bold in original). The presettdy, however, was concerned
with processrather than product. The focus of interest wasncovering “thegenesiof
a phenomenon — how and under what conditions itbwasght into being, and through
what stages and forms it developed” (Blunden, 2@8li¢s in original). As such, this
study did not attempt to isolate phenomena, bueradttempted to explore them in their
natural complexity. Situated within sociocultutiaory, the present research was
concerned with context and consciousness — thaldmases of knowledge construction.
In such a study, data evolved from social constrdewveloped through the relationships
among the researcher, research participants, oseantext (including its historical

antecedents), and the means of data collectiong&mmsky, 1995, p. 192).
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Research Design

Sociocultural Theory as Research Orientation

The present study was a socioculturally-orientegstigation that embraced a
constructivist view that knowledge is embeddedigfined by, and developed within
culturally and historically-determined social contiens. An exploration of knowledge
developmenprocessesvithin highly a contextualized social experienequired a
research paradigm that could accommodate consideraimplexity, while at the same
time still reflect individual human perceptions astthnge from a microgenetic
perspective.
Case Study as Data Acquisition Method

This study’s research questions were directed wwaecovering more about the
processes in which the student-teachers engagealleas identifying important
behaviors, structures, and turning points withgbtential to contribute to their cognitive
and professional development. Case study allowethé learning process to be viewed
more holistically, which tied in with the socioauial paradigm. As such, the
investigator was not a neutral entity in the reslearrather, she was a participant
observer that was even occasionally drawn intattieity as a mediational artifact.
Microgenetic Case Study Design

Discovering more about the processes in which tilndesit-teachers engaged also
involved learning about the mechanisms and conditigith potential to produce
development. An additional requirement to the stgdy approach was a method for

studying change while it was occurring.
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Combining the holistic nature of case study witlenogenesis in a sociocultural
paradigm allowed for the creation of informatioroabthe process of change in
individuals and those to whom they were conneateglgiven situation.

Exploratory Practice as Pedagogical Reasoning

The fundamentals of Exploratory Practice servethagrincipled reasoning
behind the pedagogy employed in the present stuiye researcher acted in the role of
guide for the portion of the course involving tleeectask. As such, the researcher was a
participant-observer, embedded in the social ioteya in the learning context, thus
conducting the research in an integrated mannése@ing student-teachers’ actions as
they progressed through an activity, and notingoteirrences of and responses to
(including reflective moments) turning points, bgbtisociocultural theory, microgenetic
case study, and EP together as a means to expophénomena that occurred in the
activity.

Activity Theory as a Structural Framework for Data Collection and Analysis

The nature of a case study of a complex socidkesbmequired a system for
making meaning out of the data by providing strtestuAT provided a means of
organizing the multiple, interrelated socioculturahstructs and their interactions in an
activity system, such as the core task (see balom)ved in the present study. By using
the multi-noded AT modelGHAT, 2005), the researcher was able to organize the
microgenetic observations and examine them foepattof relationships with potential
to lead to developmental change over time duriegatbrk activity. This particular
framework permitted the researcher to record ietd#igns of consciousness and activity,

and the potential turning points for development.
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In order to investigate the learners’ processeésuses of mediational tools
throughout the activity, the present study recongidicipants’ interactions with one
another and the artifacts at their disposal asansief providing insight into their short-
term development during the learning task. The el@mof the “Activity” (in
Engestromian terms) were 1) the student-teachershamr groups, 2) the rules
(directions) of the activity as a subset of thesulvithin their current academic setting, 3)
interaction with one another, the professor, areddsearcher, 4) the wide range of
reference materials at their disposal, and fin&l)ythe technological equipment with
which they created and completed the activity.

Methodological Overview

Sociocultural theory, then, provided the backdmpall sub-selections of
methodological approaches in this study. Contalrexdin were the key Vygotskian
concepts of

genetic method, [regulation,] mediation, internatiian, and the zone of proximal

development, [as well as an] additional conceptyi#g which was discussed by

Vygotsky in several of his writings, [and which]shgecently emerged as a theory

in its own right—activity theory (Lantolf & Thorn006, p.18).

Case study was the approach chosen by the reseasctiee best means with which to
observe the activity in question, and to identifg moment-by-moment changes
signifying potential turning points for developmemt addition, credence was given to
Allwright’s notion of Exploratory Practice as anpappriate means for a

researcher/practitioner to conduct a study in amatly invasive way, while using the
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Research Paradigm: Sociocultural Theory & Mediation

Aociocultural research implies that the context, mediated by social interaction, tool use, and
problem-solving (the coming together of people, ohjects, and events) produce development

| (learning). Highet order cogrmitive functions develop out of the interaction of these elements
i activities that require cognitive (reason and reflection) and communicative Cinter- and
intrapersonal) actions within an individuals ZPD.
i
Research Paradigm: Sociocultural Theory & Genetic Method - Microgenesis
Within sociocultural theory 12 the concept of microgenesis. Microgenetic methods and
designe allows the researcher to closely observe process of change — development as it iz
occurting. Can help identify ZPD.
{zeneral Research Method: (Jualitative Case Study |
Cage study iz broad enough to view context, andis |
i i O e N,
appropriate to exploratory and descriptive research.

Specific Research Method: Microgenetic Case Study

sMlicrogenetic case study offers a contextually-encompassing lens with the
poterdisl for sensitivity to the mechanisms and conditions favorable to :

development ag it is ocowrting during the processes of performing an activity. \‘1
LY
¥
Pedagogical Hationale of Action: Exploratory Practice 7
e e e :=
Ezxploratoty Practice promotes using activity 4z a means to understand a (f
situation, Itis both active and reflective, [t occurs it the natural 5

contextual setting advocating minimal distractions from the normal,

natural setting caused by the presence of a research project. It also provides
aprincipled means of structuring a pedagogic task to investigate

Unit of Analysis: ACTIVITY Action operation

The activity iz the unit of analysiz at the macro-level, and iz guided
by a motive—the Inaman need that gives tise to the activity. A sub-
unit of atialysis within an activity 1z an sction. MMultiple actions
make up an activity, and they are guided by conscious goals. At the
micro-level, the unit of analysisz is an operation. Multiple operations
comprise anl action, An operation is guided by the conditions
tequited tocachiewe the goal and is primarily the arena where
processes of change ocour,

Data Analysis Framework: Activity. Theory

Zoetivity Theoty otiginates it the seciocultural frameworls advocating
the need to view the whole of an activity system and its interactions,

contradictions, conflicts, and tensions as a means for understanding
Process as it ocours in a natural setting, It provides an ideal

4 & & T

framework for organizing data obtained through the microgenetic case

study of an activity guided by Exploratory Practice. The activity and
its actions and operations make up the unit of anatysis. The AT
framework and its nodes allows away to graphically display the
opportanities for and processes of change.

Figure & Overview of Methodological Foundations for thegent Study
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activity as the bridge to understanding. In additEP provided a principled means of
structuring the creation of a pedagogic task testigate, as was the case with the
activity that was the focus of this study. An oxew of the relationships between these
concepts is presented in Figure 8.
Research Setting

The study was integrated intd?aacticumin Foreign Language/ESOL Teaching
course, taught in the College of Education at gelasoutheastern, Research | university.
The Practicum was designed to prepare studentdeatir their final internship. As part
of their preparation, the course required a 36-Hield experience, and several
assignments designed to heighten the student-teaelveareness of the requirements
and realities of the classroom, as well as reigdheir professional knowledge. The
semester-long class met in a regular classroommeitCollege of Education on Monday
evenings from 5:00 p.m. to 7:50 p.m. Due to flatig enroliments, this course was
taught jointly with its undergraduate equivaldPtacticum in Foreign Language
Teaching in the Secondary Schaokaning that both undergraduate and graduate
student-teachers attended the same class, thoeiglagisignments differed. The overall
class size was relatively small, with undergradstueent-teachers in the majority. The
number of graduate-level student-teachers presaserght at the outset, but early on
dropped to seven when one left the foreign langeageation program to pursue a
degree in another area of secondary educatiothelsemester in which the research was
conducted, the course was taught by an experigonceign language education
instructor. The majority of her experience in eation had been in teaching second

language methods courses, as well as some expeteaching th&echnology in the
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Foreign and Second Language Classromarse. As such, she was extremely well-
versed in the content of the required core task lfsbow), as well as with the technology
required to complete it. She had never, howevenipusly taught the Practicum course.
The Core Task — Design and Purpose

As previously mentioned, the foreign/second laggueducation program in the
College of Education implemented a number of sfiatedesigned to meet
institutional/programmatic accountability requiramee In addition to these institutional
requirements, this program was designed to maxiopp®rtunities and offer ample
support for the student-teachers enrolled thememeet their own sets of preservice
teacher standards. One of the program’s strateigsloped to accomplish these goals
was the establishment of core tasks within eacfrapro course. These tasks were
connected to specific state standards, which qooreded to those at the national and
college levels. They were implemented in an efi@rhaintain continuity and quality in
content and requirements across time, instrucamd/or course delivery methods.

The core task that was the focus of this invesbgatvas a video project required
only of the graduate level student-teachers ircthese. The student-teachers were to
form small groups for the project. Each group e asked to choose one each from a
list of foreign/second language teaching strategiesvell as a list of linguistic skills
necessary to foreign/second language learner poéig. The groups were then asked to
make a two-part instructional video explicatingithepics in depth for the undergraduate
students in the course.

The concept behind the task was to expand ondléitnal components of

teacher education and training by attempting tatera setting that would better promote
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development. The task designers were aware thideadtudents in the Practicum course
had already been exposed, throughout several p®eaurses, to the concepts at hand.
The basics of the strategies and linguistic skiien, were assumed to be familiar topics
for everyone in the class. Graduate student-teéachgarticular were thought to be
entering the practicum course having already preshounderstood and reflected upon
these concepts at least at the level of ‘techmat&dnality’ (see Table 2 above). There
was also the assumption by the core task desigimatrperhaps the student-teachers may
have even achieved some self-regulation in théarialization of the concepts through
iterative exposure to them at a basic level of cam@nsion and use.

The core task, then, was designed to ‘developsthdent-teachers’ existing
knowledge and skills (learned through previous atlan and training). Building on
their prior knowledge, the student-teachers weefme and explicate the concepts, as
well as offer clips of themselves enacting thema tlassroom setting. In order to
developthe student-teachers’ understandings, howeveprthject also required that their
‘definitions’ be expanded beyond the basic textboakerial into explanations of the
foundations of the theoretical premises behindtiaetices/skills in question. They were
to include the socio-historical contexts in whible practices developed, and came to be
viewed as appropriate and desirable in the modeegn/second language classroom.
By requiring them to be able to explain the fourala of their topics, the task designers
hoped to push the student-teachers into a moded complex ‘descriptive reflection’
(see Table 2 above) as they worked to translateitieas into the video medium. In this
manner, they were expected to go beyond what thdydarned previously, not just

reiterating ‘received knowledge’, but engaging ibiteof scholarly research and coming
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to a more complex, situated understanding. Hatorgresent this new information in a
comprehensible fashion to their peers was intemaledlidify this knowledge (moving
from object- to other-, and possibly to self-regiola) by exposing gaps in their
understanding as they as they worked to put thisrmation into words, text, and video.

Next, the requirement that the project be completegtoups was an attempt to
engage the student-teachers in ‘dialogical refiectisee Table 2 above). The reflective
dialogue and resulting variations in perspectivesideas were intended to raise conflict,
tension, and contradiction between different sttrdescher’s interpretations as they
worked together to build clear explanations ofth@pics for their video. These
problematic moments, according to theories of &he’ reflection and sociocultural
learning, would hold the potential to advance tinelent-teachers’ understandings, or in
Vygotskian terms, access the ZPD. The act of wgrkhrough these conflicts would get
the student-teachers to expand and deepen thenléage as they compared, confirmed,
and adjusted their perceptions.

By having them consider their topics as having bezeelevant to their field
within a given socio-historical context, the coask developers also hoped the student-
teachers might engage in ‘critical reflection’ (Seble 2 above). Critical reflection was
also the goal of the aspect of the core-task graatired the student-teachers to provide
explanations in their video of “when, why, and withom” the use of the strategy or the
focus on the specific language skill would be appede, inappropriate, or problematic.
The student-teachers were asked to consider whitiieIchosen teaching strategy or
linguistic skill would be thdeststrategy to employ orr@quiredskill to be taught irall

instructional situations withll students. As with the subject matter, the sttiteachers
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had previously been exposed to the concept of ithdal differences in terms of students’
cognitive development, learning styles, motivatiattitude, etc. Modifications and
accommodations for students with different typespecial needs and/or English and
second language proficiency levels (including lagetlearners in the foreign language
classroom) were also topics in previous and coratiigcourses.

In spite of prior exposure to the concepts at haadh of the types of reflection
mentioned above can be engaged in iterativelycaéasingly complex levels of
understanding and development. For example, ayeamgage in dialogical reflection
on a given topic on multiple occasions with a vgrad people, each iteration holding the
potential to deepen understanding. The core-tagkldpers intentionally chose the
production of an instructional video with the exjagion that the nature of video editing
would require the student-teachers to engageiiehatwith the content and footage.
Unlike traditional “record-view-critique” approachéo student-teacher-made video, the
product would not be created as a single, uneditib clip. It was believed that the
components of the final video would have to be @dwepeatedly in the process of
creating, selecting, cropping, and organizing thalfproduct. What's more, the
selected clips would need to exemplify and reirddie detailed explanations of the
specific practices assigned to a given group. Wagld mean multiple viewing of the
same teaching video, and numerous opportunitiesriiique, debate, and revision —
including the chance to research the topics maretighly, or even to record new video
should existing footage be inappropriate or inadégu Descriptive, dialogical and
critical reflection would all be key in making tpeesentation come together, and

iterative exposure to the materials during theation, selection, and organization would
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offer the student-teachers ample opportunity toudis, reflect, critique, and make
changes.

From an anecdotal perspective, in the researchassexperience as a professor
of the Practicum course, each group of studentitgaaeacted to, approached, and
accomplished the video core task in a very diffenreanner. Although there was
considerable individual variation in the processassen by the student-teachers, in each
instance the end products met the parameters afsfignment requirements.
Particularities materialized in a variety of forrssich as a) extremes in the technological
literacy required and in the levels of comfort theith; b) creative uses of features of the
technologies to emphasize particular pedagogidatficc) creative, and often humorous,
uses of self-made video clips to illustrate examjgled non-examples of appropriate
teaching strategies; d) differences in the choatesstorylines” the groups felt were
necessary to illustrate their topics; and e) wideations in skills and interests in
working cooperatively to complete the project.

The core-task, then, was designed to place inttltest-teachers’ path
obstacles/conflicts which would require them to teetools, rules, and people at their
disposal as they were forced to consider basiceqiran foreign/second language
education in new and more complex ways. The natiitiee technology-mediated
delivery format for the project was considered imgot to the process due to the
iterative nature of watching, selecting, formattargl editing video, which would offer
multiple opportunities for discussions, questiararifications, changes, and
enhancements. The task was intended to expandeapeil the student-teachers’

knowledge and understanding (i.e. learning, orygadfskian terms, object- to other- to
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self-regulation), as well as enhance their contxawareness of appropriate application
(i.e. professionalization).
The Core Task — Preparation

The video project was introduced to the studerntktees during the first class
meeting. The professor of the course discussaslpiart of the required course
assignments listed in the syllabus, and indicatedre/the student-teachers would find
detailed instructions online for this and all othequired tasks. Toward the end of the
second session, the undergraduate student-teacberslismissed and the researcher
was invited in to go over the instructions and reguents of the video project again in
more detail. The student-teachers were told bytb&essor that the researcher was there
for two purposes: 1) to act in the role of an egae to whom they would have access
throughout the semester for any additional helg thigght need in order to complete the
project; and 2) that the researcher would likeaoduict a study with them related to the
core task. The student-teachers were told thatetbearcher was, like the professor, fully
versed in the requirements of the course, the tasle-the technology, and the subject
matter, and that she would be available to helpa@yvith their project, regardless of
whether they decided to participate in the stutlge researcher then explained the study,
and its purpose and basic procedures.

The researcher then provided the student-teach#rdiand-outs (See Appendix
C) designed to help them prepare for, plan, andwgrehe task. These included step-by-
step instructions on the use of the digital vidamera and the video editing software.
The researcher made clear that she had already anaagements with the staff of the

state-of-the-art technology center housed withendbllege for the student-teachers a) to
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check out equipment (laptops with DV editing softeyeDV cameras, tripods, etc.) as
needed, and b) to make use of work space at theraghere they would have access to a
staff of technology experts for any technical supgeey might want. Also included in
the handouts was an explanation of storyboardioggavith several blank storyboards
for the student-teachers to use in planning theilept. Finally, the researcher provided
a calendar that included recommended dates for lebimg different stages of their
project, and dates and times when they could ressyace in the technology center to
meet and work. The researcher also noted a foekwendow near the start of the
semester when she would be available to work wvaighr individual groups to prepare for
the activity phase of the project, such as makiptaa and storyboard, discussing
content, reviewing/tutoring them in the use of tdehnology, etc., and encouraged them
to schedule time with her for this purpose.
The Patrticipants

The eight graduate student-teachers initially tegesl in the Practicum course
were all female and between the ages of 25 andr'igy were all seeking certification as
Foreign Language teachers, three of which weresiatin Spanish, four in Latin, and
one in German. Three of the participants had rwipus teaching experience of any
sort, two had some experience as language tutoeshad two and a half months of
classroom experience as a substitute Spanish reacitkone had one semester of
classroom experience teaching beginning-level Speati the university level. Only one
had experience as a language tutor (one and gdwaff), as a primary level Spanish
teacher in a private school (two years), and asginhing-level Spanish instructor at the

university (one and a half years).
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All eight student-teachers agreed to participatdénstudy. Within the first two
weeks of class, however, one of the Latin Languzdygcation majors decided to drop the
course and, therefore, to remove herself from tindys The participants all signed
consent forms agreeing to participate in the sttalpge videotaped, and that they
understood the steps taken to protect their privaiegt the limitations thereof. Of course,
participants were made fully aware of the posgibdi opting out of the study at any
time with no repercussions for doing so.

The students self-selected one another for grgypiasing their decisions
primarily on residential geography to make schedpyand meeting easier. Two
participants joined together because they botldlimea smaller city approximately forty-
five minutes west of the university, and two othersed because they both lived near
the university. The remaining three were drawretbgr as outliers in terms of distance —
one living one and a half hours to the east, oneditwo hours to the northeast, and one
living two hours to the northwest. The first tWls@happened to have in common that
they were both Spanish language education majodstret they both had experience
teaching at the university level. The second pad in common that they were both
Latin education majors with no prior classroom keag experience. The triad was
diverse with Latin, German, and Spanish languageattn majors, one with no
experience, one with tutoring experience, and oitle avbrief classroom teaching
experience.

As previously stated, the pool of participants wasowed to one group because
they were the only ones who followed the instruttian terms of process. Specifically,

they were the only ones who worked on the task ez, and since the researcher was
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interested irprocessather tharproduct the two groups that were eliminated provided

little data on cognitive change and professiontibreover time through multiple

opportunities to review, reflect on, and adjusirtbentent and its presentation.
Procedural Overview

Data collection began once the study participhatsbeen established. First,
background data was collected on each of the gaatits. Next, each individual was
interviewed prior to beginning the activity. Thehe researcher planned to work with
the student-teachers as a practitioner-guide gsptiepared for their task (See Appendix
A for Video Project Instructions). Data collecidwaring these first three phases was
intended to provide background information on thdipipants, possibly revealing some
initial contradictions, conflicts, and tensionsttiere present as the student-teachers
began the video editing activity.

The next, and most significant phase of data ciddleavas during the actual
editing process as the student-teachers workeck&tectheir videos. In this period, the
researcher videotaped, collected field notes, afudmally engaged with the student-
teachers as they did the video editing activityatd>collected from the videotaped
recordings were transcribed and analyzed in tefra3 the themes that emerged over
time; b) the potential developmental turning poimtsught about by contradictions,
conflicts, and tensions, and their resolutionsa-resolutions; and c) the strategic
behaviors and use of language indicative of reydatctivity engaged in by the
participants. Finally, the researcher conductest-pderviews in order to clarify
researcher conclusions of activity features, intamdto individual interpretations of

activity outcomes.
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Measures and Instruments

The primary instrument in any case study is, afrse, the practitioner/researcher.
Guided by the theoretical orientation of the stughe determines the questions to be
answered, the data collected that she believesansver those questions, the selection
of instruments used to gather the data, as wélbasto interpret the accumulated data.
As previously stated, the researcher, in the rbfmdicipant-observer, was not a neutral
entity. Rather, from a sociocultural perspectales, like all of the other mediational
tools, individuals, and rules involved, was a picidaf the sociohistorical/cultural milieu
in which the study took place. In order to mitg#tis bias as much as possible, the
researcher attempted to triangulate the data byiexag multiple sources of information
with a variety of lenses, enhancing trustworthirtessugh the credibility, transferability,
dependability, and confirmability of the findings.
Trustworthiness

Quialitative inquiry, such as was pursued in thuslyg, is subject to questions of
soundness and value, just as is true in the pait\yparadigm. Lincoln and Guba
(1985) refer to this as the “truth value” (p. 290) study — that is, “its applicability,
consistency, and neutrality” (Marshall & Rossma®93, p. 143). The constructs
typically associated with the conventional quatitteaparadigm are internal validity,
external validity, reliability, and objectivity. ihcoln and Guba (1985), offer alternative
constructs that roughly match these concepts, hidhnare better matched to the
qualitative paradigm — credibility, transferabiligependability, and confirmability.

Credibility. Credibility is, essentially, about the believélibf the research

findings to those involved in the study. In theisaultural paradigm, reality is created
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and acted upon within a given cultural-historigatem, meaning that truth exists for the
actors therein. “Since ... the purpose of qualtatesearch is to describe or understand
the phenomena of interest from the participanes gthe participants are the only ones
who can legitimately judge the credibility of thresults” (Trochim, 2006). In the words
of Lincoln and Guba (1985), the research must bedible to the constructors of the
original multiple realities” (p. 296).
Achieving high credibility in a study requires smatic and disciplined inquiry,
and, according to Patton (1999):
depends on three distinct but related inquiry elgse
» rigorous techniques and methods for gathering huggdity data that are
carefully analyzed, with attention to issues ofdi&y}, reliability, and
triangulation;
» the credibility of the researcher, which is depemam training, experience,
track record, status, and presentation of self; and
» philosophical belief in the value of qualitativeyinry, that is, a fundamental
appreciation of naturalistic inquiry, qualitativeethods, inductive analysis,
purposeful sampling, and holistic thinking (p. 1190
Rigorous techniques and methods mean that thercbgeanust make sufficient
observations and record adequate quantities ofidlaw@er that others, both expert inter-
raters and study participants may judge the quafithe results, while reaching
consensus as to their meanings. The researchédenaste enough time to making
“persistent observations” (Lincoln & Guba, 1985 veell as collect high quality data

from a wide enough variety of sources as to makadulation possible.

84



In the present study, credibility was sought ajH®/researcher taking an active
role in the class as a “participant-observer” diercourse of the semester, offering
adequate time and access to gather quality dathrdygh audio and video recordings of
events, along with field notes, which allowed thsaarcher to iteratively review data for
confirmation of emergent patterns, themes, andlenads c) by collecting data from a
variety of sources, such as a questionnaire, ile@s; and unsolicited verbal protocols
recorded through audio or video, which allowedtf@ngulation of findings; d) by
requiring expert inter-raters to review and nedettae meanings of the data; and finally,
e) by involving participants in “truth and accuradaggotiations and confirmations.

As for inter-rater reliability, two separate ratersre enlisted to examine and code
a substantial segment of data. Both held expadrtit®e area of second language teacher
preparation, both as teacher educators and asiexped researchers in the field. In both
instances, the researcher provided a segmentafttatg with a very brief training on
the application of the codes. The raters were thsked with independently reviewing
and coding. When they had completed the taskietbearcher and the raters discussed
points of difference, and, in several instancesevadle to develop intersubjectivity on
the discrepant items. Most often, lack of agreemes due to either the researcher or
the rater overlooking an opportunity to apply aeedd some instances, however, there
was genuine disagreement on the codable meaniag witerance in question. For the
first inter-rater, the first independent round oflimg produced a percentage agreement of
83 percent, which increased to 87 percent afteudson. For the second inter-rater, the
first independent round of coding resulted in arp8icent agreement level, which

increased to 94 percent after discussion. Thdee od agreement between the researcher
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and two independent coders lent increased cregibalithe researcher’s interpretations
of the data.

The credibility of the researcher is a key featarthe credibility of a study. This
is important, since the researcher is a primarnyunsent in data collection, and must,
therefore, be as dependable as possible as ataglskearch.

Of additional significance to establishing the doddy of the researcher, is the
importance of revealing (as consciously as posswatat the researcher brought to the
study. First, a researcher may improve reportoayieacy and reduce bias if s/he he has
had some prior training as a qualitative obsemveich was the case in this study. In
addition to qualitative training and practice, dsraner instructor of the Practicum
course, this researcher also held intimate knovdedghe setting in which the study was
conducted. This knowledge may have been a duaeksigord in that, on one hand, it
certainly influenced the direction of the study e findings of interest. On the other
hand, however, it may also have helped to reducesé in the data, since some patterns
were likely already established anecdotally inrdsearcher’'s mind from having worked
in previous semesters with student-teachers ondtestask involved in this study. It was
intended that researcher bias in this instance dMo@lminimized through quality data
collection, triangulation, and other-rater verifioa.

As Patton (1999) stated, credibility also is greatiproved when the researcher
rigorously prepares for a study. In terms of pbglspreparation for the present study,

first, there was rigor in case selection, whichoinred
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explicitly and thoughtfully picking cases that [wgcongruent with the study

purpose and that [would] yield data on major stgdgstions. (Patton, 1999, p.

1197).
In addition, the researcher was intimately famwiath the situation and questions to be
studied, having not only taught the course andeglittie core task several times, but also
having collected and analyzed informal field n@ed video data about the activity in
guestion. As such, the study questions, settiadigipants, and procedure were subject
to some prior fieldwork, and appeared to merit fddal study. The initial
instrumentation was also already prepared, inclythe field-tested questionnaire, a set
of foundational questions for the pre-interviewd dine means for digital video collection
(see below). The framework for identifying higloeder thinking was established and
tested in a similar setting by Herrington and Qlig&99) in their studyJsing situated
learning and multimedia to investigate higher-ordeinking

Patton’s (1999) quote of Louis Pasteur: "In tleéds of observation, chance
favors the prepared mind,” sums up the mentallletal, and psychological
dimensions of prior preparation. In the presemtlgthe researcher was a) prepared to
make the observations at the designated timesainet in qualitative inquiry, and c) a
firm believer in the value of inquiry within inteyanected, complex socially- and
artifact-mediated contexts.

Transferability. Case study is by nature quite particularistickimgit difficult
to generalize one’s findings to other contextsattiisgs. In qualitative research, the
degree to which transfer or generalization is giess known as transferability. While

difficult, transferability is not impossible, andyadegree to which it can be done
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enhances the trustworthiness of the study. Fr@mebkearcher’'s perspective, thoroughly
“describing the research context and the assunsgtlaat were central to the research”
(Trochim, 2006), collecting detailed data (somesncalled thick description), and
finding multiple points of triangulation enhancesnsferability.

By doing so, ... those who make policy or desigreagch studies within those
same parameters can determine whether or not fe¢s¢aescribed can be generalized
for new research policy and transferred to oth#imggs, while the reader or user of
specific research can see how the findings tieartbody of theory (Marshall &
Rossman, 1995, p. 144).

In the present study, attempts to enhance traaisfey were made primarily
through the constructs of Activity Theory, whiclopided a common vocabulary and a
simple, but powerful hierarchy for describing aittithat was concerned with the
development and function of individual consciousnegile emphasizing naturalistic
study (Nardi, 1996). The assumptions and framewb&T can be used in multiple
research contexts, allowing for simplified compamniscross cases. The classroom
context, participants, and core task parameters @alsp thoroughly described, as well as
the sociocultural theoretical precepts that frangestudy. Video and audio data and their
transcriptions and coding provided abundant dedail, triangulation of the data it was
hoped would “strengthen the study’s usefulnesofioer settings” (Marshall &
Rossman, 1995, p. 144).

Dependability. Another issue in qualitative research isdiependabilityof a
study, rather than its positivistic couseliability, which assumes that a study should be

replicable. Since qualitative inquiry takes placeler particularistic circumstances, and
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since within the approach lies the “assumption thatsocial world is always being
constructed, the concept of replication is ...peattic” (Marshall & Rossman, 1995, p.
145). What a researcher can do to enhance thexdaipidity of the research to make it as
useful as possible for its consumers is to “accadmt all the changing conditions in
whatever is being studied as well as any changtseidesign of the study that were
needed to get a better understanding of the cdr(@sawn, 2005). In order to best be
able to describe any changes that arise in thg stuatext, and how they may have
affected the researcher’s approach, Brown recomsmde means of enhancing the
dependability of a study: use of overlapping meshatiepwise replications, and inquiry
audits.

In the present study, overlapping methods (queséimas, observations,
interviews, recordings, etc.) were intended to d&teeoverlapping (and therefore cross-
validating) data” (Brown, 2005). Stepwise replioat were effected by gathering data
over the course of the whole semester to aid “am@ring the consistency of the data
and interpretations over time” (Brown, 2005). Fipahn inquiry audit took place by
enlisting outside raters to “verify the consistenéyagreement among data, research
methods, interpretations, conclusions, etc.” (Bro2005).

Confirmability. An additional means of enhancing the trustwoehkgof a
qualitative study is through confirmability. Essially, the researcher must reveal the
data on which she based her interpretations amndtsesThis is so the consumer of the
research may examine the data for him/herself anfirm the conclusions drawn by the
researcher. “Thorough record keeping and pregervaf data for potential inspection

are crucial to this strategy” (Brown, 2005).
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In the present study, the researcher enhancedduibitity by presenting and
appending data (e.g. exemplary transcripts, fiekg$) instructions, etc.) in the final
report. (Please see excerpts in chapters foufiamdas well as the appendices). The
researcher also employed additional raters to borede her interpretations of the data,
in addition to obtaining participant verificatiof r@searcher understandings.
Instrumentation

As discussed above under “trustworthiness,” tri¢atgan was an important
component to this study. Triangulation was purdmedarying the types of data
collected, and by using a variety of lenses withclwho examine that data. Table 3
overviews the connection between the researchigussinstrumentation, data
collection, and analysis.

Questionnaire. Background data were gathered for each partitgtanting with
a questionnaire distributed at the very beginnihthe study. There were two
components to this questionnaire. The first foBag Appendix D) asked the student-
teachers to: a) provide basic contact informatingdentify and rate their language
proficiencies (by skill); c) indicate the languagey intended to teach; d) note the type
and describe any previous teaching experiencgyezjfy the type and provide
information on their previous foreign language edion experience; and f) state their
expectations of the Foreign Language Practicum €ouln the second portion, (See
Appendix E) they were asked to complete a survefaif technology skills, which had
them rate their perceived skills, anxieties, irgeseand experience with a variety of
technologies. They were also asked to state pleeaeptions of the likelihood that they

would use a given technology in their future classns. This information was gathered
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Table 3:

Overview of research questions and related instntateon

Research Data-
Questions Gathering Unit of Analysis Data Provided
Instrument
¢ Demographic Data
Background | Factual ¢ Student-Teacher Experience
Questionnairg Information « Teacher Experience
Q1L What * Technology Experience
: a
cognitive . Sug_plszntary background to video &
i audio data
wansformations | rieiq Notes | « Dialogic
whenpstudént- Y Episodes * Record of salient events in non-video
teachers in a « Operations or audio-taped sessions _
foreign language Semi- defined as * Supplementary background to video &
education program | structured strategic audio data
used video editing | interviews — behaviors e Stimulated prediction and recall of
technology to learn | audiotape representing for clarificati
about teaching? examples of events for clarification
movement * Thematic Data
Videotaped between object-| , AT Model Data
activity other- or self-
sessions regulation * Behavioral data
¢ Linguistic data
¢ Demographic Data
Background | Factual ¢ Student-Teacher Experience
Questionnairg Information « Teacher Experience
Q2: What was the * Technology Experience
nagure of the * Supplementary background to video &
pedagogic audio data
transformations, if | Field Notes
any, that took * Record of salient events in non-video
place when _ Themes/ or audio-taped sessions
student-teachersin| o . categories/ * Supplementary background to video &
aforeign language | _ - promptsas audio data
education program | . - . o | evidenced by thick
used video editing audiotape description for * Stimulated prediction and recall of
technology to learn P operations within events for clarification
about teaching? Activity System | ¢ Thematic Data
. nodes.
Videotaped * AT Model Data
activity
sessions * Behavioral data

Linguistic data
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in order to provide background information on tlatigipants, including preliminary
biographical and motivational data. Also of insgr@ere responses that might indicate
any conflicts, contradictions, or tensions, pattdy with the mediational tool of
technology (specifically DV and DV editing).

Field notes. The researcher also made use of field notesvasaas of a)
recording data that might have been missed by otie@ns, and b) corroborating data
gathered by other means. They served as an igttide for identifying emergent
patterns and themes, and allowed the researchecaod questions about the activity that
could be followed up on in the post-interviews amthe discussion segment of the final
report.

Recorded interviews. A semi-structured pre-interview was conductedlite
participants prior to their beginning work on thdeo project. A set of questions was
designeda priori in order to provide a basic structure to the wneaw across participants.
While these questions guided the interviews offedlparticipants, the researcher did
allow for flexibility in participant-lead responsasad follow-up questions, e.g. some
student-teachers provided lengthy responses atadigential information, while others
were quite succinct. One purpose of the pre-ig@rwas to get to know the student-
teachers somewhat before they began the proceseating the videos. Another, more
important aspect to the pre-interviews was an giteémlook for any initial conflicts,
contradictions, or tensions at any of the AT nodm{s. Finally, the interview gave the
researcher the opportunity to follow up on the gatavided by the student-teachers in

the questionnaires, allowing for clarification aswhfirmation.
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A semi-structured post-interview was also carriatwaith the participants after
the object was met and the outcomes had becomeaumlent. Again, a set of questions
was constructed prior to the interviews, basedlseosations made throughout the
activity across all participants, as well as follaw questions regarding particular
individuals. As with the pre-interview, the resdaar allowed enough flexibility for the
participants to be able to voice thoughts andrigelithat might offer additional insight
into the activity.

Recorded activity. Since the activity system was the primary focuthis study,
during the activity phase when the most crucialrogenetic data were collected, the
participants were videotaped and their dialoguesttabed as they engaged in the project
process. In each case, two cameras were focust @tudent-teachers; one in front of
them to capture voice, nonverbal, and paralingudiita, and one just behind as back-up
data for the first, as well as to capture additiami@rmation not visible from the first
camera. This was so that fine detail might beectdld and submitted for iterative visual
and auditory re-analysis. During transcriptiorg thsearcher made every effort to
transcribe all audible and/or intelligible speetiake note of pacing and silences, and
record salient nonverbal and paralinguistic dag¢e (3ata Display below).

Data Management

Qualitative data are often “contradictory, subjeetiunruly” (Wolcott, 1994, p.
26), and notoriously voluminous. As such, they numtergo a certain degree of
processing before they can be subjected to intiejpya. “Raw data...must be processed
before they are available for analysis” (Miles &B#uman, 1994, p. 51), that is to say,

organized and written up into an “intelligible prad”’ (p. 51). This product can then “be
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read, edited for accuracy, commented on, codedanalyzed...”(Miles & Huberman,
1994, p. 51).

The overall view of data analysis in this study Wwased on the models and
recommendations of Miles and Huberman (1994), wifer a system of qualitative
analysis, which incorporates generally acceptedtipes. Their view is that there must
be “three concurrent flows of activity: data redoict data display, and conclusion
drawing and verification” (p.10). Their system waeall-suited to a qualitative
microgenetic case study of this type, which requgencurrent, iterative, and flexible
data analysis. This was due to the cross-exaroimafi data with multiple instruments
and the nature of emergent problems, patternsthemles.

Data Reduction and Display

First, data reduction is a means of coping withrttzess of data collected, from
which meaning must be made. Data reduction “rdfetee process of selecting,
focusing, simplifying, abstracting, and transforgithe data that appear in ...field notes
or transcriptions” (Miles & Huberman, 1994, p.1Mata reduction spans the life of the
entire project, from the planning phases up uhglfinal report is produced. As such, in
this study, data reduction began even before dadiiection occurred, merely as part of
the decisions the researcher made as to theoracadwork, research questions, and the
like. Miles and Huberman (1994) refer to this ghas “anticipatory data reduction.”
Then, “[a]s data collection proceeded, further eges of data reduction occurred
(writing summaries, coding, teasing out themes,intaklusters, making partitions,
writing memos)” (Miles & Huberman, 1994, p. 10)in&lly, data reduction continued

past the time of data collection, until the finabyysis was complete.
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The second concurrent flow of activity, as per Misend Huberman (1994), was
data display, which is “an organized, compressedrably of information that permits
conclusion drawing and action” (p. 11). The abowentioned NSF publication
(Directorate for Education and Human Resourcesisidin of Research Evaluation and
Communication, 1997) explains that:

A display can be an extended piece of text or grdia, chart, or matrix that

provides a new way of arranging and thinking altbatmore textually embedded

data. Data displays, whether in word or diagranoriatm, allow the analyst to
extrapolate from the data enough to begin to dissgstematic patterns and
interrelationships. At the display stage, add#iohigher order categories or
themes may emerge from the data that go beyone firesdiscovered during the
initial process of data reduction.

Questionnaire. Due to the quantity of data reported in the tedbgy portion of
the questionnaire, efforts were made to reduce thesmmore useable form. First, the
responses to the technology questions were graphtsthnology type for each
individual participant. This allowed the researcttemake comparisons related to type
of technology for a given individual. Next, thiformation was again reduced to a
single graph that compared all of the variablessxall of the technologies for a single
participant. This was to clarify the comparisoelated to technology type for a single
person. Another set of graphs was then createvoeach type of technology by the
six variables and the seven initial participantsis was done to ease comparison of the

participants’ views toward each type of technol{(gge Appendix F).
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The student-teacher’s personal background infoonatncluding gender, age,
foreign/second language education background, guewieaching experience, language
proficiencies, summary of relevant technology skidnd self-described expectations of
the Foreign Language Practicum Course, was movedibata Summary Form (see
Appendix F for the participants included in thedsfu In addition, a breakdown of a
student-teacher’s overall views on technology, smetific views on the use of digital
video cameras and editing software were includetierform. Also added were a
summary and a full quote of the written “expectasiof the Foreign Language Practicum
course” that was elicited in the questionnaire. Daga Summary Form was made to
simplify, clarify, and somewhat standardize thespregation of this preliminary
background data across participants.

Next, in light of the sociocultural paradigm, urgtanding as much as possible
about what participants, as products of their spcailture, and experience, were
bringing to the project was important. Participdata were reviewed for evidence of
background experience and motivation as a meaestablishing background on an
individual student-teacher. The preliminary toolges, and people acting as mediators
for the student-teacher in the planned activityesteen examined for potential
contradictions, conflicts, and tensions.

Audio and video recordings Transcription. The researcher made detailed,
verbatim transcriptions of the tape-recorded pnet ost-interviews with individual
participants, as well as the video-taped group-dbasiing sessions. In addition to the
audible words found in normal speech, the trangonp also included disfluencies such

as interjections, false starts, filler words, amtdurse markers, such as reformulations,
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stressing, and backchanneling. In the event beaparticipant did not speak loudly
enough for the researcher to hear, the word “ifdetivas transcribed. When the
researcher was unable to determine the exact Warsiésl by a participant, the word
unintelligiblewas transcribed. Miles and Huberman (1994, m5&} that
“transcriptions often erase the context along widme crucial nonverbal data. What you
‘see’ in a transcription is inescapably selectivdso noted in the transcriptions,
therefore, were prominent paralinguistic cues, sagchpeech speed, loudness, and
inflection. In addition to verbal data, the resbar also attempted to record salient non-
verbal behaviors by the participants — as percebyeithe researcher. Such behaviors
included gestures, body orientations, facial exgioes, and eye gazes. Emphasis should
be placed here on the wasdlient since it was not the intent of the researcheetiect
in the transcript an exhaustive account of all lragaistic and non-verbal behaviors in
order to do an in-depth semiotic analysis. Rattiery were included as a means of
providing additional context in hopes of increasing accuracy of the researcher’s
interpretation of meaning and intent in the paoieits’ speech given the ‘inescapably
selective’ nature of qualitative data extractiod aaduction (See Trustworthiness above).
Finally, the researcher also attempted to incladde transcripts information about the
passage of time. Time markers were placed inrmstriptions at one-minute intervals,
as were spaces relative to the length of silenecdsalient movements. Gaps in speech
were reflected by the use of ellipses for shortspauspacing between words for longer
breaks, and spacing between lines for the longjesices.

Dialogic Episodes The transcripts were then broken into dialogisedes in

order to set up an initial unit of analysis — th@aljic episode being an utterance the
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beginning and ending of which is marked by a changeibject (Bakhtin, 1981; Moro,
1999; Wertsch & Stone, 1985).

These episodes were labeled by topic, and thendbetent was briefly
summarized. The entire text of the transcripts mased into a table format in order to
give additional visual clarity to the boundariesvieen episodes, as well as to provide
textual space for recording information about thisede.

Integration of field notes and memosdrield note data was then merged into the
table to match time markers to events occurringnaii@tes were made. The researcher
also used this space to memo throughout the asglyscess.

Coding for themes.Based on the topics and summaries of the diakgsodes,
the researcher created a set of codes (See Appéndnat represented themes that
emerged in the data. The transcribed data weredb@ed and the results were recorded
in the table of dialogic episodes.

Coding for conflict, contradiction, and tensionThe dialogic episodes also
provided markers of actions and operations taklagepduring the activity. These were
reviewed and noted in the table for salient poarfitsonflict, contradiction, and tension.

Coding for regulation. (See Regulatory Analysis below).

Coding for Regulatory BehaviolNext, the researcher reviewed the dialogic
episodes for evidence of regulation in the behawidrthe participants. In an effort to
label their actions as object-, other-, or selfatagve, the researcher followed the
regulative category definitions presented in Tdbhelow.

Coding for Regulatory Languag&inally, the student-teachers’ language use was

then examined for evidence of regulation. Theasguiistic behaviors were coded in the
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transcripts as productive, constructive, or desitracwith a separate notation for private
speech. (See Appendix H for an example of the tabt®ded data).
Data Analysis

The third concurrent flow of activity necessarythis analysis was conclusion
drawing and verification. The researcher madesimts about the meanings of the data,
“noting regularities, patterns, explanations, polesconfigurations, causal flows, and
propositions” (Miles & Huberman, 1994, p.11), alike attempting to maintain a healthy
level of skepticism and openness to alternativevsieAs the data accumulated and the
conclusions amalgamated, meanings gained clarttyraproved the researcher’s
confidence in their legitimacy. These conclusidr@yever, had to baéstedfor their
plausibility, their sturdiness, their ‘confirmaltyli — that is, theiwvalidity” (Miles &
Huberman, 1994, p.11, italics in original). Thiasnaccomplished by a) the researcher
iteratively reviewing and checking notes; b) calior “argumentation and review
among colleagues to develop ‘intersubjective cosisef(Miles & Huberman, 1994,
p.11), that is, inter-rater reliability; and c) peipant verification that the researcher did
indeed correctly interpret individual language actions.
Thematic Analysis

For the thematic analysis, the researcher follothedorocedures outlined by
Miles and Huberman (1994), including first-levebany, second level coding (creating
pattern codes), memoing (general thematic deringtend developing propositions (see
Coding for Themes above). “First-level coding dexice for summarizing segments of
data. Pattern coding is a way of grouping thosemsaries into a smaller number of sets,

themes, or constructs” (Miles & Huberman, 19949). While coding, the researcher
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became aware of broader themes by, often abryggigeiving connections between the
codes. These perceptions were briefly recordéthamos”. “Memos...tie together
different pieces of data into a recognizable clystften to show that those data are
instances of a general concept...They are onesahtbst useful and powerful sense-
making tools at hand” (Miles & Huberman, 1994, p.72he researcher was then able to
perceive a number of key themes, which offered ntgd insights into the participants
and their relationships with the artifacts and peapvolved in the activity.
Activity Theory Analysis

Largely guided by the themes, the researcher theuséd on points of conflict,
tension, or contradiction between the participasls, rules, community members,
division of labor, object (goal), or outcomes inved in the activity. As previously
explained, in Activity Theory conflicts, tensiorad contradictions are theorized to be
important points for potential development. Thiaking and problem-solving required
to resolve these difficulties are what opens thar do a learner’'s Zone of Proximal
Development. The points of conflict, and whethenat the participants were able to
resolve them, were the basis of a set of modetgytlaghically represented Vanessa and
Paula’s potential for cognitive change and whethrerot they were able to actualize it.
Regulatory Analysis

Regulation concerns an individual’s locus of cohtiteat is, where s/he gets the
information to regulate thinking (Frawley, 1991h Vygotsky's (1978) experiments,
child learners, when confronted with a problem thias just beyond their ability to solve
alone, exhibited a variety of strategic behaviorgdin control through mediation and

internalization. They made direct verbal appealart artifact (p. 30), the experimenter
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for help (p. 29), and to themselves (p.27). Leaynaccording to the Vygotskian school,
is firstobjectregulated, then becometherregulated, before it iselfregulated.

The goal was to reveal evidence of movement away fsbject- or other-
regulation (that which occurs on the semiotic antdrpersonal level) towards self-
regulation (that which occurs on the intrapersdenal). Evidence of such movement
would have indicated student-teacher microgenete/th in the ZPD (Erben, 2001)
which, according to Vygotskian sociocultural theampuld have been an indicator of
cognitive development.

Holzman (1996) explains how Vygotsky's concepthef movement from other-
to self-regulation can be mapped:

The well-known...claim of Vygotsky’'s—that all highpsychological processes

appear on the interpersonal level first and thetherintrapersonal level—is

taken seriously by... researchers: They ask, howat\i¢ the process by which
the [learner] comes to ‘internalize’? Also from $ipsychology comes the
procedure, the ‘microgenetic” approach. For Vygiyt the way to discover what
something is [is] to study its history. As Sovisiyphology has developed, this
has become the ‘genetic’ approach, the study afgg® One form of the genetic
approach is the microgenetic one, where the tianditom inter- to intrapersonal

can be charted over the course of a relativelyf brteraction (p. 80).

The present study made use of just such a micrtéigeapgproach, and charted this
movement based on previous models proposed by @Wgit979; 1980; 1985), Aljaafreh

and Lantolf (1994), and Erben (2001). Wertsch’'slelavas created around child
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development in accordance with Vygotsky’'s own woltkhis 1979 model (see Figure

9), Wertsch determined four levels in the transifimm other- to self-regulation:

Other-Regulation| 1y The child fails to interpret the adult's uttecas in terms of the goal of puttin
the puzzle together.

«Q

2) The child understands that the adult’s uttezarare connected to the task in
some way but does not have the same understanfiihg task and
communicative situation to make full use of theerances.

3) The child has taken over some of the respoitgibil the task (e.g., asks
“Where does the black one go?”) and can followeatmplicit directives that
the adult uses (e.g., after the child asks, “Widexes the black one go?” the
mother says, “Where’s the black one gatlois one?”).

Self-Regulation

4) The child is able to complete the puzzle withany assistance from the adults.

Figure @ Wertsch’s (1979) Four Levels of Transition fr@ther- to Self-Regulation
From there, Wertsch (1980) noted that other- tbreglulation corresponded to the
degree to which intersubjectivity was shared betweere and less competent
participants. Rowe and Wertsch (2004) summarize:
[D]uring learning activity, a transfer of competene or the transfer of strategic
responsibility (Wertsch, 1979, p. 12) — from exgerhovice occurs. In the
process, both the learner and the activity arestemmed (Cole, 1985; Vygotsky,
1978). In order for this transfer and transforiomtio take place, both the learner
(novice) and the teacher (expert) must be activinees in the dialogue
surrounding an intersubjectively agreed upon t§si&51).
In his 1985 work, Wertsch delves further into tbgit of the degree of intersubjectivity
required to produce change (move the learner me@PD), diverging from Vygotsky’s
notions of intersubjectivity as the primary pathrttermental functioning. “Effective
communication, he claims, comes about throughglartot complete, intersubjectivity;
the tension of the incompleteness is a factorldaats to successful joint cognitive

activity” (Holzman, 1996, p. 81). In his 1998 wolkind as ActionWertsch states:
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While few would dispute that increasing intersuhbjaty is one dimension along
which ...development occurs, several investigdtarge begun to argue that
research focusing on this issue is missing sonmenéasaspects of interaction and
change. As Matusov (1996, p. 26) has argued,gesminded focus on
intersubjectivity, where intersubjectivity is undirod as sharing common
understanding, may ‘limit researchers to study @olysensus-oriented activities

and to focus on processes of unification of théiggaants’ subjectivities.” In a

similar vein, Smolka, de Goes, and Pino (1995) leageed that some of the most

important developmental landmarks for [learnersy @uase through conflict

rather than consensus (p. 118).

This notion goes hand-in-hand with Leontiev’s cqotae a need for contradiction,
conflict, and tension within an activity systemsjour on cognitive change.

Aljaafreh and Lantolf (1994) adapted Wertsch’s miadeheir own needs in a
second language learning context. Like Wertsaby there interested in evidence of a
learner moving “away from reliance on the tutorptiver-regulation, and towards
reliance on the self, or self-regulation” (p. 470hey determined this by noting the
“frequency and quality of help that the learnecig#d from the tutor in the correction of
the same error in subsequent episodes in the sdareat session and in subsequent
tutorials” (p. 470). From their data, they werdeaio elicit five general levels, which
parallel Wertsch, indicating transition from inteental to intramental functioning.
Aljaafreh and Lantolf (1994) were then able tolfertreduce these five levels to three

general stages of development:
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The first stage, encompassing levels 1 througk@esents other-regulation in

which the learner must rely in some way on anoithgividual in order to

perform. Without help from someone else, the imtlial is not able to notice or

correct his or her errors. The next stage is @asélf-regulation, encompassing

level 4. At this stage learners are fully capaifldetecting and correcting their
own mistakes without outside feedback: their penfamce, however, is not
automatized. The third, and final developmeniadst is that in which the
learners’ performance, including corrective behgvcompletely self-generated
and automatized and mistakes emanate from leggisigts of the tongue...rather

than from incomplete learning (pp. 470-471).

Erben’s (2001) model of transition from other- &fgegulation closely parallels
that of Aljaafreh and Lantolf, with adjustments fos participants as, not just language
learners, but student-teachers in a foreign langeagcation program learning about
pedagogy through the medium of a second language.

In the present study, the researcher consultetirak models of indicators of
other- to self-regulation, and adapted Erben’s 20@rsion as a basis for a new model
for use in analysis in the present study. This nexdel (Table 4) was heavily adapted
with regard to the notions presented in Activityedhy as they might manifest
themselves throughout a task aimed at student-¢eagvelopment.

These general levels were broad enough to allovarfalysis of multiple constructs, such
as cognitive change around pedagogical knowleggbanblogy use, and

professionalization of behavior or language.
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Table 4:

Five levels of transition from intermental to intnental functioning

Level 1
The student-teacher is not aware of the need fabte to execute an operation or action (within
existing conditions and/or at the level of a conssi@oal), even with intervention from a mg

interpret the more knowledgeable peer’'s moves ¢wige help, and likely has no awareness that tise
a problem, conflict, or contradiction. The more Whedgeable peer must assume full responsibility
carrying out the operation or action in order totowe the activity. Rather than providing correet
help, the more knowledgeable peer’'s task is to ampWhy and how s/he is carrying out a gi

operation or action and merely begin the proces®afonstructing the ZPD with the student-teacher.
Level 2

The student-teacher is aware of the need for tleewtion of an operation or action but cannot ciér
out, even with intervention. The same is true &solution of conflicts and contradictions. Thidizates|
some degree of development, but in contrast tolldyean opening is provided for the mg
knowledgeable peer and the student-teacher to beggotiating the feedback process and for
student-teacher to begin to progress toward sgliteéion. The more knowledgeable peer must exy

how to carry out a given operation or action. Thlphrequired tends to be explicit rather than igipli
Level 3

The student-teacher is aware of the need for tkeution of an operation or action and is able toyca
out, but only under other-regulation. The sameus for resolution of conflicts and contradictionshe
student-teacher understands the more knowledggs®€es intervention and is able to react to
feedback offered. The levels of help needed toycaut a given operation or action move toward bg

knowledgeable peer/expert is higher than at leliet2.
Level 4

The student-teacher aware of the need for the @recaf an operation or action, is able to carrgut
with minimal, or no obvious feedback from the ma&rewledgeable peer/expert, and begins to ass
full responsibility for choosing and/or performinmarticular operations or actions within the activ
However, development has not yet become fully m&atal, since the student-teacher often cho
operations and actions based on flawed assumptamd¥/or performs operations and actions v
inaccuracies. S/he may still need the more knoydatlle peer to confirm the appropriatenes
decisions or correctness of work produced, andéorheélp resolve conflicts and contradictio
Abbreviated directives are not always understode Student-teacher may even reject feedback frer

more knowledgeable peer when it is unsolicited.
Level 5

The student-teacher becomes consistent in corrpetfiorming operations and actions across con
within the activity. In most cases, the individgabehavior at the operational level is automatiziee

arise, however, noticing and correcting of condlieind contradictions do not require intervention

the
re

knowledgeable peer. At this level, the studentfieaaloes not have a sufficient basis from which to
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more strategically implicit. The level of intersabjivity between the student-teacher and more
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student-teacher has no problem following abbrediatieectives. Whenever aberrant performance goes

by

someone else. Thus, the individual is fully sefjtiated.
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Behavioral regulation. Getting at the notions presented in Table 4 abave,
contextually modified version of Erben’s (2001) ukdive category definitions (see
Table 5) was used to investigate the behaviorseparticipants as they engaged in
activity system operations. This allowed the red®er to examine instances of object-,
other-, and self-regulation that arose in the awdieo data, which gave insight into
which concepts the participants were able to itieza.

Table 5:
Regulation category definitions (adapted from Er(2001).

Object-Regulated  Other-Regulated Self-Regulated

Situation (code: OBJ) (code: OTH) (code: SLF)
When faced with » The student-teacher  The student-teacher lets The student-teacher
conflict, contradiction, was controlled by him/herself be guided was capable of
or tension within an pedagogic source by a peer. The peer independent problem-
operation or action... material, and strict provided strategic solving. S/he could

interpretation of the assistance, or identify content and/or
core task instructions.  scaffolding, for the technological
S/he was satisfied with student-teacher to difficulties and provide
what was decided and advance towards corrective / alternate
produced by other completion of the task options.
group members. S/he at hand.
was bound by the
language in the outside
or peer-produced texts /
materials and could not
see ways in which to
improve them.
In terms of * The student-teacher had The student-teacher di¢ The student-teacher
understanding the an inadequate or not yet fully internalized the motive,
motive of the activity, incomplete grasp of the comprehend the goals, and/or conditions
the conscious goals of ~ motive, goals, and/or  motive, goals, and/or  of the task at hand.
the actions, or the conditions of the task at conditions of the task at S/he had clear ideas of
conditions required to hand. S/he relied on the hand. S/he was unable how to achieve the
achieve the goals... instructor-generated to revise or contribute  group’s objectives, and
instructions and/or fully on his/her own had full control over
directives. initiative, but could their execution.
achieve a certain
degree of control over
the task at hand thanks
to peer assistance and
extensive use of other
tools/signs.
As far as understanding ¢ The student-teacher did The student-teacher e« The student-teacher
the content of the topics not understand the was able to recall understood the topic,
accepted by the group... fundamentals of e fundamental features . knewwhat it shoulc
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topic, did not know the topic, and had some look like in practice,

how to design the idea of how to design  and was able to actually
content in terms of the content and translate the content
practice, and could not translate it into into practice.

translate the content practice. S/he might

into actual practice. have confirmed or

expanded his/her
knowledge through

help from a peer, but
mostly allowed
him/herself to be led
through the task at hand
by the other group

members.
In terms of technology * The student-teacher ha€The student-teacher e« The student-teacher
skills and/or no or very rudimentary was able to use the was comfortable and
understanding how to technology skills, technology with peer  skilled with the
best use the technology and/or had trouble and/or instructor technology. S/he could

to present the content connecting the potential assistance. S/he could employ the technology
of the topics accepted uses of the technology connect the technology in unique and creative

by the group... to the task at hand. to the task at hand in a ways to deal with the
basic manner. task at hand.

In terms of completion <The student-teacher wasThe student-teacher  *The student-teacher was

of an operation or satisfied with his/her could accept capable of guiding

action... contribution, while suggestions for revision other members of

having little idea as to  from peers or tutor but his/her group, and of
its appropriateness or  sometimes problems  providing scaffolding
accuracy in the overall arose due to the to less regulated group
activity. student-teacher’s members.

limited understanding

of the content, the

technology, or the task.

Linguistic regulation. “Vygotsky believed that both consciousness seifi
regulation are dependent on ‘psychological toalsch as language” (Holzman, 1996, p.
79). ltis for this reason that this researchdielded that a study of language use might
also reveal individual movement toward self-regolat Table 6, adapted from Erben
(2001), offers a guide to the types of collabeatanguage use indicative of participant
regulative movement, or in the words of Erben (3001stantiations of student-teachers’
socially-derived mental functioning”. Private spkeaevas added to the model, since it
was an indicator of the student-teacher attempéihgn early stage, to gain control over

external tool use. “Instantiations of student-teas’ socially-derived mental
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functioning” included, but were not limited to, emples of language used to support

and/or

Table 6:

Instantiations of productive, constructive, destive;, & private speech

Other-Mediation

Self-Mediation

Productive Speech Constructive Speech Destructive Speecli gg\é?at:h
1. Provision of support| 1. Affirmation 1. Discourtesy 1. Audible self-
e.g.. talk
- prompting 2. Agreement 2. Resistance
- assisting 2. Mouthing
- coaching 3. Approval 3. Apathy words —
- confirming inaudible self-
- encouraging 4. Inclusion 4. Incoherence talk
- suggesting
- guiding 5. Courtesy 5. In-cohesiveness
- interpreting
6. Humor 6. Rapid pace
2.Requesting
support/feedback 7. Pragmatic 7. Topic shifts
Appropriateness
3. Construction of a 8. Non-sequiturs
shared referential 8. Small Talk
perspective, e.g.: 9. Inappropriate
- use of deixis 9. Conceding pragmatics
- use of common
referring 10. Offering 10. Inattention
expressions
- use of context 11. Sharing a discovery 11. Imperatives
informative
referring 12. Apology/Repair 12. Interruption
expressions
- negotiating 13. Compliment
meaning

4. Facilitation of
strategic interactions,
e.g.:

- scaffolding

- modeling

- drafting

- editing

- recapping

4. Management of
strategic behavior,

e.g.:

negotiating rules
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managing
operations
moderating pace
refocusing

unaermine the construction of collective and/oiivithal knowledge. Examples of this
dialogic construction are characterized by threesyof collaboration: productive,
constructive, and destructive (see also Smagori&skyDonnell-Allen, 2000).
Productive collaboration is defined as any inteoacor utterance that contributes
to the facilitation of shared knowledge and essdinlient of intersubjectivity.
Instantiations of productive strategic behaviopresented movement toward self-
regulation. Constructive collaboration promotesigacohesion with the group
and destructive collaboration undermines the g@sgptial cohesion. Examples of
productive, constructive, and destructive collaboracan be seen in Table 6.
Organization of the Research Findings
Explained above was the theoretical frameworkefdtudy, and how that
organized the research process and guided theal&ation, management, and analysis

procedures. The following chapter presents thdiriigs from the analyzed data.
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Chapter IV

This chapter provides details of the study findinggecluded herein is background
information on the participants, followed by thedings from each of the analyses
conducted, including the thematic and activity tiyeamalyses, followed by those done
on behavioral and linguistic regulation. The cleagbncludes with an examination of
the research questions in light of these findings.

Data Analysis and Findings

As previously stated, the pool of participants wasntually narrowed to one
group of two student-teachers due to the appregréss of the data they provided in light
of the study design. Henceforth, they shall berrefl to by the pseudonyms “Vanessa
Carrera” and “Paula Cordero”.
Questionnaire — Findings

Questionnaire — Biographical Data. One of the participants was Vanessa, a 26-
year-old female seeking a Master’s degree in Fareapguage Education, specializing
in Spanish. Her previous post-secondary educdtexyperience had been at the
university for her Bachelor's degree in Spanishduage and Literature, her completed
courses for the M.A., and one paid workshop onhiegcforeign language with
technology completed at a state foreign languamehts’s conference. Vanessa had
more previous teaching experience by far than dtlyeoother participants. Though she
had never taught in a public K-12 setting, shetoéated (1.5 years — junior college

level) and taught (2 years — private primary schb® years — beginning-level
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university) Spanish prior to the study. Vanesshciated that she held full native-
language proficiency in English and Spanish irskills.

Vanessa’s partner was Paula, a 25-year-old femiate like Vanessa, was
seeking a Master’s degree in Foreign Language Hidumcaith a specialty in Spanish.
Her previous post-secondary educational experibadebeen at the university for her
Bachelor’'s degree in Spanish Language and Litezaturd her completed courses for the
M.A. Paula had no previous public or private sdhieaching experience, but had taught
beginning-level university Spanish for one semesRaula indicated that she held full-
native proficiency in English, advanced proficiemeyspanish, and low proficiency in
French across all skills.

Questionnaire — Motivational Data. The fact that Vanessa had voluntarily
opted to complete a paid workshop on technolodiLie may have indicated a strong
motivation to learn by advancing her professiomalwledge and skills — as would her
attendance at a state conference for teachersen\Agked to state her overall
expectations of the Practicum course, she wrote pfEpare me better for the upcoming
internship. To have a better understanding of whakpected of us as teachers”.
Understanding her role as a language teacher, enhdps many of the tasks associated
therewith — what might be termed “readiness” — appe to be a personal objective in
taking the practicum course. Of the twelve cowtgectives stated in the syllabus (See
Appendix 1), only the last two were related in avgy to Vanessa's response: “11.) To
prepare the student-[teacher] for internship;” &fl) To examine and develop effective
procedures for record-keeping and improving classrananagement.” In sum,

expanding her pedagogical tool base, gaining madtnowledge on practice, and
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professionalizing herself appeared to be of intde¥anessa based on her previous
experiences and educational choices. Her expecsatif the course, however, indicated
a possible narrowing of interest to practical krexige on practice.

In terms of pedagogy, little in the questionnaia@eyinsight as to Paula’s
objective. Her expectations of the Practicum cewvere stated, “To receive more
observation experience for my target language.Viktamore opportunities to watch
experienced teachers in practice appeared to baigation for taking the practicum
course. Her perspective appeared to be passesmjoning only observation rather than
hands-on, real-world practice and experience.h®ftelve course objectives, only the
first related in any way to Paula’s stated expemtdir learning: “1) To provide
structured observations of actual classroom tegchin sum, observation of other, more
experienced professionals appeared to be of interézaula.

Questionnaire — Technology Data In terms of technology, Vanessa rated
herself as highly skilled and very comfortable luniing DV recording, playback, and
editing. She indicated that she had very littlera¥l curiosity about learning more about
technology, and no interest in learning anythingerabout DV. There was a possible
implication for motivation in Vanessa'’s responsesaerning her lack of curiosity or
interest in learning anything more about DV (or trmiker technologies presented in the
guestionnaire). This appeared to contradict somaéwith Vanessa'’s previously stated
educational experience (which implied a naturalasity and desire to learn in that she
had actively sought out an opportunity to expandknewledge beyond the basic
requirements for the degree or for certificatiomhe researcher made note of this and

attempted to follow up with it in the pre-interview
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Paula, like Vanessa, generally rated herself dedland very comfortable with
technology. For DV specifically, she indicatedttblae had advanced skills and
considerable experience with recording and playplackonly intermediate skills and
little experience with DV editing. She showed ddhauriosity in learning more about
DV recording and playback, and more curiosity alidvtediting. Unlike Vanessa,

Paula reported considerable interest in learningerabout most of the newer
technologies presented in the questionnaire. Aglaare was a possible implication for
motivation in Paula’s responses due to her repontedest in learning more about a
variety of technologies. The researcher notedtthstmay have been an indicator of a
personality with a natural curiosity and desiréearn more about new things, with
implications for motivation to engage in the viqaoject through the use of the primary
mediational tool (DV).

Questionnaire Findings — Summary.In sum, the student-teachers of interest in
this study were Vanessa and Paula, two women inmhid-twenties seeking an MA in
Spanish Education. Both had previous Spanish-kggteaching experience prior to the
Practicum course, and both listed narrow expectatior the Practicum course. Vanessa
felt a bit more comfortable with DV recording arditang than Paula did, but neither was
anxious in any way about the technological tooéytivere to use. Both women
expressed, in one way or another, a natural ctyiasd interest in learning, though, in

terms of technology, Vanessa contradicted thislenaula indicated it exclusively.
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Audio and Video Recordings — Findings

Thematic Analysis Once the researcher had broken the pre-intepaetivity,
and post-interview transcripts into dialogic episeda variety of themes began to emerge
from the data. From these episodes came an inyeottoecurrent themes, which was
then converted into a list of codes. The resesartiten coded the data accordingly. The
following are the most prominent themes that amgbe pre-interview, activity, and
post-interview. (Note that the themes gleaned ftloeninterviews were heavily
dependent on the interview questions).

Topics. Of all the themes that emerged from the activiig, topics that Vanessa
and Paula were working on were understandably th& frequent to arise. They chose
as their two topics 1) Comprehensible Input asachimg Tool; and 2) Listening Skills
as a Critical Target Language Skill to be Taud¥dr both topics, the instructions
required them to fully explain the terms in the teoits of second language acquisition
and instruction. They were also directed to disdhs theoretical foundations, seminal
supporting research, as well as points of divergemalisagreement among researchers
and practitioners. They were asked to considenywvay, and with whom their topics
might be more or less appropriate. Vanessa anid Baperienced considerable
difficulty in defining and organizing the presemdatof their topics, usually confounding
the two. In the end, their lack of organizationl gtanning coupled with their failure to
use the tools and people that were readily at theposal resulted in what were, for the
most part, incompletely developed ideas and coscapd a product that adhered very

tenuously to the instructions and the grading bri
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Topics — Confounding the TopicA.serious problem that plagued them
throughout the activity was the trouble they endered in differentiating between the
two topics. Their struggle began immediately dgtimeir first meeting when Vanessa
guestioned whether the notion of “learner char&ttes” would apply to the use of
comprehensible input in the classroom or the temcbf listening skills to students (see
References below). Vanessa noted that, in heianpifits kind of hard to separate
them.” Paula then suggested that they not trgpasate the topics, but rather, “do
listening as part of comprehensible input.” Monsdater, as they began discussing
issues of presentation sequence for their videalaRdfered, “before we start showing
clips of the video we can actually ...show an exangplie listening portion of
comprehensible input ... through a day in a univeiSganish class, for Spanish One...”
Vanessa then said that they should begin by talkiboyt “Krashen” and “describe the
theory.” Paula interrupted to say that she mustmibe theory behind both
comprehensible input and listening skills becatiseashen covers both of them, cause
that’s his thing...cause we have to do theory fohltupics]’. Vanessa hesitated, then
fumbled over her words, finally saying that sheutlpilat they should “at least at the
beginning” try to separate comprehensible inputlatening, and then tie them together
later. Paula agreed saying, “Okay...And then fordiéh part, maybe we can ... show
...comprehensible input, listening, for, uh, comprediele input.”

As they continued to work, the notion that listengkills were just a part of the
larger idea of comprehensible input began to sthemg For instance, as they tried to
approach the project plan a second time, Paulalaskee we just gonna talk about

comprehensible input, and sub-areas, listening@'etdhe appeared to view listening as
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a sub-section of comprehensible input, rather thakill to be taught and learned in its
own right. Almost immediately, her confusion preteel itself again when she tried to
talk her way through the sequence in which theyld/present their topics, examples,
and the like:

Paula: ...good listening, how do you say, like, good listenteaching skills, like

You know, it's also good that a teacher uses aflgestures, speaks slowly,

And outputting good...listening methods, that’'s nbiatvl want to say

Vanessa Outputting

Paula: | know, there is comprehensible output, so ...

Vanessa later decided to add to the video herorexsia ‘clear’ connection
between comprehensible input and listening skdlfoows: “[Comprehensible input] is
crucial for language students because withoutar clederstanding of what is being said,
students will lose interest and stop listeningi® teacher.”

Later as Vanessa began working on the listenimgggmoshe engaged in a bit of
self-talk as a means of refocusing herself, and, S&/hat was | defining? | was
defining, uhh, listening.” To which Paula respondétes. Or really defining
comprehensible input, actually.”

When it came time to create the “slide” to introduhe topic of second language
listening skills, it was clear that they had contgleentangled the two topics, essentially
obliterating listening skills as an independentaapt, while reducing comprehensible
input down to a perfunctory, one-dimensional, déextualized ‘to-do’ list. As Vanessa

began the title of the slide, Paula suggested, j@it write ‘comprehensible input’. If
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you wanna put a colon, ‘listening’ [...]. Comprehdaisiinput in relation to listening.”
Vanessa agreed, and then used the following pdigts to explain listening skills:
Gestures
Situations
Background Knowledge

In the end, they wound up presenting and exemplifgiomprehensible input and
listening skills in nearly the same way. In bo#ises, they interpreted both of the topics
to be actions taken by a teacher to help studentaderstand what s/he might say in the
classroom.

Topics — Definitions.One of the many reasons why Vanessa and Paula
confounded comprehensible input with listeninglskihay have been their inability to
accurately define either of their topics in theffiplace. For example, as they attempted
to formulate a basic plan for their video, Vanestsdéed that they should “define
listening” before proceeding. At this moment ie fhlanning phase, Paula suddenly
decided to improvise a definition of listening:

Listening occurs to me, like, the best definitiomduld think of, unless you have

something better, would be ‘the student intercgpfuoice volume rose slightly,

seemed struck with a good idea, smiled, dipped teeade side and continued
waving) and putting into memory what you're saying.
Vanessa suggested changing “intercepting” to “preting”, and both appeared to be
very satisfied with their creation. They made tterapt to verify or expand this
definition. They continued through to the endhd project, seemingly unable to

differentiate between the physical act of listeréimgl the teaching of target language
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listening skills to foreign/second language stuser@ver time as they worked, the locus
of control shifted from the students “interpretingat [the teacher is] saying,” to what
the teacher could do to be comprehensible to stadgmen speaking.

After their attempt to define listening skills, $héhen continued by attempting to
formulate a definition for comprehensible inputauRy, speaking rapidly and gesturing,
said, “And then, like, we need a way that we carthis into comprehensible input
because basically the purpose of comprehensiblg iagpeaching the language to where
students can understand it...” This portion of th@rdtion, while extremely narrow, did
approach Krashen'’s Input Hypothesis, which stdtasih order to acquire a language,
one must have comprehensible input in that lang@&geshen, 1985). They continued:

Vanessa (Overlap) Yeah, well, comprehensible input helps...

Them...understand...

Paula: (Overlap) Understand what

Vanessa ...and interpret what is being said...

Paula: said

Vanessa...and put it in, so...The comprehensible input esaid |[...]

And actually, it's an aid for both ...It's an aid help the teacher stay in the target

language ...And it's an aid for the student to uniderd what is being said.
Vanessa continued with a basic example of compseblennput in a manner that
appeared to be more thinking out loud than an aetydanation for Paula’s sake

(possibly evidence of an attempt at self-regulgtion
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Because if, if...(lifted book, cover toward Paulapymave an actual book, and

you can say “libro”, they know what the book is...dhdy, they know that it's a

book...and so you don’t need to say “libro” is “bookYou can just say “libro.”
Paula’s own interpretation of comprehensible ilgupeared to define it as language used
by the teacher that might have real-life applicagmd meaning for the learner:

(Rapid speech, waved pencil for emphasis) The vedwdys understand
comprehensible input is something [the students]usz in real life, you know, if
you talk about traveling, people are gonna travélike you were saying, even

“book” because they go to school — book, and ifrer¢alking about scientific

theory, and none of them are science majors, nagabe like, “When am | gonna

use this?”

As with listening skills, they made no attemptteeck to see if their definition of
comprehensible input was correct or complete. schece of their definitions for both
their topics then, appeared to be a mixture ofgezal recollections of the subject
matter from previous coursework combined with wdegmed to be an attempt to make
up something that sounded commonsensical basdtearatmes of the topics themselves.

Topics — Foundations and Theorieganessa and Paula offered evidence that
they were able to summon up from memory a few tedlaoncepts related to the idea of
comprehensible input, but they were not able talfecuch about the fundamental tenets
of the original theory. All in all, they made naikthree to four general techniques of
making input comprehensible--the use of picturestyyes, writing, and speaking
slowly--which they considered to be models of coshensible input in practice. They

were not able to recall anything about the skiltasfet language listening, nor were they
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able to conjure up any listening strategies thathtibe taught and practiced with
language learners. In the end, they reiteratethRaearlier invented definition (students
being able to interpret what a teacher says),ia@hb by a recasting of their explanation
of comprehensible input (important for teachersy@nd make their speech
comprehensible in order to ease the act of lisgefonthe students). Omitted was the
notion of listening as a fundamental skill to beglat and practiced in the second
language classroom (just like speaking, readind vaiting in the target language). In
both cases, they neither researched the topicexpdored alternate or expanded points
of view. They also appeared to give no considenatid variations in application
according to context, such as modifications tontleans of making auditory or text-based
input comprehensible to students at different preficy levels.

As far as any theoretical foundations on their¢spvent, Paula was able to recall
that Stephen Krashen was linked to comprehensibplati

I'm, just briefly gonna talk about Krashen’s thedfyn, I'm pretty sure these are

the four main things, and I'll just kinda like bilyesay these are the main, kinda,

listening, but then I'll just say, ‘the importancEcomprehensible input in the

classroom is la, la, la’, and that’s it right?
And later she recalled Krashen again, and madesocetion between comprehensible
input and his Acquisition vs. Learning Hypothesis:

| may do [...] why, comprehensible input’s importéamido, you know, from the

beginning of, like, learning another language, scaoise, you know, | can talk

about how, you know, the first thing, you know, thiet point of Krashen'’s
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theory is, like, you know, students can learn glemge, but acquiring it is

different, and you acquire it through blahblahblahball that crap, you know.
Paula did eventually flip through the index of Vas&'s methods textbook in search of
“Krashen,” then turned to the segment of the bobkne he was mentioned. From this
she gleaned that he had posited “three differepotinesis, hypothesises, hypotheses,”
which moments later she changed to “the four deffiéparts of the acquisition theories,
such as you know, the four, the five, hypothes@&ased on this cursory investigation
into Krashen and his theories, Paula then diré¢getessa to build a slide for their video
to “explain” comprehensible input by listing the digsition/Learning Hypothesis, The
Monitor Hypothesis, The Natural Order Hypothesisg Tiput Hypothesis, and The
Affective Filter Hypothesis (Krashen, 1985). Slwected Vanessa to highlight “The
Input Hypothesis.” They did not explain any of thgotheses in terms of what they
theorized, how they related to one another, or W&t might mean in a practical setting.

One other isolated notion that they were abletalt from previous courses was
that of background knowledge. Paula in particgkare considerable attention to the
idea, and worked to incorporate it into their préaagon. This began while they were
reviewing classroom footage in search of examppes civhen Paula eagerly remarked
that the students in her class had made use ofttaekground knowledge to respond to
Vanessa’s video comprehension questions. Sheieggdléo Vanessa that the verb,
hacer, that she had just conjugated for them in thegpitetvas the background
knowledge they needed in order to be able to congoe the video clip and the

comprehension questions that followed. Later, #aghin connected the video of her
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preterit conjugation on the board to backgroundMedge as an example of
comprehensible input:

| could probably say that the preterit, the reasb it could be considered as

comprehensible input, is for the fact that, youwnathat's because we talk in the

past, a bridge, if we're gonna talk in the pastégrthat’'s important, that’s
something they’re gonna use everyday, you knowy, ta@’t just continue to

learn the present.

In another instance, they came to a section ofowdeere Paula, using an
overhead transparency with pictures and correspgndothing vocabulary, mentioned
buying clothes at a department store to the classhis moment, Paula remarked with
élanthat she had again connected comprehensible ioghé students’ background
knowledge at that point because the students glieaslv “what Macy’s is.” It should
be noted here that Paula appeared to be eitheswatihg background knowledge with
the practical future usability of the vocabularglagrammar of the language, or making
the assumption that, since the students understod@ould use the notion of the past in
their own languages, they would be able to ap@y blackground knowledge to Spanish.

Later, Paula summarized how the verb conjugatiahthe clothing vocabulary
had given the students the background knowledgertbeded in order to comprehend

Vanessa:
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So then we can say if we're going to be discusiegreterit, that is like the
background knowledge of everything we’ve taughtaso We're starting off with
that [...] What you're doing is background knowledgewell as me teaching the
clothing, cause they learned that the day before.

That'’s all background knowledge...Cause for you totaem, ‘oh ¢ Qué

hicieron?’ they’re gonna have to use backgroundwadge, that's something |

just taught them...So that’s what we can say, thaii® we can kinda introduce
that, cause | was, like, how are we gonna introdlieereterit?

In this manner, Paula found a means of explainowg her having conjugated the
preterit of the verlhacerwas not only comprehensible input, but also a diation for
listening skills as evidenced in the following amdegment she recorded on
comprehensible input and/or listening:

As you just saw in the previous clip, and as yoll s&e in the next one, for our
project for comprehensible input, one of the congmis, as stated earlier, is
background knowledge. For this we are teachingthéents the preterit, or
past tense, so we are, at this point, setting skdsaund knowledge, which you
will see in the future clips in our video preseiaat how this will come in
handy, because they will now need to know how taltie to listen in the past
tense and answer in the past tense.

Paula reiterated this point later when Vanessatoreed how the clip of her
asking display-style questions of the studentdedlto background knowledge, by

saying “Past tense, cause you talk to them in #s¢ fense.”
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At one point, Vanessa attempted to connect thenati background knowledge
to listening skills. While the connection to priarowledge was never developed,
Vanessa did appear to have a momentary insight aldwat they were supposed to do
with the listening skills topic:

[The students] need to have background knowledgkfteen you need to, to

teach them how to listen. And | think that someghettse that we need to put in
here somewhere...is how do you teach them to listeine better listeners?

Here, for the first time, Vanessa seemed to unaiedsthat listening skills were
something to be considered in their own right, erad how to teach students to be better
listeners in the target language was the foundatrehthe purpose for the second half of
their project. She seemed to grasp that whileiieeof comprehensible input with
second language learners might support listeningpecehension, it was just one thread
tying together the two separate concepts. Unfaittly, at this moment, Paula was still
confounding the two topics, and drew both of themayfrom Vanessa’'s moment of
clarity:

[1]f we have to define listening and explain theary behind it, through the
theory we can say... it is important for studentbéayood listeners, and the way
that we can help them be good listeners is thrgggiures, and ta-da-ta-da-ta-da,
so | guess that would go, (looked to rubric, leaimedapped rubric with pencil
point) like, right here, in the theory. ...[A]fteoy explain the theory behind it
you can talk about, making them good listeners.

Paula suggested that for their segment on listeskiilg, they first talk about how

to help the students understand, and that thenntinglyt discuss how to help them to be
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better listeners. Unfortunately the latter haltiog idea was dropped, leaving only a
restatement of the definition of listening-basethpeehensible input.

As with idea of background knowledge and compreibdmgput, Vanessa and
Paula seized on the notion of repetition as a &etof in teaching listening skills because
it was a means to support student comprehensioond example, they were reviewing
the segment of their teaching video wherein Vanessaasking the class general
comprehension questions about a video they hadigwsed. Vanessa had asked a
guestion, and received no response from the stsidemishe wrote the question on the
board so they could see the verb form and recoghegerbhacerin the preterit form
(which Paula had just conjugated for them priath® showing of the video):

Vanessa (Pointed to screen) See there, | had to wribe ithe board again

because they, like ...

Paula: (Interrupted) Repetition, (nodded affirmativelgpetition’s a part of

listening.

Vanessa (Proffered an acknowledging hand gestureveik opening of the

palm).

Paula: (Glanced at the computer, then back at partmelr gasticulated as she

spoke - revelatory) But at least you tried, yotelied, and once they saw ‘¢, Qué

hicieron?’ written, they were, like, ‘ohhhhhh’, ynow, they just got it, so

without having to tell them it means what they Wou know?

VanessaRight

Vanessa and Paula were able to remember thatrebemnsible input was linked

to second language acquisition theorist Stephesh@mm and that the ideas of
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background knowledge and repetition were impot@aiitelping students understand.
They were also able to list from memory a handfudtmategies to support
comprehensible input, such as gesturing while spgakThey did not, however, recall,
seek out, or attempt to understand or report evemasic tenets of either topic, let alone
identify and explain fundamental theories, proadternate perspectives, or give
examples of confirmative or contradictory research.

Topics — Reflection on Best Applicatios significant part of the video project
assignment was to have the student-teachers refidtiteir topics from a variety of
second language teaching perspectives. For compsddie input, they were to consider
factors such as 1) What is the premise behind vehyse is considered “best practice”?;
2) When, why, and with whom are different formstappropriate or inappropriate to
use?; 3) When might its use be problematic?; Ets.listening skills, they were to
consider factors such as 1) Why listening skilksiarportant for language learners; 2)
When during second language learning can theds bkildeveloped?; 3) How would
development need to change with proficiency?; 4at\dne some of the most effective
ways to teach these skills?; 5) When might iti@opropriate or problematic to teach
listening skills; etc.

Vanessa and Paula appeared to have difficulty thiéke issues. For the most
part, they appeared to ignore them completely.eQimes, they oversimplified them,
such as when Paula responded to the rubric poinwtloén, why, and with whom”
comprehensible input should be used by saying, f\&@mprehensible input, | mean, it's
best at all times.” Finally, they occasionally @rad the topics from the context of

second language learning entirely, such as wherea&mstated that, “listening skills can
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be taught at a very early age, [and] should bedoetter and more detailed” and
“Listening is a skill that [...] the students [...] wilse the rest of their lives.”

They appeared to believe, however, that they badred these topics thoroughly
in their presentation. The source of this discahm&s unclear, but a few possible
explanations are explored in Chapter 5.

Topics — Exampleswhen it came time to choose examples from thectieg
video that exemplified the topics they were trytagxplain, Vanessa and Paula appeared
to rationalize the use of what they had, rathen @réique it and determine if it was,
indeed, the best material.

One instance of forcing the material they alrelaay to bend to their needs was
Vanessa’'s mention throughout the project of ustiigrmages as examples of
comprehensible input. The source of these imagesanpicture file” she’d been
required to make for another class consisting\araety of concrete vocabulary:

Vanessa ...Books, Newspaper,

And other things [...] | got the maracas, like, tkalra, [...] the globe for,

like...another form of realia, like the map and stoff[...] the CDs if we

mention music.

Having a teacher show realia when working with Iolegel concrete vocabulary
does support comprehensible input in a senseheinytideo, however, these images
were just shown one after another as an examglealia”’, and in no way connected to
how or why they would support comprehensible ingutit only did they not explain the
presence of the visuals they showed on the sceeramnples, Vanessa and Paula made

no attempt to think beyond this to consider hownttke non-teacher-centered linguistic
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input comprehensible, such as an actual book, regvespor song, nor how or why the
input would change in accordance with student prerficy levels, skills, etc.

The clearest example, however, of their deternonaid use material they already
had was how they chose the video segment of Panjagating the verbaceron the
board in the preterit to demonstrate comprehensiiplat. At first, they wanted to use
the clip because they felt that Paula writing teeowconjugations on the board as she said
them helped to make her speech more comprehengitile learners. Paula rightfully
had doubts at the outset about using it as an deamhgomprehensible input:

Maybe...honestly, | would probably say, looking astideo, maybe a non-

example of comprehensible input would have beetrflatsout teaching the

preterit. | was just writing on the board. Whio course, was my purpose. |
wanted to give them the rules first, but that wottihe comprehensible input.

[...] ‘this is the preterit, tadatadatada’, you kndhat's not really comprehensible

input, it’s just telling flat out what this is. Sthat could be a non-example we

could use later on.
This insight that Paula had on her own teachingimg®rtant. She had simply
conjugated the verbacerin the preterit on the board in front of the cla3$iere was no
evidence of her being aware of the notions of eghnecting new information to
previously learned vocabulary, providing contextinérmation to indicate that she was
showing them the verb endings for a past tense, &tte issue of using this clip arose
again in their second meeting:

Vanessa Okay, so for your, for you, the comprehensibleuinin this was you

writing on the board.
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Paula: (Stared at screen)

Vanessa Okay?

Paula: Unintelligible language, right (raised brows questioningly)?

Vanessa Right

Paula: (Leaned back, hesitated, with confused, doubtfplession)

(Rapidly spoken) I don’'t know if I would really sélyat’'s comprehensible input,

like...(questioning, doubtful scowl) | mean, woulduw Writing? | guess.

(Looked back at screen, with pained expression)w&t@ covering, auh, (rocked

head, expression fell to serious) | guess so.

Vanessa Well, isn't that (gestured back at partner’s spt@hat you put, too?

Listening, reading, and writing, and speaking?

Paula: (Leaned back, put crook of arm on top of head, éalokt screen, and

sighed as she spoke) | mean, those aren’t reathypoehensible input.
In this case, the iterative review of the videpghvas having the effect for which it was
designed: to offer the participants an opportutdtyeflect on their initial choices, and
guestion, verify, and make changes when necessatiis instance, however, the
participants were able to perceive a potential lprobwith the example, but instead of
examining, reflecting, verifying, or even deletihgthey worked to rationalize its use
unchanged. When the time came for them to begggiating clips of their teaching to
use as examples in the video, Vanessa began witbetiment where Paula was
conjugating on the board. At this point, Paulaseeao protest at its inclusion. She
appeared to find a new rationalization for its asehey played it back another time,

perking up, smiling, and saying in a self-satisfagzimanner, “That can cover speaking.”
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The clip was ultimately chosen as an example, thdrapla still voiced a few
reservations about its use even as they editddhter, even as Vanessa had moved ahead
to other work, Paula was still concerned that the af the conjugation video would be
misinterpreted. She changed her mind from heripuswationalization for its use to it
being an example of her establishing backgrounavetge for the sake of
comprehensible input.
Like I was saying, maybe for introducing the neixtew you can just [...] tie it to
background knowledge, so that way, [our profes$gosina be, (inhaled,
expression of realization) “Ohh, okay, now | seg/ ey were showing this clip
of her just writing on the board.” That’s not &sing skills or comprehensible
input. But the purpose that we're trying to makéhiat, (chopped right hand into
left palm) | was establishing background knowledgise we keep saying,
background knowledge is key, background knowleddey. Cause when you
(meaning Vanessa) start talking, you're (snappegktfis) automatically doing the
preterit tense, and [... the book] says one of totofa involved in the
comprehension process is short tem memory.”
Vanessa disagreed here, saying, “No, let's notseate’re not doing memory [...] |
wanna just keep focusing on what we talked abofatrbelike, background knowledge
and teacher clarity.” Paula agreed. Later, Vamsgspped out momentarily, and Paula
sat at the computer and tried to compose a segondigtening for Vanessa to record.
Still unable to let the conjugation clip go, sherkeal in, “In the previous clips that you

saw, Paula began to establish background knowlenidgke past and the preterit.”
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As stated above, Vanessa and Paula seemed todmmotetd to use pictures and
teaching video they had already collected befogeriméng the project. Rather than
composing a sturdy, well-researched and consideretlation on their topics, and then
examining the video for any possible examples, thregred the explanations around the
examples they had.

Topics — Summaryin both instances, Vanessa and Paula offered inietenpr
incorrect explanations of their topics. For conmamsible input, they demonstrated only
a superficial “technical rationality”, omitting mgiof the key points of the theory and its
recommended classroom applications. Never onaayrof their discussions did they
note the origins or essential tenets (e.g. i +rasken, 1985) of either topic, or how they
came to have relevance to the fields of secondulageg acquisition and instruction.
Neither did they examine or explain related pritesp(e.g. natural acquisition order,
Krashen, 1985), or describe what were the geneaatigpted views and findings of
seminal research in the field either supportingrdiquing the theories. Finally, they
disregarded the requirement that they discuss thetaring and adjustments necessary
for the efficacious application of their topicspractice so as to appropriately meet
student needs.

Project Instructions. Overall, Vanessa and Paula had trouble followirgg th
instructions for the project, as well as interprgtihe rubric. They followed very few of
the recommended procedures for completing the gr@ed they frequently forged
ahead without first thinking through what they weupposed to be doing (i.e. recording
teaching sample video before making a plan; mathiegoroject plan before reading the

project instructions, etc.). The instructions amel grading rubric for the project were
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distributed to the students and discussed witlptb&essor on the first night of class, and
also made available online through the Practicuinsite. One week later, the researcher
visited the class to go over the instructions it students, explaining them in detalil
and offering examples of what was going to be megli During the activity, however,
the instructions were rarely consulted by any efgiarticipants, Vanessa and Paula
included. Instead, they opted to glance at thecubut then only sporadically and in an
unsystematic manner. They seemed reluctant tectedh the meaning of the rubric
topics, or to take note of the varying point levielsthe depth of coverage for each item
therein. At no point was it observed that anyhef participants referred to the
instructions while examining the rubric in orderctarify the items.

When asked in the pre-interview, Vanessa statddhbagroject instructions were
clear, and that she liked that they gave directidrile allowing room for creativity:

It kind of gives everyone a guideline, but then st of it, it gives you a lot of

wiggle room, and a lot of...creative freedom andt'sguist, giving us the topics,

it's not telling uhowspecifically to do it ... we have freedom in that.
The researcher felt that perhaps Vanessa'’s appaterdst in the creative aspect of the
project might also have been a motivation for begrigage in the activity (see Creativity
below). Paula had little to say on the instruddiother than that they didn’t seem too
hard, but that if she had any questions she wakKdlee professor. In the same
interview, she indicated that she had not realiylrtnem through.

Two causes came to light for not thoroughly readieginstructions or rubric: 1)
overconfidence that they already understood whatrequired; and 2) veering off-topic

whenever the subject of the instructions arose.
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In the earliest example of trouble with the instiarts, the problem was simply
that they only gave them a very superficial glamecel then only after having already
begun to work. It was well into their first meggjrafter they had made their outline for
the sequence of the video presentation, that Varsmsded to look at the project
instructions. She cursorily read them aloud, skigver segments of text:

...'purpose: To create, demonstrate, document & ptdseused samples of

appropriate second/foreign language teaching ges;tthe process &

product...will exemplify’ nananananaaa... ‘To enhancantechnology skills,’
blah blah blah... [...] Practical Application: demomgton’ nanananana ‘lesson
segment delivered through the specific’ okay. [.E&¢h of the above skill-based’
nanananana okay.

With the word, “okay,” Vanessa appeared satisfied she knew what to do.

Getting sidetracked was another common cause fax@mining the
instructions. In one instance, Vanessa and Padahosen, extracted, and edited the
segments of their teaching video that they wardgagse to exemplify their topics.
Vanessa suggested that the next thing to do wgs back and “in between we’ll add
explanations,” followed by “so how are we gonnahie?” Paula responded, “Can we
start with the instructions | forgot, ummm, maybeHK in there?” Before they could do
so, however, Paula reminded Vanessa, “So did yownavdo your little talking thing
about comprehensible input? Like, you had thkelitttro you were gonna do, talking
about what we were gonna do.” Vanessa was disttaift onto this, and then decided
that they should record all their audio clips amavethem into the editing software

before proceeding any further. The opportunityet@ew the instructions before
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proceeding with the activity was again derailed.

Many misunderstandings arose from not completelgirey and attempting to
understand the instructions. One confusion tharged was between what was
expected of Vanessa and Paula as student-teacbegasigvon the video, and what was
expected of them as teachers in the instructiotahgles. For example, when Vanessa
read aloud that one of the purposes for the videggt was “to enhance your technology
skills”, Paula interpreted it as though she wasdeaisked to demonstrate in the video
that she was able to use technology in her teachiihg enhancement of their technology
skills through the project was to come from theiving to use digital video cameras and
editing software as tools with which to createitipgoduct. Whether or not their
example video clips in the classroom showed thenmguschnology in their teaching
was not the focus of interest. Paula mentionedrsétimes throughout the activity,
however, that they might meet the technology reamént of the project because they
had used an overhead projector and transparenayelbas a commercial DVD video in
their teaching examples. For instance, as theg weriewing the video they recorded of
themselves in the classroom, Paula said “that'svstgproof right there that we're using
a DVD...so [our professor] can see that we're useaaiphology, we're using TV as
technology, so we're using a variety of modes ohtmlogy.” She then insisted on them
placing still pictures of the transparency andhaf ¢cover of the DVD video in their
presentation as examples of comprehensible input.

In another example, even after the researchawvered with an explanation and
examples, Vanessa continued to struggle with tgmeat on teaching TL (Target

Language) listening skills. She and Paula botleapd to be particularly stuck on the
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“when, why, and with whom” notion on the rubric.atithey referred back to the project

instructions, they might have been able to clahfg as it was stated quite explicitly,

“provide background information and explanationsvbly [listening] is an important

skill for language learners, when during the precgdanguage acquisition can this skill

be developed, what are the most effective waysaoh/learn this skill, etc.” As it was,

however, their apparent lack of understanding ahtisem to gloss over this important

item:

Paula: But you're talking about with whom, you don’t rgalieed to describe...
And this, (pointed to what Vanessa had typed orstineen) | don’t understand all
this right here, seems more like a ‘why’. [...] wiilhom, you can say, like,
pretty much, | would say, like, with whom, shoutdrs, like, at the beginning
level of any, you know...

Vanessa (Interrupted, pointed to screen) Well that's whsay here...’listening
can be taught at a very early age, as students giew listening skills should
become better and more detailed.’...

Paula: (Inhaled, sighed as she said) With whom shouldnisig be taught?
(Looked fixedly at partner) It should be taughtaitblanguage students.
Vanessa Mm.

Paula: (Glanced between screen and partner, gave a desbespression with an
eye-roll and a lip curl) | mean, it's kind of a shanswer...

Vanessa (Interrupted) That's why | said, ‘all studentsedeo develop’ so000...

135



Immediately thereafter, Paula interjected, withtang in her voice and pleading
look on her face, “I think it sounds really hard foe to talk about
comprehensible input and when, why, and with whom.”

Additional problems developed when their misintetations were coupled with
the difficulties they had in understanding one heo{see Rapport below). For example,
Paula correctly seized on the notion that they wedo the video in two parts, focusing
first on the teaching strategy and second on tgulage skill. Vanessa at first agreed
that they had two topics to cover, but then saad $fe didn’t think the video had to be in
two parts. There appeared here to be a miscomutioncbetween them as Paula had so
confounded the notions of comprehensible inputletehing that she was concerned that
the instructions were indicating that they wereatially one and the same. Vanessa,
on the other hand, appeared to know that they Waryeseparate topics, but believed
Paula was asking whether they must make two sepeaiddos.

Yet another problem came out of what appeare@ t@ dpeneral reluctance on
their part to ask for or accept clarification offheelying instead on their own
interpretations of the instructions or the rubrir instance, after a discussion in which
the researcher had voluntarily attempted to hedmtiinderstand what was meant by the
portion of the rubric that dealt with considereatextual application, Paula suggested
they not bother covering it at all. She recommeritiat they just respond verbally
during the showing of the video if the topic aroster rationale was, “[The professor]
didn’t really say, you know, it wasn'’t like our, omini-lesson we had where we need[ed]
to talk about how does this affect ESOL studerdsy Hoes this affect this, so | think

maybe we could just cover, you know, if some peagle what listening is, what are
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ways to do that, and use the ESOL example, or whate This led to a narrowing of the
project scope by choosing to interpret the proféssneaning on their own, ignoring the
instructions and the rubric, and failing to veiiffgheir suppositions were correct.

Another serious misinterpretation of the instroiet by Vanessa was her pressure
throughout the project to say little in the explamg pieces and “let the video do the
talking.” In one instance, Paula expressed heryweith this saying:

...the only thing is... [the professor] could poteniask us questions, you

know, it would be good to go ahead and get themyaut know? Cause ...she

might not, she might see it, or she might be, Ike|ll, how are you really
showing this and thatynintelligible | would say, well, see | was pulling my
clothes, | mean (wrinkled nose) | don’t know.

Yet another example of how their decision torpttet the instructions on their
own caused a serious omission in their final prodacurred near the end of their second
meeting. After having recorded their audio segméexplaining” their topics and
introducing their example videos, they assessed thiegt had completed and what
remained to be done. They recalled from memonyttierubric had asked for examples
and non-examples, and began to discuss how thelghadd them into what they already
had:

Paula: We kind of use examples, but we didn’t do non-exiasypyou can just...

Vanessa But the non-examples would just be the opposite

Paula: Actually, you kind of did. Vanessa Speaking too fast.

Paula: I mean, in a sense, when you'’re saying ‘notice iowspeaking slowly’,

but if you wanna really get into it, just to kindaver the rubric, [...] at the very
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end of all these just say, [...] ‘you notice how Raaihd | have given you

examples of [...] comprehensible input and listenimgy some non- examples

[...] would, of course, be speaking too fast, notlyegiving them the chance to

really input what we we’re saying, you know...

Something like that. Um, not using visuals coudd you know...That, and not

establishing background knowledge, for exampld, qusybe be, like, asking

them ‘oh, ¢Qué, qué hicieron?’, and they're, I{kaoked lost) ‘¢, Qué hicieron?,
like, if they don’t know the preterit, you know.

Paula’s comment above, “...just to kinda cover ti®ic,” may reveal an
additional aspect of their perception of the prbjethe rubric did contain gradations,
indicating that one could cover an item at différ@epths, and receive corresponding
points for it. For Vanessa and Paula, howevergthdations seemed unimportant,
focusing instead on just getting something rel&betthe rubric point into their project.
They seemed to feel that even the most cursoryrageeof an item would be enough to
merit them full points. For instance, their finabverage” of non-examples in the video
was:

Throughout the video, you have seen examples ofshihat a teacher should do

in order for their students to be able to undestaem. Non-examples would be

to speak too fast, or to speak in a way that theestts could not understand.

Also, this could include slang that has not beavipusly explained to the

students. Another non-example would be not usisgals, such as

transparencies, PowerPoints, pictures, or flaslscafthose, of course, help the

students to be able to visualize the vocabularyithiaeing used. [...] Itis also
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important for the teacher to build on backgroundwdedge. Students use that
background knowledge in order to piece together material that is being
presented. Without that background knowledgeydestt could lose the meaning
of what is being said, and therefore lose intdretite topic that is being
discussed.

On a related note, as previously mentioned, Vankad set a creative goal for

herself that she would present the required inftionan a ‘fluid” manner. Her desire to

avoid addressing the rubric points one by one d@eioto produce a more polished-

looking delivery may have led to the glossing omeomission of important points, and

the inclusion of irrelevant information. For inst&, as Vanessa was creating an

explanation of listening skills she composed aloud:

‘Listening is a skill that’, um, I'll put ‘the stients’ instead of ‘they’...‘That
students will use the rest of their lives. In tbeeign language classroom
students need to listen to the teacher speak itatget language in order to
acquire the language and be able to speak nelaattofta native speaker.’ [...]
‘Listening is a skill that all students need to dep. Special cases with hearing
impaired students accommodations will need to beeyimr example, the teacher
could tape-record themselves during class and dhevstudent to listen to it

later’. ‘At a volume that is appropriate for them?’

This passage lightly grazed the idea of comprebénsiput (“listen [...] in the target

language in order to acquire the language”), mgsemmisinterpreting, however, the

majority of that concepnd skimmed the surface of listening by saying ithats a skill

that students need to develop. The example okadgithe teaching of listening skills to
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the needs of learners was narrowed to a single jgbeaoh a modification that might be
made for a hearing impaired student. In a senaee¥sa appeared to believe that she
was “fluidly” covering several of the items in thebric, when in fact she was barely
scratching the surface of what was expected.

In their final work session, Vanessa said thathslg on her own time, gone over
the rubric, and determined that they had coveredyfhving. Paula cautioned that they
should take care to not say too much or use tog/regamples because, “I think we have
enough.” Near the end of this session, as tharelser asked them two separate times if
they felt they had checked everything thoroughlgiast the instructions and the rubric
and were confident in the content. Paula respoaffechatively, saying that she felt
sure of the content, and that her only concernuitasately how it flowed together as a
single video.

In the post-interview, when asked specificallyhié foroject instructions and rubric
had been clear about what was expected, Vanessthaashe thought they were “fairly
clear,” and that the researcher coming into thescéand going over everything also
“really helped to clarify.” When the same questweas posed to Paula, she asked if the
researcher was talking about the rubric. The rebeaclarified that she was asking
about the instructionsndthe rubric, and Paula answered that the wordirthefubric
was hard to understand. The researcher then agk&u during the process they had
read or double-checked the instructions or rubAaula noted that, “we looked at them at
the very beginning, but of course we have a Igirofects that we have to do so we can
only remember so much.” She then added that thdydbuble-checked the rubric while

they worked just to be certain that they had caveneerything.
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When asked pointedly if she had connected the aertine rubric that dealt with
adjusting comprehensible input or listening skitistruction according to learner needs
to special needs or English language learners, 3éangaid:

Yeah. ... Umm (cleared throat). | was trying todsenore how, on how we

could make it work in the foreign language classraomm, where most of the

students, their first language is English and tfeel@arning Spanish. Um....but, |
think, but then at the same time, a lot of thenmfation that | was pulling that
from came from my ESOL classes. So, its sort ofudss it can go in between.

| guess if, if you really use the comprehensibfauircorrectly, um, then it can go

from either an ESOL class with them, you know, iéag English to another to

the foreign language class where they're just legrBpanish.
Paula stated simply that they had not made theemtiom.

In sum, Vanessa and Paula made only a few spoeéfdits to read and follow
the project instructions or to refer to the rutascthey worked. Where they had
guestions, they failed to cross-reference the eonnaterials or to seek assistance. As a
result, they struggled to cover their topics as pahensively as was expected.

Technology. Due to the nature of the activity, technology wdeguent theme
throughout the project. During the interviews, tligcussion centered on their
technological knowledge and interests. In thevagtihowever, the focus was on the
functionality of the hardware and software.

Vanessa and Paula’s interview responses on teawgknerally corresponded to
their questionnaire data in that, overall, theyewegry comfortable in using it, felt they

knew most of the more recent technologies quité, et believed that learning a new
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technology, or more about one with which they wadready familiar, would be quite
easy. Vanessa, specifically, had no interestamiag to use older technologies saying,
“... I mean, if I'm going to learn anything, I'd rathearn...something looking more to
the future”. This matched her interest in learmmgye about the editing software. She
was also uninterested in learning a new technolaggh as a software program, when
she already knew how to use one that paralleledfitnctionality. This corresponded to
her insistence on using her own DVC, laptop, antingdsoftware.

Paula, on the other hand, said, “I would just ldergsted in knowing more about
it because it doesn't hurt to know more ... I'd pldpde ... fascinated to find out how it
works.” Paula also expressed a small amount aegnaround video editing and
making a DVD due to the fact that they were rekd$i\new to her, but that she did want
to know how to use these technologies. Duringatiievity, however, Paula learned very
little about any of the technologies, perhaps plytdue to her anxieties, but more likely
due to Vanessa’ monopoly on all of the equipmemicé&the laptop belonged to Vanessa,
and since she knew how to use the editing softwheeediting process defaulted
completely to her. This caused a) her fear ohalpalance in labor to come true (see
Rapport below); b) Paula to learn little about tisehnology because she never used it
herself.

Though Vanessa had said that she was familiartivélvideo editing software
that she already had installed on her computersslstruggled from time to time to
make it do what she wanted it to do, or to undadstahy it did something that she had
not foreseen. The frequency of incidents of thietoccurred from the very beginning as

they designed their introductory screens and e but increased markedly once
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Vanessa began to crop and edit the video theydwatded of their teaching and of the
audio they recorded to correspond to text on theesc In her struggles were
opportunities to learn, and she did employ stratetp help herself do so. One strategy
that Vanessa frequently used to help herself thrdnay difficulties with the software was
self-talk or private speech. (For background omgig speech, see Vygotsky's seminal
work, Thought and languag&986) (For information on the use of private spdach
adults, see John-Steiner, 1992)) Private speecls ursgportant because it is often an
indicator of an effort toward self-regulation. Fetample:

(To Paula) Editing is what takes so long.(Self-talighed) Why is it not

working?...

Aw, come on. (Facial expression of annoyance amstrftion)...

(Voice sing song and frustrated, brow knit) Whytigrworking? That's weird.
And later

(Self-talk) Okay, so to one-oh-nine

All right...so let’s...

Oy, unintelligible..[...]

Okay...Undo what | just did (chuckled)...

Then I'll move that out of the way...

Pull this...this way...

(Softly to self) Oh s***,

Why is it not working...any more?...

Okay, there, that’s a better way of doing it...Okay...

It's easier to add them in that way than...this waykaf..

143



Vanessa was not able to self-regulate in all ircg@anhowever, complaining from
time to time that, though she had gotten the soéw@do what she wanted it at some
previous time, she had difficulty recalling how she it when she needed it again. In
one instance, while working, she said:

What is it doing?! Whenever | get it to work, iee know how | did it. So then

l, | get to that point again, you know what I'm Bay? It's, like, one of those

things, like, | didn’t, | did nothing really thapscial to get it to work, you know?

[...] And you know it's nothing they would have inet help menu either.

Paula’s interest in the editing software was digpiiaonly very sporadically in the
project as they were making decisions concernie@#sthetic features of their video.
She asked about and directed Vanessa to try vabigtisns and features, and at times
even appeared to have more intuition about howakenthe software function than did
Vanessa. For example:

Vanessa (Having difficulty with a transition) Why doeskeep doing that?

Paula: Why don’t you stretch it out first and then movever?

Vanessal did.

Paula: No, no, no, not the, not the comprehensible injaut, phe, umm, the, the

slide effect.

Like, see if you can move it out, move it out thleey way, like, stretch it out

(sweeps extended arm in front of her to right) tay first

Vanessa Okay. Wait. What? Try this one? That, and wstitetch that out to

where we want.

Paula: Okay, then, add that in there.
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Vanessa And this one.

Paula: No, I'm saying, stretch that out, but...

Vanessa But takes...

Paula: (Pointing)...like, on this side.
And later:

Paula: There’s a way to slow that down, isn’t it?

Vanessa Yeah, | think so, there has to be a way

Paula: Maybe...Duration? Oh, that’s not, it's something else

Oh, that's six seconds. Oh! Hit up on duration sed if that makes it last longer.

[...] Yeah, that, see if it makes it slower...It didh!
And later:

Paula: Oh! What is the T down there, let's see what happen

Absolutely nothing

Oh! It's a new text box

VanessaA, a new text box

Let's see

Paula: Just hit CTRL Delete and that'll get rid of it

In her post-interview, the researcher asked Vanébsd you have to learn more
about how to use [the technology] than you thoygltwould?” Vanessa responded that
she’d had some trouble here and there, but it wae lan issue of remembering how it
worked than of learning something new. She saiohéan, with technology, even if
you're familiar with it, there’s always some frumions, | mean even if you've had many,

many years of experience.” When asked if she wbalthking any new technology
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skills away from doing the project, Vanessa sawt ‘ieally.” She stated that there were
things that she had hoped to learn, and that shiakle the time to try and figure them
out, only to discover that the software she had avaared down version of a more
premium program, and it simply was not able totdusé things.

Paula understandably responded that she had moeteany new technology
skills, since Vanessa used her own camera anchgditiftware and Paula did not work
directly with either of these.

Project Plan. A plan for the project was an important tool thaingssa and Paula
were unsuccessful at building and using. Allhef participants had been given a
calendar and verbal instructions at the beginnirtg®semester encouraging them to
follow certain steps and complete them by certatesl This guideline was offered to
help them to avoid procrastination and to makeptiogect easier through organization
and planning. Included in the steps was a fourkwaadow near the beginning of the
semester when they were encouraged to meet wittetlearcher for help with preparing
a plan and storyboard. Out of all of the partiofsaVanessa and Paula included, no one
chose to make use of this resource, and no one astbeyboard.

During the pre-interviews, the researcher askede¥sa and Paula where they felt
they were in the process of beginning the activay.this point, the researcher was aware
that Vanessa and Paula had not thus far optethierih the technology lab, and they had
not chosen to meet with either the professor orésearcher to help them create a plan
or a storyboard for their video (recommended praced

Paula’s interview was first, and she indicated 8t had not yet read the

instructions. Vanessa stated that the two of theme going to have their first meeting
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after that interview. The researcher remarkedaofth “you don't have any video yet”,
thinking that this first meeting would be one inielhVanessa and Paula would create a
plan. Surprisingly, Vanessa responded that theyiddeed, already have video that they
would edit into the project. She continued that khew that they were doing things out
of order, and went on to describe the video thek.tdHer explanation indicated that she
felt they would have adequate footage to use. rébearcher, concerned, made a point to
remark that their footage might be adequate foptirion of the project that asked for
demonstration of their topics in practice, but tiaty would still need to do quite a bit of
additional work on the foundational informationanéssa acknowledged this, then
repeated again that she was aware they were “wgpdamewhat in reverse”.

At the beginning of their first meeting, Vanessd &aula had considerable
trouble getting organized and focused. Occasigratl unsystematically referring to the
project instructions and the rubric, they werelfinable to haphazardly sketch out a very
ill-defined outline for their presentation. In thostline, they essentially listed, in a very
unspecific way, the order in which they thoughtiy@cs ought to be presented. Before
they could flesh out any of the critical detailslo¢ir plan, however, they launched
immediately into the design of their opening paye] discussed creative options for the
overall presentation delivery.

After a great deal of time and effort perfecting ttesign of the introductory
screen, they realized that they had no plan fortwhauld come next. They discussed
several ideas, and made a few ill-conceived anuhdige attempts to move ahead, but
ultimately got nowhere. For example, at one pafter abandoning the idea of

videotaping themselves that day because of howttieyght they looked, Vanessa
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decided to record just her voice for an introdutti®aula suddenly asked, “So do you
know what you’re going to say pretty much?” to whianessa replied, “No...Hey, I'm
being honest.” At this point, they abandoned #eording altogether and decided to
view the video they had previously obtained of teelwes teaching. From this video,
they chose and groomed a collection of clips thay felt would exemplify their topics
(“about four and a half minutes” worth), and Paubded a short time later, “we have the
edited video, that’s the big part” (See ExpectatierEffort and Time below). Vanessa
stated that the next step would be to go back dddeaplanations in between the
examples. This struck the researcher as forciag@tiplanations to correspond to the
examples they happened to have, rather than cotiafja substantive foundation on the
topics, and then reviewing their video to seedytbould extract any valid examples (and
re-taping if they should find them to be insuffiail

This haphazard approach to creating their videditoad right up until the end
of the project. This caused some additional frickh@tween them as they discussed what
should go where, tried to determine where they wetke process of completing the
video, as well as contributed to the difficultibgey had with confounding the meanings
of the two topics. For example, as Vanessa wasmgian explanation of
comprehensible input, she asked Paula’s opiniamhaft she had done. Paula responded,
sighing deeply and showing her irritation, “I thétigve were gonna uh, shouldn’t we just
go ahead and do the video first, dhdntalk about why?” She and Vanessa went back
and forth, Vanessa trying to understand what Paakagetting at, and Paula trying to
explain that by showing the video before the exaliem, that they would be establishing

background knowledge for their viewers. Vanessalliy agreed to this presentation
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order. In another example, near the end of tle®iosd editing session, they were still
frequently reassessing what they had finished dmat &till needed to be done (in
addition to still confounding the two topics):

Vanessa Okay, so, should we, after you do your clip, dtlpwe should do one

introducing mine? Since it's me doing the videondpa different skill, doing

listening?

Paula: Yeah, if, like, you're going to define listeningcaeding to the storyboard

then you’re gonna go more in depth with listenify “storyboard” she meant

the written outline of the topic presentation segpgethey made during their first
meeting.)

Vanessal thought | already defined listening.

Paula: Nope, you just did a brief thing on comprehensibjait.

| mean, | define what comprehensible input is,\mut talk more ab...

Vanessa (Interrupted) Oh! That's right, cause what | Ofore, right.

By the time they had reached their fourth anddd#ing session, they were still
not clear on everything they needed to do. It oeclto them that they had not planned
for a conclusion to their video, and decided to enake up by reiterating what they had
said in the previous clips. This seemed to stileen as being a bit thin, so then they
decided to add several images, such as still imagesa picture file Vanessa had
created for another course, as well as a photoeotdver of the DVD and one of the
textbook used in Paula’s class. The picture filages were supposed to be examples of
comprehensible input, the DVD cover was supposekémplify listening skills (in that

the students had been asked to watch the DVD aswlesircomprehension questions
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using the preterit dhacen, and the book cover was supposed to be “inteigsto their
viewers.

Paula seemed to realize, on some level, that thkgtwere producing was not
what they had originally said they would do. Séacted at one point to what they were
making, pursing her lips and saying, “Mmm. (Rafid-delivery, unenunciated) It just
really seems a little uhhm it looks like somethdhifjerent that we were talking about
when we wrote it down.” This apparently was nadggh of an impetus, however, to re-
consult their plan, the project instructions, @ thbric.

In the end, the lack of a realistic plan causedith®reverse the appropriate
emphasis in the project. They chose to put togetlmellection of teaching segments and
examples, interspersed with an occasional textebsigge highlighting what they
perceived to be the basics of the topics coverédartlips. The project instructions,
however, encouraged just the opposite, askingfaepth explanations and critical
analyses of theories, concepts, and applicatioitls,axfew interspersed teaching
examples to reinforce the concepts.

Reference Materials.Vanessa and Paula struggled with all aspects oftthpgcs
throughout the activity, including everything frdrasic definitions to appropriate
applications. Clearly, Vanessa and Paula wereeawomisome level that they were
having some trouble with their topics, yet theyspged in the notion that in-depth
research, or even verification of their assumptiovess unnecessary, preferring instead to
rely on their interpretations of their prior knowdgge. This was in spite of having had
immediate access (either in physical or electréomim) to reference materials through

textbooks, the Internet, and full library access.
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The first instance in which it became clear thattvere aware that they were
struggling occurred almost immediately during tHiggt meeting. Vanessa was stumped
by whether a book topic she had marked (learnamactexistics) applied to the use of
comprehensible input or the teaching of listenikijss

Vanessa Would that be for comprehensible input, or wothidt be for? ...

Listening?

Paula: Let’s try comprehensible input. Cause we’re tajkabout different

people that we're supposed to teach... No, | gustsning, actually. You

know...we probably could ask people to do an actisitgh as comprehensible

input and listening. ...(Leaned back in chair, pands in lap, screwed up face)

Maybe both together?...(Relaxed face, gestured Yighth hand in lap) Cause

listening is a sub-field of comprehensible inpat, Ismean, | guess we can just

cover it under comprehensible, you know, | guesgavecover it under
listening...

Vanessa See, since they're going hand-in-hand it's kifthard to separate them.

Paula: Yeah.

Paula in particular then continued to strugglénviow listening skills could be
part of comprehensible input. Vanessa was attemmpti plan, when Paula was suddenly
seized by a related memory, and said questioniti@lsan’s studies on foreign
language...education?” Vanessa, distracted, repirdoreign language acquisition.”
Paula then refined her idea once again, “acqumsitisecond language acquisition,” then
followed it with, “And that's Krashen’s theory rigthere.” Vanessa distractedly agreed

by saying, "Basically.” Unfortunately, neither thlem appeared to consider this in any
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more detail, make any coherent connections to cehgmsible input, or access any of the
reference materials at their fingertips to confonmexpand this memory into something
appropriate for their project content.

The one reference material they did attempt tonesea foreign language
methods textbook from a previous course. Theicasg, however, with even this
resource was limited due to tensions in their i@ahip, difficulty in maintaining focus,
and what was apparently some trouble with discgrrefevant information.

Their difficulties began to become apparent evdaredhey met for the first time
to work on the project. Vanessa had marked a fayep of a textbook that she thought
might contain information relevant to the topicst bhe had not done anything specific
with the material. They began by glancing at thigbook, but less than three minutes
into their first meeting they had already twice eéstracted from the book. The first
time was in trying to clarify their topics from meny. The second time, Paula focused
on a point in the rubric and began talking abou¢rghn the video sequence she would
deal with particular issues. Vanessa quietly gitexhto keep looking through the
textbook, but Paula continued to talk about theicudind presentation order. Vanessa
finally abandoned her efforts and joined her parim¢he discussion of the presentation
sequence. The book was closed and remained sitefoemainder of that meeting.
Vanessa merely mentioned the book one additioma in that meeting when she
recalled a connection mentioned therein betweerposiensible input and background
knowledge.

In their second meeting, Paula picked up Vaneseatbook and flipped to the

index. After a quick glance, she veered off ontotaf gossip she had heard about
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another student, to which Vanessa gave no resp@tsertly thereafter, Paula discovered
a passage from the book she thought was meanih@fal,l like that! The theory behind
this, which comes from Krashen, is it really wotddus on how learners actually ...
‘connect grammatical form with their meanings’ ..ttha good quote right there.” Her
understanding of this passage eventually revetdelf in her example of writing a
conjugation of the preterit form dfceron the board while saying the pronoun and verb
(writing was interpreted as comprehensible inpuhat it supported her oral conjugation
of the verb in front of the students). Soon aftaul& found another passage that grabbed
her attention:

‘Intake is language that comprehended and usedadmpérs to develop a

linguistic system that they can use to produceututpthe language’...Ahhhhh

(smiled, satisfied) [...] Nice. So the purpose aihpoehensible input is to output

knowledge.
Well into their second meeting, then, Paula hadllfffrdone enough “research” to find
passages that expressed a limited technical kngeletlone of their topics.

Very shortly thereafter Vanessa asked, “What dghjt about listening in there?”
Paula, in between a myriad of distractions, hambé kAt the index:

Paula: (Read aloud) ‘...assessment of, listening, technekfpr, bottom-up

models of, developing’ ...‘Factors involved'...

‘Listener-based variables, social process’ ...

“Strategies for”, that's what you need, right?

Vanessa: Yeah
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Paula: Pages 163-165
The researcher found it interesting (albeit penpigkthat they passed over several leads
that might have proved fruitful, and may have elehto more in-depth reflection and
examination on the topic, opting instead for, “CBtrategies for comprehending,
comprehending and interpreting.” Even “strategiéstvever, might have led them to
think about how a teacher might help learners t@lbgp and practice those strategies,
but they were still confounding comprehensible irgmud second language listening
skills.
Paula: That's, really it's comprehensible input.
Vanessa: Strategies for... Oh, yeah.
Paula, therefore, began to interpret strategiesined) by learners as strategies teachers
might use when speaking to them:
Paula: 000, it says this van der Geest, which | knowasKrashen, van der
Geest studied, ‘van der Geest’s studies reveahthdte conversation partners
demonstrate higher use of kinetic, kines, kinegtegbody language, goal
Unintelligible, request or petition for rephrasing, simplificati@nintelligible
hypothesidJnintelligible or ask for additional inputinintelligible’
[...] Mmm, anyway, let’s just, for listening we magy/wanna talk about, you
know, how like... Or comprehensible, | guess probabky really should talk
about how gestures, repetition, you know?

Vanessa Yeah that's comprehensib, isn't it?
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Paula: For yeah, for listening ...l guess the biggestghiou maybe wanna do is

maybe say, like, you know, for listening it's imgamt , but, like, as you know...
Vanessa interrupted here and exhorted Paula tarbeske also look for information
corresponding to the rubric items on consideringtext and varying learner needs and
abilities. The researcher found it interesting ¥anessa cited these items, nearly
verbatim, without looking at the rubric, but aléat she added a term not present in the
text: “level” (referring to learner proficiency lel). It appeared then, that Vanessa did
understand this rubric item to be asking them tieceon carefully considered
application in varied contexts. Paula appearatbtaeally hear her say this, and
continued reading from the index:

(Concentrated on text) Cause it has, like, a thbaug like, (read from index)

‘instructional strategies and interaction of listeyy examples, non-examples.’

...'Unintelligible reprise, continua, continuation of signal.’

At one point the researcher pointedly asked if th&y done any research on the
topic of second language listening. She mentigdhatithere was considerable scholarly
work in the areas of how to teach learners to rea@ide, and speak in the target language,
but that there was also a body of work on teactheg how to listen. She offered some
examples, and Vanessa replied that she had founel material on what the teacher
might do to be clearer to students as they listerader than on what the students might
do (or learn to do) to be better listeners. Vaa&ssnt on with several examples of what
teachers might do, such as slowing the pace aof ¢ppelech and avoiding slang,

essentially describing the features of foreignblr gerguson, 1971). Vanessa then took
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the conversation down a lengthy sidetrack, andtitgect of researching more about
teaching and practicing TL listening skills wastlos

As mentioned above, another problem they appdarkdve was in being able to
look at the limited “research” (i.e. related passafyjom a single textbook), and extract
what was relevant to them at that time. For examyanessa looked over one of the
textbook segments on listening, and chose thevintig to work into their presentation:
“Listening skills can be taught at a very early,a@gsoon as growing, or listening skills
should become better and more detailed.” Whilg titue that listening skills can be
taught at an early age and developed over timdyfhieal second language teacher
(which included Paula and Vanessa) is more intedeist developing second language
listening skills and strategies in older childrew adults.

As Vanessa was trying to compose her segmenstaming skills, Paula again
picked up the textbook and began to search. She eaross a passage that explained
that TL listeners and readers use their knowleddlkeoTL and their background
knowledge to interpret a text. She then cursaordied the words “short-term memory”
further on in the book. This appeared to lead &#8utonclude with confidence that they
had done everything recommended by the book fmlisg skills, that is: 1) Vanessa
required the students to use their knowledge ofdhget language to listen and
comprehend her questions; 2) Paula’s lesson oocahj@gation ohacerin the preterit
was the background knowledge her students needssldble to listen to Vanessa’'s
guestions; 3) their background knowledge was latatehe students’ short-term
memory because Paula had only just presented ¢éterppr Paula added that the fact that

Vanessa had to write the questions on the boamtdé#ie students were able to respond
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proved that they were accessing short-term menidsy|ike they forgot, when you
wrote it on the board, they got it. Like, it's sttterm memory, that’'s how it...goes into
that.”

In their post-interviews, both Vanessa and Paoidicned that they had built the
project out of their prior knowledge of the topiasd that the only reference they had
consulted had been a methods textbook (though auld not correctly recall which
book they had used). Vanessa gave more detatlseamse of the textbook than Paula,
saying, “l wanted to make sure that | wasy specific, and really go back and check
my...my answers and things like that so, [...] | stéiteoff with [my prior knowledge],
but then to give it some good meat and potatoesibléd to go to the book to get specific
things and to quote specific things from the booWdnessa claimed that they’'d used
some online resources “for ideas of things we cdoldh the class, or ways to expand it.”
When asked when she had gone online, she saidg t@adad already had everything
and we were actually looking for more examplesar-axamples, | went online just to
see what else | could find, but it was towardsrtirédle of the project.” Again this was
not observed. They did take somegesfrom the Internet, but only after stating that
non-examples would just be the opposite of the gtesrthey had already given. Paula’s
response was that the only real use they’'d hackferences of any sort was as a resource
for “how to properly word” what they already knelely wanted to say.

Also in the post-interview, the researcher direagiked them both if they thought
that having found some academic articles on tlgics might have been able to deepen
their understanding of the concepts or expand aatt wiey already knew. Vanessa

answered:
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| think it might have helped a little bit, but lit#k it would have given just more,
like, research and more statistical informationosiof the information,
especially the part where we’re defining compreli®asnput and listening skills,
that, that we got from the book and | think thagttwas fine. It probably would
have helped, it probably would have been nice @ liead more, you know,
‘According to so-and-so’, you know, in this articlenm, blah, blah, blah, but, |
dunno. Actually I did my annotated bibliography fthe Methods professor]
with listening and things like that, and sdidl find articles, but it was after the
video project was done. But reading those artit)asreally didn’t say too much
different than what we found in the book, so...

Paula’s response was that she supposed it wouthedped:
but I mean, honestly, | kind of feel like what went over wasn’t that hard.
Comprehensible input is not that hard to comprelvemat it is and how to do it.
[As for the listening], its pretty much you readand find out what it is, its not
one of those definitions or practices that you haveo a lot of research on or get
a deep explanation of it to understand it. Youwkmehat itis [...] | mean, it
could have enhanced it with some different way®d®w to present it, methods
to do it, but at the same time, it wasn’t, you knoixcan't really say it would
have deepened my knowledge, | pretty much goniigén to say, you pretty
much understood it once you knew what it was.”

The researcher then probed further asking if thackbeen any content or concepts that

they had felt the need to check against a refersogece. Vanessa responded, “Not

really. Actually, if there was anything, eitherdReor | could pretty much clarify it for
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the other one.” When asked what specifically thag clarified for one another, she said,
“She clarified the part that she talked about [Wwhivas Krashen'’s theories of second
language acquisition, she was more up-to-date am ithink she had a class recently
that talked more recently than when | took it, andshe’s like, ‘Yeah, remember we
learned this in this class’, and | was like, ‘Okag that’s right.” When asked if she had
clarified anything for Paula she hesitated, and ged, “No, not really. She was really
knowledgeable of it as well, and I think its beausw she’s also taking [an ESOL
class], and so, again a lot of this is things tatve learned recent[ly].” When Paula
was asked if she had learned anything from Vanasg&e versa, she responded, “I
can’t really say this was the kind of project whese could learn anything from each
other, really. | mean it was more so like you krewerything about the subject | don’t
think there’s necessarily anything where we camleamething from one another, |
don’t think it was that type of project, quite pamally.” The researcher felt that these
post-interview comments were very revealing asi&r tperceptions of the topics, the
depth of their own knowledge, and the real purpaidbe project.

Their unsystematic, cursory attempts to examineglesreference material
coupled with their struggle to accurately choosg iaterpret even this limited
information, resulted in serious misunderstandengs representations of their topics.

Researcher Presencdn the pre-interview, when asked if there was aimgh
about the researcher’s presence, the study, og lo&iserved that made her
uncomfortable, Vanessa responded that, on theargnshe was happy to have someone
to ask for help. The researcher felt it was irgeng, however, that Vanessa specifically

said:
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Vanessa You're kind of an extra help, an extra persanadgk, you know, instead

of it all falling on me,... | can ask you about tieeltnology, and things like that.
The specific mention of help with the technologther than that of a more general
nature, or help with the content was more saliesedhe study was complete, since this
was the primary type of help requested of the rebea.

As for Paula, she indicated no interest whatsoevtite researcher’s presence,
and specifically stated that her thoughts werd\ikésewhere when the researcher first
visited the class to explain the project and tlseaech study.

Their feelings were borne out in their behaviarsm the activity. During the
project, Vanessa and Paula often appeared to ftrgethe researcher was present or that
the cameras were on. This may be one reason \eliyrdinely made a bid to the
researcher for help or support. This was evidenté#eir occasional comment that they
had forgotten about the cameras, usually aftengayi doing something embarrassing
on tape. It was also confirmed by the infrequenitit which they asked for help, and
the inattention given to unsolicited support oftels the researcher.

Researcher — Solicited Suppokt/hen they did ask for assistance from the
researcher, it was most often for assistance walie¢chnology tools, or to borrow items,
such as pieces of blank paper or a microphoneydpast them in their work. There were
only two occasions when they asked the researtivert @anything directly related to
their video. In the first instance, they asked Homg the example video clips should be.
The second time was when Vanessa was working adonkeshe asked the researcher’s

opinion on the use of a specific graphic.

160



Researcher — Unsolicited Suppoftthere were times during the activity when the
researcher intervened in an effort to clarify sdvimgg for the participants. The first clear
instance of this was in the second meeting where¥satold Paula to find information
that would help them with the portion of the rubatgaling with application in varied
contexts. The researcher asked them if they raeallierstood what the item on the rubric
meant. Vanessa answered that she thought it edfesr“different type[s] of learners.”
The researcher agreed, adding that it could refexarner differences, or learning styles,
such as those proposed by Gardner (1983). Shel dldaleit could also refer to special
needs students, such as those with learning disadilor a physical impairment,
particularly a hearing impairment in the case stelning skills. She also mentioned that
they might consider ESOL students from non-TL backgds, and offered the example
of a local high school where she had encounterdelSfDL student of Vietnamese origin
in a mainstream high school French class. Sheyaiag to add that they should
consider heritage language learners and nativ&kemedut was sidetracked when
Vanessa digressed onto the topic of former Frentdnes in Asia and Africa. The
researcher again told them that she would be heppglp with anything at all, and both
Vanessa and Paula responded positively. Theytthiaed to one another, and referring
to the previous discussion about the rubric said:

Vanessa (Laughed and looked back to partner) | didn’tretrenk about that.

Paulas Me neither, cause you know what?

Vanessa Hearing impaired students.

Paula: [The professor] wants us to do that for our obstons of a high school.

Unintelligible, like, ESOL, or a special needs student.
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As previously mentioned, the notion of accommiogpvaried learners and
making lesson modifications where necessary wasewtto the participants, having
encountered and practiced doing so in previousseswork. Vanessa then turned to
Paula and the researcher and asked, "Howou help a...hearing impaired student learn
a language?” The researcher then offered an exanfil hearing impaired student she
once had in a language class, and how, in thannost the solution involved planned
physical placement of the student in the classrtwrdifferent types of activities in order
to maximize the student’s limited hearing. Vandbea said in a slightly frustrated tone,
“See, comprehensible input is easier, becausalihyave a visual...and audio, and, you
know, like that.” The researcher offered anothemaple for accommodating a hearing
impaired learner, to which Vanessa responded dit'tieventhink about that.” Paula
intervened at this point to ask Vanessa, “| meanyali wanna cover all of the bases? |
mean, cause, like, for example, like, the vided Wehave is of my college class, and,
like, everyone there is just, you know, there’spnablem.” Whether Paula was
suggesting here that they not follow the instruetifor the project because they did not
have any example video of accommodation-makingwnatear to the researcher. Paula
then went on to recount that she had encountereé pbysically impaired students in a
high school Spanish class that she had observddhan recalled that she had a Japanese
learner of English in her university Spanish clak® did quite well. Both Vanessa and
the researcher asked what sort of modificationgvshee to her lessons or materials for
this student, such as whether she used spokersknglclass or written English in
assignment or assessment instructions. Paulaatdahged that she did use English for

these things. The researcher then offered soma@ga of how Paula might help that
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student to better understand the English useceicdhirse, noting that consistently using
the target language instead would put all the stisden an equal footing. Paula
remarked that she did try to use Spanish in cls$ noted, “Like, that's what you'll see,
you’ll see our video, like, when we do clothingryl to do a lot of gestures.” They
continued to struggle with the notions of how tostnefficiently and appropriately apply
the concepts in practice with varied learners. g point, they concluded that listening
skills were something that all students needect@ldp. The researcher noted here that
they might consider what accommodations and madibas might need to be made to
the execution of a lesson designed to teach anaheeltarget language listening skills if
a deaf student were present. They acknowledgedbedid nothing with the
information. In another instance, the researchke@dthem directly if they had done any
research on the topic of listening, but Vanessarstethe conversation away from the
topic.

At one point, Vanessa became very frustrated wherfaund that her clips were
starting too late and cutting off too soon once s inserted transitions between them.
Paula’s suggestion was to go back and removeadhsitions and see if the problem still
occurred. The researcher intervened at this poiakplain that transitions would overlap
the video on each end of the clips they were cdimgec She suggested that instead of
cropping each video segment to the precise poietevthey wanted it to begin and end,
they leave the equivalent of a tab for the transitp latch on to. Ultimately, this was the
only suggestion made by the researcher that thesecto use, and it was related to the
technology, not the content.

In the end, Vanessa and Paula appeared to becguit®rtable with the
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researcher, but they did not particularly take atluge of her presence. When they asked
for help on the project, it was usually relateétiechnology problem that Vanessa was
struggling to solve. When the researcher offetgapert, direction, or advice, they

largely ignored it, except when it related to tedogy.

Community Support.In addition to making very little use of the mameyarence
materials at their disposal, Vanessa and Paulanadsle very little use of the many
people available to them, such as the researdteeprofessor, and their peers. Before
their fourth meeting, Vanessa had sent out an e@mabme of the other student-teachers
in their class letting them know when she and Pawlald be working on their video.

She did this, she said, to let them know that tteyd chat online about the project if
they wanted to. In the end, one person in padrctbntacted them, both by cell text and
by online chat, but they did not discuss the pitojec

Motivation. Motivation was a recurrent theme throughout theytthough the
large majority of data came from the pre-interviewghile a few mitigating factors were
identified, overall, neither Vanessa nor Paula exageptionally motivated to do the video
project and said so clearly in their pre- and potrviews.

Motivation — GradesWhen asked directly in the pre-interview to desemdhat
their motivations were in doing this project, Vaseesind Paula’s responses were akin to
those of the other participants in the study. \daadound the question somewhat
amusing, and then asked if it meant anything dtien a good grade. Paula’s response
was more succinct: “l want a decent grade, sostlia' reason.”

Other discussions with the participants revealeatitechal information about

grade-based motivation. In her pre- and postamders, Vanessa projected an image of
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herself as a very conscientious student. Sheitescsome negative group work
experiences in which she had been forced to do aradt of the work in order to get a
project done to a standard with which she coulddiesfied (even describing the act of
writing what to say in a presentation for an unwvettd group member). She indicated
that she was willing to do whatever it took to &sta high grades on her work, but she
could also enjoy the creative process when paiiddtive right partner. According to
her responses then, a high grade was of key impmetn Vanessa’s sense of success.
Paula mentioned grades less than Vanessa, buhdidhted that a high grade was
important to her. For example, she stated thakebes that Vanessa was just as serious
about her grade as she was. She clarified indsripterview, however, that her interest
in getting a good grade was not tied to her desitearn, rather, “It was more so like
okay, let me just look at the rubric, see whatvehto do, and get a good grade.”
Ultimately, however, their actions did not beastbut as a primary motivation in the
video project assignment.

Motivation — Tasks, Tools, and Work Partnehs their interviews, the
participants revealed other potential sources divation. Vanessa appeared to often
seek out the positives in a situation or persomt déeast to soften the negatives. Whether
this was due to a generally optimistic personabitya deep dislike of conflict (see
Rapport below) was unclear. She described hdrseHveral instances as someone who
could be energized by a stimulating task, an isterg tool, or when working with an
industrious, like-minded partner. Paula, on theeohand, held what seemed to be a

more dichotomous outlook in that she was eitharested in doing an activity, or she
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was not. If she was not, then she was also relgtimninterested in any potential positive
outcomes associated with the task.

Motivation — TasksIn the present case, the project did not appedateessa. At

the beginning of the pre-interview, she indicatest she was not keen on doing the
project because she felt that she had done somgetimmlar in another course She even
stated that she had considered dropping the cansee-enrolling as an undergraduate
(graduate students were permitted to apply onergraiduate level course toward their
degree, and the undergraduate version of the Buactilid not require the video project.)
just to avoid the activity, “But then, that kindawd've been a cop out, so | decided I'd
just stay with it and do the video project.” Todahne end of the pre-interview, when
specifically asked about her motivation to do tbevity, she commented that she was
“go[ing] into it a little disgruntled”, and that sld “rather be able to do other things.”
Like Vanessa, Paula also found the task unappealmger case, however, rather than
lack of novelty, Paula simply found it tedious afdittle practical value. In her pre-
interview she stated, “I guess I'm the kind of pare/here, if it's something that just
really interests me, then | have a lot of passmntfand everything, and I'm not going to
say I'mnotinterested in [the video project], but... its notlkegrabbing me.”

It was interesting, however, that while both ofrthéeclared their disinterest in
the content of the task, the product did make itenpalatable. Vanessa noted in the pre-
interview:

| think it's sort of a fun ending to the semest®eo, where we can see other

people's videos and laugh with them, and laugheattin the video, and that sort

of thing, so | think ...it's more fun than justtiéising to someone rattle off the
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information and then watching the tape. Agais,ntt just someone rattling off

the information [...] or reading out of the book.

Paula echoed this view in her pre-interview as whkn she said, “[I]t looks like it's at
least a more a fun kind of project that | woulcheatdo.”

This view held up for Vanessa, but not for Paulthmpost-interview. When
asked if she would have preferred another delif@ryat, such as a research paper,
Vanessa’'s answer was clearly no:

| enjoy the technology too much, and you know, amd its sort of, even though

it was more time consuming. The research paperkgow, | could have

cranked that out a lot quicker than, than this @igeject, but it was sort of, it

was more up my alley, it was more fun more of agurject to do than just

researching and writing another research paper.
She added that with a research paper, “You caaflyrewn it as much as a video,
because with a video you're like, | made that vitle&/hen the same question was posed
to Paula, her response revealed one possible aetgarior why they had failed to
research their topics, as well as why they hadusetl the video medium to its potential.
Paula stated that, while it was better than a rebgaaper because, “l don't like to write,
personally,” she did not feel that the video hadrba good method for presenting
considering how “narrow” the topic had been:

Just for the topic itself and how brief it was lkié&ke to go through all this video

and editing it was too much for this one little gdb. If it was something that

was a bit more broad | could understand. Likdd,say personal opinion is we

could have done the same thing with a PowerPoegemtation, and it would
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have still conveyed the same message in you knsswtime and less of work, you
know.

Motivation —Tools.Vanessa was, however, somewhat motivated by thefuke

tools(i.e. the digital video camera and editing softya/hile she stated that she
already knew how to record and edit digital vidglwg felt that there was at least some
potential to learn more. She stated in the preriew, “I like the technology aspect of it
anyway, it would be more practice for me for doigeos, just getting better at it, so I'm
just trying to get the positives out of it, you kmo That was the way | kind of...[tried to]
make it better in my mind.” While the object okthctivity as envisioned by the
designers of the curriculum did not particularlterest her, she decided on a goal for
herself that did. “l want to find a way to challggnmyself, and to learn something new
about the [software] program that I'm using, magtame feature that | didn't know
existed, and to try to apply it to this, so thatjgersonal goal.” Another aspect of the
technological tools that appeared to motivate Vaa@gas the potential for creativity in
the digital video editing software. She stateat #diting the video would be the easiest
part of the project because “it's the most fun pait” She said that the technology was
conducive to “let[ting] the creative juices flowyhile exploring “all the little gadgets,

and the little cool things with video.” She fdiat she had an advantage over some of her
classmates in that she was already familiar wighstbftware so she would not have to
grapple with learning the basics of how to useShe could use her time in learning more
about the software gadgetry by playing with the eralvanced features. Near the end of
the pre-interview, Vanessa compared the complategbwto “artwork” in which one

would feel pride and a sense of accomplishmentulaRead less to say about any
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motivation to the tool set, saying simply, “I woyidgst be interested...in knowing more
about it because ... it doesn't hurt to know more.”

Motivation — Work PartnersVanessa described in both her pre- and post-

interviews the type of motivation she had receifrech project partners in previous
activities as having come from a like-minded, stlarederstanding and trust that
gradually built up a level of “mutual excitementShe stated in her pre-interview,
however, that she anticipated that this would mothte kind of relationship that she and
Paula would share. In her interviews, Paula desdrno such motivation from other
people.

Though they did appear to lack the type of sharsidw that Vanessa described,
there were instances in the early phases of theoptoject when Vanessa and Paula
momentarily enlivened one another. They were, wawainable to sustain these
moments of “mutual excitement.” Paula was thetonaitially dampen their temporary
burst of fun and creativity by checking the ruioanake certain that there would be
points for engaging in it. Once it was noted, boer, that there were points for
maximizing the potential of the video format, Pardaewed her interest in some of the
creative aspects of the project. She then joinaaegsa in offering aesthetic advice and
humorous, often creative suggestions for directtbey might take with the video. Their
creativeness waned as the project got underwapiia of the potential for “points.”
Both of them continued to make small suggestionshi® design of various segments of
the video, but creativity on a larger scale faded disappeared. Their interest in
“completion” increasingly superseded all other edesations, and the spark of “mutual

excitement” was extinguished.
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In her post-interview Vanessa again described mesdetail an example from
previous situations in which working with a higldgmpatible partner ultimately created
a level of excitement between them: “neither ovasited to do the project, but once we
were working on it, it sort of got fun,” and “Wittdaria (a previous work partner) it was
really fun because she and | just really understamth other.” She then added that this
had not been the situation with Paula. “With Pasitee was, like, ‘okay lets get this
done’, and | think | was more in that mindset, t¢o.] ‘l wanna have a really good end
product, but lets just finish this.” In the erfélaula and Vanessa were unable to create
much zeal for the project between them, and bdtmately settled for “completion” as
their primary goal.

Motivation — CompletionGetting it over and done with” was a motivatioorn
the start of the project. At the end of the prefiview, Vanessa expressed her hopes that
the project would not take too long to completeduse she did not want it to “linger on.”

During the activity the interest in “completion”@gmared to overshadow reading
the instructions, attempting to interpret the rapresearching, confirming, or expanding
information on their topics, or asking for helm the last work session, Paula was clearly
the most anxious to be done, telling Vanessa o ciitain tasks or to ignore some of the
refinements of the design elements. For exampletdsponse to Vanessa asking for
input on things was often, “whatever.”

In Paula’s post-interview, the researcher begaashkyng her to summarize the
experience doing the project. Her response was,dlad its done [because] it was a
pain.” Later in the interview she said that heydaist frustration was with the editing

process “when it took forever for something to d@te, cause this wasn’t my most fun
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project, so | wanted [it] to be done and over With.

In an answer to another question, Paula agairhezlion the notion that her
primary goal was simply to get the project donee Tésearcher followed up asking how
Paula might rank her priorities for the project whiecame to rapid completion, grade,
and learning something new. Her very candid respovas:

| know for me, personally (paused briefly, inhatkeply) | didn’t really care to

learn anything new, | mean it was interesting, kpaw, and it was something |

can take with me when I'm teaching, I’'m not gonag khaven’t learned
anything at all, but | didn’t really see it as, yknow, oh okay let me learn as
much as | really can plus get a good grade. ltiwaie like okay, let me just look
at the rubric, see what | have to do, and get a goade. Like | said, this wasn’t
like my most fun project to do. And if a projeot ime is not very fun, | don’t
really try to get the most | can out of it, | juki what | have to do. My main
concern was just to do what | have to do and geb#st grade that | can.

The researcher recalled that Paula had said ipreeinterview that group work
typically went well when everyone involved was metged. She asked if that had been
the case in this activity. Paula’s answer was:

I’'m gonna change ‘interested’ to more, not necdgsarterested’ as in

‘motivated,’ [but] more so ‘interested in gettirtgdone.” “We wanted to get it

done and do the best we can, so | think that we Wweth interested on doing the

best we can on that, and we were both trying tbygthe guidelines of the rubric
and do it done in a time manner because we bothhalge other classes and other

deadlines.
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Paula, then, was clearly motivated by what it widake to get the project done
within the minimum specified requirements. Vanessethe other hand, appeared, at
least at first, to be motivated from the very skarthe creative and learning possibilities
offered by the technology, but this waned considlgraver time, and was eventually
crowded out by the simple desire to be done.

Motivation — Overall Program Some of their responses and behaviors during the
study may have revealed something about their d\atiudes and aptitudes in the
foreign language education program as a wholea part of their general demeanor,
these would certainly be difficult to divorce frahreir drive to do the video project
specifically.

In a potentially revealing discussion during thetpaterview with Vanessa, the
topic of her prior teaching experience arose. fBsearcher noted, “You taught before
you had professional training, [...] and that gives practical experience. Now you've
come [to the university] and done stuff with theand then you’re gonna launch back
out into practical experience, but this timih theory.” Vanessa added, “And
experience.” Vanessa then went on to say:

There are a lot of things that | learned on my oMiigured out on my own in my

two years of teaching that | also learned hemn like, ‘oh yeah, right, | didn’t

know that there was a name for it.” | thought bveaiginal, you know, but then

there were also things that we learned that everyas like, ‘oh wow,” and I'm

like, “Yeah, right! That would never work,” you kno or ‘that’s not true’, or

‘that’s in this fantasy teacher world,” becausethia real world, this is what |

experienced. You onlyishyou could have a lesson plan that you're gonna do
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exactly how you imagined it in your little headdayou’re gonna get all the

material you wanted to get done, done becausesfadents are going to sit there

perfectly soaking in (lilting speech)l the information you have to give them.
The researcher felt this was interesting in seweeagls. First, Vanessa appeared to take
her prior experience and compare it to the cordéher teacher education curriculum.
Where the curriculum content matched her experiesteefelt validated, and where it
did not, she discounted the content completelyratained her belief in her prior
experience. To her detriment, this appeared toedbmough in her execution of the
video project as well. She relied on her priorklealge and perceptions of the topics,
rather than verifying her assumptions, or seekingadditional information and
examining it from alternate perspectives.

During the activity itself, Paula mentioned onacaugle of occasions her progress
in other classes or other assignments. While thay have been a form of ritual
complaining (Tannen, 1986) or posturing, they nlag Aave been indicators of her
general motivation as a student-teacher. For ebgnmpthe second meeting, she
mentioned that in another class she would be tgrmer work late, adding, “Please let
me pass this class, even with a C. I'm happy it at this point.” Shortly thereatfter,
in reference to the video project, she mentionatighe could do a section on Krashen’s
theory saying, “I can BS that.” Perhaps it was posg, but it may also have signaled
that she was not a conscientious student. LagéedaRvas thumbing through a textbook
when she discovered a quote that she wanted tim tise video and said, “[The
professor] doesn’t read the whole book, she doésiwtv the whole thing, she doesn’t

know where | got it.” Again, the notion of “getgraway with” something was present.
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This same attitude emerged again partway througih firurth work session when Paula
interrupted Vanessa as she was working to broachoffic of a unit plan assignment that
was required for another course. Once again, Rmakented herself as someone who
preferred ruse to real work, saying that she ctB&!I' her way through the task, and that
she would just resurrect an old unit plan thatdhesed previously Ffomar un Viajg).

She then went on to describe another lesson phath done, complaining that the
professor had not given her much feedback in gpitelow score.

Both Vanessa and Paula conveyed a sense of theaasa student-teachers
whose primary interest was to reach the end ofdfegn language education program in
order to be credentialed teachers. Vanessa digegxp desire to expand her knowledge
of topics that interested her (i.e. voluntarilyitaka technology in foreign language
teaching workshop and attending the state for@gguage teacher conference), while at
the same time ignoring information that did not chater personal interest or experience.
Paula, however, expressed little interest in lewof any kind, and projected the image
of an indolent and unprofessional student-teacbasting through the program.

Rapport. The rapport between Vanessa and Paula was an enpdattor in the
activity. Preconceived notions about one anotffected their ability to communicate
well, which impacted their ability to successfullgcomplish the task.

Rapport — PerceptionsThe young women went into the project each withater
assumptions about the other, and about their oalship. These impressions were
significant because they would affect how they gegavith and reacted to one another.

In the pre-interview with Vanessa, when asked leyrsearcher to discuss her

thoughts on working with Paula, she hesitated aasl wvisibly uncomfortable. She
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continued to hesitate for another few moments, tfeared a positive statement, “Umm,
you know, | like Paula a lot, and we worked all gster, also.” This was immediately
followed by:

Ummm, but sometimes | feel like she's not... | tknbw, she doesn't really have

her heart into things...and she just puts thingsasfl puts things off...and |

kinda felt like 1 was going to be the one pullitge toad for this project...ummm,
in this project, this video project.

Vanessa voluntarily went on to describe other gemiip work experiences,
spending the majority of her time discussing twaations that had been positive. What
was positive about these experiences for Vanessgmmaarily that she felt that she and
her partner were alike in a variety of ways. Baraple, “When | have to work with a
group, like if I'm working with Sara, we, we'redilan extension of the other, we think the
same, we know how to work with technology the s&n&he added, “Sara, it's, | mean,
it's like working with a clone of myself. ReallyAnd, and, you know, we work excellent
together.” She continued, “Other situations, liéh the group with Maria umm, Maria
and | are the same.” When there was a differemekill set, Vanessa indicated that she
could overlook it if the other person was ableaieton another aspect of a project, thus
equalizing the workload. For instance, “...even tito{Maria] was less technology
savvy, she was willing to pull the load in otheintfs so, we, we balanced each other
out.” The second most salient feature of posigiraip work experiences for Vanessa
appeared to be the ability to trust her partn&ise spoke of Sara, “We work together,
but if she says she's gonna do it, | know its gdmndone.” In sum, her description of a

good group dynamic was one in which the membes &éhirly equal balance of
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knowledge and skill, as well as a high level oftru

Vanessa'’s unsolicited explanation of group work treed gone well in the past
appeared to be an indirect way of stating thaelpectations of Paula were quite the
contrary. She seemed to be saying that she dighaoe a sense of sameness with Paula
(of purpose, skill, or otherwise), and that sherttitrust that her partner would do her
share (at least not to a level of quality that \&m@ewould like). Vanessa’'s next words
seemed to confirm these ideas as she again nateeyjgeriences before mentioning her
current situation, seemingly in order to providgracedent for her concerns about Paula.
“I've been in some groups where... it's... you knokeel like if, if | don't do it, it's not
going to get done.” She continued, “I feel likgjlist, I'll do everything, and | end up
taking the initiative and wanting to do everythicguse | know that if | do it, it's going to
be done the way it should be, or the Wwalyink it should be.” She was then able to
return to the topic of Paula when she added:

| kinda feel like she's just... not..... into itrasich...but she kind of has, ummm, at

the beginning of the semester, it was just liké, 'ladon't care. Oh, whatever.

Oh, take whatever topic is left for me to talk abipar this and that, and just kind

of that, "l don't care" mentality, and that kindvadrried me at first, ummm......

but, you know... | don't, | hope... it®tgoing to be that way, uh, and | hope

today when we're doing the editing that shk have input, and she will give her

opinions, and pull some of the load, so...l hopemioges me wrong.
She concluded[The] only thing | can base it on is, just like thahere she was "oh, |
don't care, angh." That kinda made me a little meswcause if she doesn't care then she's

not going to put effort into it, and, and | donant that to also to affect my grade either.”
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Vanessa'’s concern that she might have to shothidenajority of the
responsibility in the project was later reiteraitedirectly. The researcher was asking
about Vanessa'’s feelings concerning the reseaschegsence or the existence of the
study. Vanessa replied that she was pleased bgslearcher’s presence “you're kind of
an extra help, an extra person...to ask, you kistead of it all falling on me, | can ask
you.” Her reply seemed to indicate that she exque@ll” the work to “fall” on her, and
that she felt more reliance on the researcherdhdmer partner.

On the whole, prior to beginning the project, Vesas expectations of and trust
in her project partner were low. As it turned dwdy suspicions were largely well-placed,
and Paula was not a particularly hard-working atdk partner. In some ways, however,
Paula contributed on a greater scale than Vanesbkahially expected. For example,
from the beginning of their second meeting un& &md of the project, Vanessa and
Paula often appeared to be on different wavelengtsh concentrating on separate work
for the project (or in Paula’s case, often notratieg to anything project-related). While
seeming to be generally unfocused, however, Paataastually relatively aware of what
Vanessa was doing. For example, at one pointgin §econd meeting, Vanessa made
what appeared to be an indirect bid for Paula’siingshe said aloud that she was
struggling with the fluidity of her phrasing becatshe did not want it to appear as
though she was addressing the rubric points oranby Paula was quiet for a moment,
and then began to compose aloud an alternativénéd Manessa had, “Mmph. Itis
important for the student and the teacher, it igdrtant for a teacher to develop good
listening skills to be able to teach it to theifldten because...auh, | knawintelligible

what you're tryingunintelligible as well to say it.” Vanessa appeared surpriseldsaid,
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“Oh, you're, uh, uh (looked back at screen and teainio self) helping me?” Paula
replied, “Yeah,” to which Vanessa quickly saidtffbught you were doing your thing.
Oh, okay. No, okay, well then, let's go througlsth” Vanessa seemed genuinely
surprised that Paula was paying attention to lreher post-interview, the researcher
referred back to Vanessa'’s early concerns aboWtimgpwith Paula, and asked if her
worries had been justified. Overall, Vanessa #ad she thought it had gone better than
she had expected. On one hand, she felt as tHeaigla had really come through much
more than she had supposed she would when it aathe editing process.

While we were editing | thought back to the firstarview and | thought, gee, |

feel bad because I really didn’t expect much frendnd then she’s actually

doing things that | didn’t expect.” “I'd be doingings and she would actually
suggest, ‘Oh well how about we do this?,” or ‘Whonit you do that?,” and there
were a lot of times | was really surprised becdusally didn’t think that she
would really care enough.

In large measure, however, Vanessa was ultimatehgct about Paula’s
desultory approach to the project as well as rdifference to the content. For example,
moments after arriving unapologetically late fogitteecond meeting, Paula as a
complete non-sequitur, suddenly said, “When arsupgposed to define comprehensible
input?...You wanna talk about the strategy for corhensible input, like, listening,
writing. I'll talk about Krashen'’s theory, okaypproblem, | can BS that.” In her post-
interview, after mentioning that Paula had doné& albre than she had expected (see
above), Vanessa went on to say that she did hgvesto Paula to get her to meet or to

participate at times. She also noted that, padrbutoward the end of their project, Paula
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was apathetic and inattentive. Vanessa recallathRarery long disappearances to chat
on her cell phone, while she continued to work: r‘ieone rang and she went outside
and she was talking on the phone a long time. nnaaay about a half and hour or so,
and | was like, ummm, well, let me keep workiregause this is a half an hour that, |
don’t have time to lose you know, and so | kephdas much as | could without her
there.” As often happened when Vanessa spokenoéttung that bothered her, she then
tried to be fair to Paula by saying that she sup@dbkat she too had taken time away to
feed and change her baby. She then remarked da'$kate arrivals to their meetings,
One time | think was half an hour, and the othmetit was forty-five minutes, which, |
can’t really talk much because (laughed) I've bled®, too, but, its just...especially
when we said the time, two o’clock. | understand-fifteen, two-twenty, that’s, you
know, but | mean, for two-forty-five and then there times that | didn’t hear from her
and it was two-thirty and I'm like...ummm?” Vanessacluded, “So, in that way, it
sort of happened the way | expected it to and timeather ways she sorta surprised me.
It should also be mentioned that Vanessa’s expentamay have led her to
behave in a way that somewhat discouraged Paulhgdrticipation. The primary
example of this was Vanessa’s insistence on usngérsonal digital video camera,
laptop, and editing software for the project. 8isbe knew how to use them all, and
Paula did not, recording, uploading, and editir@\tlieo fell exclusively to Vanessa. In
her post-interview, Vanessa clearly stated thatePaay not have supported her much in
the realm of technology issues, but to hold it aganer would be “unfair in the sense

that she really didn’t know the technology thatdsausing.”
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Vanessa's expectations of Paula may have hachg¢her detrimental effect on
the overall project. She had said in her pre-u¢sv that when previous project partners
did not do their share she simply did it for thenehsure a high overall project grade. In
this case, however, Vanessa appeared to want td ggainst being exploited by her
partner, and took steps to try and let Paula ki@t $he would have to do her share. For
example, prior to their first meeting, they hadcdissed that they would both do some
background research on their topics and bring Wiegt found to form a foundation for
the project. Vanessa stated in her pre-intervieat for her own “research” she had
simply gone to an old textbook and “dog-eared” gatjat contained what might be
relevant information. She had not yet read orastéd anything prior to their meeting
because she did not believe that Paula would d&be. stated that she assumed that
Paula would arrive to the meeting having done mgtlait all, and this would force them
to extract the information together. In the podeiview, the researcher asked Vanessa
about her concern that Paula would not do her dfdtes research, and her having
marked pages, but written nothing prior to thastfimeeting. Vanessa thought a
moment, then replied:

There was really nothing that | can remember thatrsad prepared before she

came in. A lot of what we ended up saying we wtotgeether. I'm not gonna say

| did it on purpose, but when | was finding theoimhation, | would mark in the
book [...] so then when she got there | would sakathis is what found.”

“What arewe gonna say about it”, because really, | wasn’'t gosihthere and

write out the whole script for her to say. [...[eatly wanted it to be more of a

group effort. [...] Inaway | probably did lessathl normally would have if |
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were doing the project with someone else. It pobbaould have been, like,
okay, look, I'm gonna look this up and write th@ipt and you look this up and
you write this script andknowthat that other person’s gonna have it when | get
there. | sort of didn’t expect her to have it, @nen, | was right, and so then, |
was glad, but at the same time | wasn't. [...] Isvgart of my way of not...how
can | say... making me carry the load. And this wagok longer. | think we
would have been done in a lot shorter amount of iint had been done in
advance. If | had done it and said, “Okay, lookeheiound this, | wrote this, you
say this, | say this.
Vanessa, therefore, did the minimum in order tahebe playing field with Paula,
thinking that it would make clear that she would be manipulated into taking on more
than her share of the workload. As it turned danessa had been absolutely correct
about Paula showing up with nothing but excusesfottunately, she was also correct to
say that she “probably did less than she normatiyld/have.” In the end, the outcome
was that neither of them wound up doing any re$eafconsequence, which resulted in
a partially inaccurate and profoundly incompletged presentation.

The difference was quite poignant in Paula andegaa’s expectations of one
another as working partners. Initially, PaulagI&anessa, noted that the majority of her
previous experience working in groups had beerntipesiand that she actually preferred
collective to individual work, particularly whenh# people that I'm working with
are...people | know or people that are hard-workikg the who have the same visions,
because it's good to get different opinions ...ameé$] maybe, you know, | understand

the, the assignment one way, someone else undegsdtaanother way.” She had little to

181



say concerning negative group work experiencespxhbat, like Vanessa, on occasion
she had encountered “other people that just, wkatewon't care. It's frustrating, because
you may find out you're doing more work or puttedgttle bit more effort into it.” Both

of them, then, had described themselves as harkitvgolearners that enjoyed group
activities with like-minded, industrious partneasd disliked situations in which they had
been forced to shoulder an unequal amount of th&lead. The similarities in their
responses ended there, however, with Paula’s opofizYanessa as a partner. She stated
simply, “I know that she's just as serious aboutgnade as | am, about working.”

In her post-interview, when asked if working witAnessa had gone as she had
expected, Paula replied that it had. She addedibgaworked well together and
balanced one another out, “You know she handlet@icethings, | handled certain
things.” She noted that Vanessa had done moseddtiing of the video because she
was more familiar with the software, but “would to/help her out the best | could.”
Paula noted pointedly, “arghe offeredhat, too.” She described her own contribution as
“editing, and [the] creative side,” as well as maybeen the one to offer her classroom
and lesson plan for the class they videotapedulaRadescription of events was one of
fair distribution of labor and resources, contragtivith Vanessa’'s view of what had
happened. In the end, Paula stated that she ames¥a had experienced very little
conflict over the design and execution of the aigtivecause, “we wanted to get the
project done and you know cover as much of theicwds you can.” Paula stated this as
a positive, while Vanessa had described this “gegtit-done” mindset as having

detracted from her normal attention to detail.
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All told, it was clear that Vanessa and Paulais@gtions of their relationship
and of the activity were very different from oneotlver. Where one was guarded and
apprehensive, the other was unconcerned and usiéifhere one felt that she had not
been able to live up to her usual potential for tdebeing taken advantage of, the other
felt they had divided the tasks fairly and beeredbldo what they'd been asked to do.
Their disparate perceptions and expectations ofowéher resulted in a kind of tension
that made it difficult for them to resolve the dacts and contradictions encountered in
the activity.

Rapport — Conflict. Vanessa and Paula’s perceived levels of rappdraha
significant impact on their ability to notice aresolve conflict. This affected the process
to such a degree that they were not only unabéxpand and deepen their knowledge of
their topics, but in some aspects, unable to reaeh a basic level of “technical
rationality.”

Rapport — Conflict — VanessaAn important theme that emerged from Vanessa’s

pre-interview was the notion of how an individuabht react and cope in a situation
involving conflict with another group member. Tiesearcher asked Vanessa if she
would speak to another group member who was noigdais/her part. Her response was
that she would not because a) she would “feel bladig so; and b) she feared the person
would be angry with her. Vanessa explained thattimations like that, she would not

say anything to the person she felt was slackiragher, she would just take over and do
whatever needed to be done in order to get theegreat she wanted. She stated that she
would also not say anything to the professor.

| would probably just do [the work myself]...[laugHezhuse you're working in a
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group, and then it's, you know, go to the profegsal and then it's their word

against mine so | just kind of zip the lips, ansitjkinda just do it... and then, if

it's a speaking part, I'd rather give it to theheré's your part” [laughed], "read

over it, and make sure it's OK".
Vanessa then qualified her response by sayingtieatould say something to someone
she knew well and felt close to because of theedfice in the length and depth of the
relationship. For her, speaking out when the i@iahip was likely to be temporary
wasn’t worth it, but for a close, long-term friehds, she said that she would not have to
worry about the person “turning on” or “bailing ohér. Interestingly, she did go on to
say that, even in the case of someone close talhervould approach the conflict
somewhat indirectly by making a joke or by askihtpere was something wrong, and
could she help. When asked directly about howtlsbeght she might respond to any
conflict with Paula, she stated, “I know Paula, bdbn't know her that well where |
would seriously go to her and say, ‘Hey, why hawgot done this’?"

Generally speaking then, Vanessa stated that wdwad fwith a conflict with a
work partner with whom she was not very close lfis tase, Paula), she would opt to
stay silent and take on whatever share of workghatfelt that individual was not doing.
Her view appeared to be that the extra workloadpvaferable to possible retaliation on
the part of another group member in the form ofresity or abandonment.

During the activity, it was true that Vanessa vemgly questioned, contradicted
or confronted Paula, since, as she stated, sheotligel she knew her well enough.

The first example of a failure to challenge Paalme almost immediately during

their first meeting when they were having troubléedentiating between using
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comprehensible input as a teaching strategy amthitg@ TL listening skills to students.
Paula suddenly said, speaking rapidly and not aating clearly:

Well, why don’t we just not bring it in at all? Wilon’t we just say, oh, you
know, the best, you know, kinds of, you know, metho do listening as part of
comprehensible input. You know, tie it togeth&m know, is when this, when that,
when this, when that... How about that?

Vanessa looked over at Paula and hesitated as ivsle trying to make sense of
this. Finally, rather than ask for clarificati®he just said, “Okay.” Paula continued:

Paula: You know, that way we’re not really separating it.

Vanessa Not separate.

Paula: Yeah.
Vanessa again hesitated, then said, “okay”, foltbwemediately by changing the
subject, rather than questioning or contradictingl® By just agreeing to something she
did not understand, the opportunity was lost t« see additional clarification from
reference materials, their peers, the researchénegrofessor. From that point forward,
they confounded the use of comprehensible inpw, igategy for use by teachers, with
the teaching of listening skills to students, &saaning/communication strategy for use
by language learners.

Even when it came to issues other than thosestktatcontent, Vanessa still had
difficulty voicing her own views. In one instandgqula very much wanted to use a
particular font, so she asked if Vanessa had lercomputer. They found it, to Paula’s
delight, but Vanessa immediately saw that its tmae curly-cued style was not a good

design for the video presentation. She startegdyp“But that’s kind of...” then briefly
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bared her teeth in slight disgust. She then satde to herself than to Paula, “Oh, okay,
we can, we can change it.” Vanessa obviouslyk#idlthe font, but rather than stating
this openly, or explaining why it might not workrfa presentation format, she caught
herself and made a qualified agreement. The iasase again later, and Vanessa was
slightly more direct when she said “I think thatttes kind of hard to read,” and then
added “even though it's pretty” as a means of sarfgher critique. Paula did not agree
to do away with the use of the font altogether,egponded that they didn’t have to use
it throughout the video, and the issue was dropped.

At times, the concerns Vanessa had voiced in thenperview about not wanting
a work partner to be angry with her or to “bail” lber appeared to come into play. At
one point, Vanessa tried to tell Paula that anasdgment that she’'d recorded was a bit
wordy by saying, “Okay, no offense, but that wasteconds to get into (chortled
lightly) what you wanted to say about backgroundwdedge.” Paula asked her what she
meant, and Vanessa replayed the recording for her.

Vanessa Do you see what I'm saying?

Paula: Mm, what, you wanna cut it out?

VanessaNo...

Paula: Well, then why would | be offended?

VanessaNo! Uhgh.

Paula: (Leaned back, smiled, wagged finger in the air)H&yll say | talk fast.

Now | talk too slow? Ya'll better make up your mgd
Paula’s response seemed to imply that if Vanessa wweadit what she had recorded,

then she would take offense. Vanessa then mageoad attempt:
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VanessaNo, no, no, no, but, I'm saying, just like, a adtfill there, like,

(changed briefly to narrative voice) ‘for our praj@n comprehensible input’, you

see what I'm saying, like, you're kinda, like, adiglj like...

Paula: | mean, if you wanna cut no, cut some of it out.

Vanessa No.

Paula: We can.

Vanessa No.

Paula: It's not a big issue to me.

VanessaNah. Don’'t worry about it.

Vanessa raised the issue twice, but then abandbeeslibject. Had Paula been more
conciliatory, agreed that the passage needed ¢tbd®ged, and/or offered suggestions for
improvement, it is possible that Vanessa may hakedmfortable enough to pursue the
issue.

In one other instance, the very retaliation anchdbament that Vanessa had
feared briefly materialized. As Vanessa was trymmgompose a passage explaining
listening skills, she asked for input, and was gsegl when she got it, from Paula. Paula
offered a couple of comments, but was very sodtmatited by unrelated things as
Vanessa was speaking. Vanessa continued to comfmse but hearing nothing more
from Paula, looked back to find her apparently ieepgrossed in a minute examination
of her lower leg. Vanessa laughed very lightign softly said, “Okay,” and turned
back to her computer as if she understood thatRaan’t going to help much after all.
Paula, after a moment’s hesitation, leaned baghkgesi heavily, and said curtly and in a

rapid-fire manner, “This igour task okay,” and looked at Vanessa’'s screen withe,
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sneerish smile. Vanessa responded, “I know, I’'mhut,was interrupted by Paula who
appeared to be trying to make a repair by repeai@oyg what Vanessa had read out
earlier, “listening is a skill that all studentsedeto develop.” They then shifted the
subject to the rubric, avoiding both the topic &mel conflict.

In yet other instances, Vanessa experienced canildt over project decisions,
but from direct irritation at Paula. Oftentimesgnéssa’s aggravation was well-founded,
but she rarely said anything bluntly to Paula, antimes said nothing at all.

For instance, near the end of their third work isesd/anessa and Paula were
seated together and had just discussed an audianeg that Vanessa was preparing to
make. She set up the camera, microphone, anglapanessa only wanted the audio
track, so she aimed the video camera at sometmimgportant, in this case Paula’s keys.
As soon as she pressed “record”, but before shid speak, Paula picked up her keys
and rattled them, saying in Spanishlaves” Vanessa just shot her an annoyed look and
tried again to begin recording herself. Just tiRaula turned to her own laptop and
began noisily clattering away at the keyboard. &&sa waved at her to stop, but she did
not. Finally, Vanessa paused the recording, aokiEld at Paula quizzically, with mild
irritation. Paula finally looked over at her, atigh point Vanessa began to tap her
fingers on the table as if she were at a keyboR@alila responded, “I keep forgetting.

It's the nails, girl, it ain’t even me, it's the itg” and tapped her own nails on the
tabletop. Vanessa just smiled and said, “The sadgart of it.” Paula, seeming to
realize that she’'d crossed some boundary with \&meapidly changed the subject to
what they might write for the conclusion, and itsissme time before Vanessa could

return to her recording.
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Another example took place at the start of thetoad meeting, which was in
Vanessa’'s home. Vanessa had gone to the troublake snacks and lemonade, and had
asked her mother over to care for her infant s8ine readied the workspace (the kitchen
table), setting up her laptop and laying out tianning notes, equipment, and the like.
Paula was very, very late, and had not telephomedtplain or ask for directions.
Vanessa was annoyed and clearly expressed hatiamitto the researcher. When Paula
eventually arrived over thirty minutes late, Varsgesoompletely masking her annoyance,
got up and served Paula some food and a drinkla®aen mentioned that she had just
eaten at a meeting for the teaching assistantgatrtiversity. Vanessa replied in a
slightly aggravated tone, “Okay. That’s why you bere late”. Immediately, she
laughed as if to diffuse any anger that might hav@e through in her comment. Paula
answered, “That, and me getting lost.” VanessasiNast for a moment, and then said in
a serious tone, looking away from Paula, “ All ighNo, that’s fine. We’re cool.

At the start of their fourth meeting, again at ¥asa’s home, Paula’s lateness was
even more egregious. This time, Vanessa had nayiwany snacks or drinks, but she
had set up their workspace at her kitchen tableeése. Paula was even later than
before, and again had not phoned. Vanessa wasstad@ably perturbed, and had gone
ahead and begun to work alone. When she did yiaative, Paula came in with no
apologies or explanations and settled herselfeatahle with a large clamshell of take-
out food and began to eat. Vanessa said nothirgptoach her directly, but began
explaining in detail what she had done during Pawabsence (which was to formulate a
conclusion). During this entire time, Paula conéd to eat, saying nothing, save to ask

if Vanessa had photographed her transparency. Wheassa paused a moment to close
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a computer file, Paula asked, “[Can you get] somgtto drink for me?” Vanessa got up
to get it for her, then returned to the table amdtioued to explain what she’'d done
during Paula’s absence. This time, though Vanlkadapenly expressed her annoyance
before Paula arrived, she said nothing directlyeq and in no way indicated her
irritation.

Vanessa did appear to relax somewhat toward Paalathe middle of the
project, and she was then able to speak out modesign issues. At first, she almost
always chose an indirect approach, such as offeoitglp, but she eventually managed
to take a more direct, but joking and friendly taméicating that her trust and confidence
in Paula had increased. For example, Paula ateghtptwrite a piece on listening for
Vanessa to read as she recorded herself. WhersSanead what Paula had written, her
comment was, “Okay, that’s like, run-on sentence. ity. (smiled). Paula responded,
“Didn’t | tell you I'm not good at writing papersflaughed, waved off with right hand).”
This exchange appeared to remain friendly, no gamas meant or taken, and they went
on to rework the passage together, though Pauls@adeprecatory throughout (e.g. “I
don’t know why | wrote it like that;” “I didn’t rehwhat | wrote. It was in my head”;,
etc.).

By the middle of the third session, Paula begdmbéting an increasing number
of behaviors that appeared rude and inconsidaaategll as increasingly disinterested in
the project. Now that Vanessa felt closer to hee,\sas able, to some extent, to voice her
irritation with Paula on two occasions.

In the first instance, they were reviewing theac¢hing video in search of

segments to use as examples:
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Paula: | was getting sarcastic with this class.

Vanessa:(Glanced back at Paula, smiled) That's not really Rlon't really

wanna put that in [our video].

Paula: (Flippantly) I don’t know. (Played with earringVhy? What did | say?

Vanessa:Huh?

Paula: What did | say?

Vanessa:(ExasperatedAre you blind!?

Paula: Oh.

Vanessa appeared to be annoyed that Paula hadkesh@ar her own sarcasm,
and then seemed to pretend that she had no iddesiwid said that was offensive.
There was no effort at any kind of repair aftes tlixchange, an unprecedented behavior
on Vanessa'’s part.

The second instance occurred after Paula had beicmneasingly absorbed with
her cell phone, mostly sending and receiving teassages from someone. At one point,
she left Vanessa to work by herself and went oatgdalk on her cell phone. She was
gone for approximately forty-five minutes, duringpieh time Vanessa became
increasingly annoyed. When Paula finally returteethe worktable, she apologized for
being gone so long. Vanessa did not look at héraaswered in a low murmur, “That’s
okay.” The conversation continued as follows:

Paula: I didn’t mean to take that long.

My foot is killing me.

All right, whatcha got?

Vanessa (Seriously) All right. Sit.
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| uhhh...

Paula: Did you just tell me to sit?

Vanessa Yeah, sit. Okay.

Paula: You not my mama (chortled, then sat, refocusedatippbione screen).

Both of them laughed briefly, but perhaps less @ianerely, at Paula’s comment,
and that was the end of it.

Vanessa's description in the pre-interview of hslike of confrontation in
general, and her inclination to avoid it completsith people with whom she did not
share a close relationship, was an accurate pr@dict her behavior with Paula. By the
time Vanessa began to feel enough of a rapportRatlla to speak up, the serious
decisions as to the project’s direction and deptthlieen made. What's more, unlike
Vanessa's description of her behavior in past uressgful group projects, she did not
take up the slack in the project work. She seedeteirmined from the start to protect
herself from overload (see above). The repercussib Vanessa'’s dislike of
confrontation, coupled with her determination ta take on work that she felt that Paula
should do, were serious in terms of the projecattcsss.

Rapport — Conflict — PaulaWhen Paula was asked in the pre-interview how she

would respond, generally, if a partner failed tarehthe workload, she answered much as
Vanessa did that she would speak up only if shevkhe other person well. When asked
directly about Vanessa, Paula said, “it would b&yda talk to her because I've known

her since last semestmd we're pretty cool with each other, and alsaovk that she's

just as serious about her grade as | am.”
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Vanessa was unable to speak up when faced witloteas conflict with Paula
because she felt that she did not know her welliqghdo be able to trust that she would
not take offense, or worse, become hostile or ¢indt. Conversely, Paula’s perceptions
of their familiarity and like-mindedness appearededcilitate her ability to offer her
opinions and suggestions. It may also, however leantributed to her digressions off-
topic into gossip, food, dating, and the like, aslhas her distracting behaviors such as
dancing around, emailing and texting friends, aoihg work for other courses.

While Paula may have stated her opinions in a rdoeet manner than Vanessa,
she still frequently used language and paralangteageften any aggressive overtones.
For example, when commenting on the length of adegment written by Vanessa, she
said:

The only thing | know, that [the professor], ummayrhave to criticize us on, is,

I've seen it done, is you don’'t want to write eurgg that's going to be shown,

you wanna just, like, write, like, brief points, wan say this stuff, but | know,

like, in a presentation, you don’'t wanna, like...

Vanessa We shouldn’t have it written out.

Paula: Yeah (briefly looked down).

In another instance, Vanessa was composing heo gigte on listening when Paula
became very animated and participatory. She taedink of connections between their
video clips and what they wanted to say about cehmausible input and listening. She
began throwing out ideas, prefacing them with gorflvoiding qualifiers such as,
“Well, maybe you disagree with this, but...”, andHInk, in my opinion, personally,

you can disagree with what | say...”.
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On other occasions, Paula spoke harshly, but st&reatch herself and
immediately offer some kind of repair, such asitfeegdent mentioned above when
Vanessa had asked for help. Paula’s response e, “This ig/our task okay,” but
it was immediately followed by an attempt to help.

There were even moments when Paula offered Vameessairagement, concern,
or comfort. For example, as Vanessa worked orahéio piece on listening skills, she
was struggling to record herself evenly and smgo#hihout making mistakes. She was
frustrated, but Paula offered her reassurancéjriktyou said it really well, actually,
what you said.” And later:

Vanessal am acting so retarded when I'm talking.

Paula: (Laughed).

Vanessal'm so stupid.

Paula: No you're not. You can just say you use methods...

Vanessa (Overlap) I just | think too much.

Throughout their third meeting, Vanessa had allerheadache. Paula offered support
and comfort:

Vanessa Oh God (placed hand over eyes) I'm like (restae@tiead on open palm

while looking at screen).

Paula: (Reached over and briefly rubbed Vanessa’s back)yAu sure you don’t

need some [aspirin]?

VanessaMm mm, | can’t. | can’t take anything.

What's more, Paula also seemed to feel comforiatdeigh to occasionally make

friendly jibes at Vanessa, as well as share perstoaes and gossip. The problem with
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this was in the difference in their perceptionsha&r relationship. Where Paula may
have simply been giving Vanessa a friendly ribbMgnessa appeared completely
nonplussed, or to take offense.

The very first instance of this occurred at thetsihtheir second meeting.
Vanessa was looking on her computer for a filevgaeted to open, and was having
trouble finding it, when Paula slipped in a jibe:

Vanessa What happened to all the video that | had cagot@r

Paula: You replaced it with your baby, that's what you.did

Vanessa (Tone moderately irritated) No | didn’t!

Paula: (Tone slightly mocking) All your baby pictures (Sed).

Vanessa Ungh (Surprised/annoyed facial expression, dickunm away from

computer).

Vanessa did not reply, and continued to look forfihe, focusing on the
computer. Paula appeared to realize that Vanessadt taken her comment as a joke.
She then apologized after a moment with, “I'm sdusry light laugh) that was rude”.
Vanessa looked confused, but said nothing in respon

A similar incident occurred near the beginninghair third meeting. The
following exchange took place, again seeming tolc&anessa off guard:

Paula: (Stared at her own computer screen, looked sadi ssdtiy) | hate you so

much right now.

Vanessa (Looked over at Paula)...Hm?

Paula: | hate you so much.

Vanessa (Startled) Me?
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Paula: (Seriously) Yes.

Vanessa Why?

Paula: (Smirked, then grinned) Cause yanintelligible (turned to Vanessa and

laughed) thought to run to Burger King before class

Vanessa What?!

Paula: You went over to Burger King before class.

Vanessa (Miffed tone, said vehemently) You had time td go

Paula: No, | shouldn’t spend any money at all, like, I'ikel, on a budget so bad.

Vanessa Ungh (Lifted fingertips to forehead, and pullealms down over face).

Paula appeared to be trying to make a joke. Vaneasaurprised and irritated,
and was unable to relax even when it became dieaiPaula had only been kidding.
As mentioned above, there was a small window betwiee midpoint and the completion
of the activity when Vanessa appeared to relax withh Paula. It was during this time
that Paula was able to tease her a bit withoutgkiog her. For example, Vanessa had
made several attempts to record herself, but haeatedly fumbled over her words
causing her to want to stop and start again. Stseready to make another attempt at
recording, this time with a written script, wheruRasaid, “Don’t flub it up this time.”
Vanessa seemed to take this fine, and respondkdoW, | won’t. Hopefully he won't
talk either (referring to her baby nearby).”

To a lesser degree than Vanessa, Paula also agpedrave her moments of
irritation with her partner. One source of appasmoyance was a subtle note of
competitiveness that arose between them at timbes.source of the tension often

appeared to be in comments on Vanessa’s partddiateer own assiduousness as a
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student. For instance, on one occasion, in referémthe video they had made of her
teaching, Paula began to talk about the differebetseen the students in her two
classes. She noted that the early morning studestslively and engaged, while the
two p.m. students were dull and reluctant to pgaie. The researcher mentioned that
the time of day may have something to do withatjmg factors such as mealtimes and
self-selection of course times by students. Vam&ssked back at the researcher and
intervened at this point saying, “l was such a doduse | always took the early morning
classes.” At this point, Paula made a face withlips pressed tight, chin down, and
eyebrows raised. A sort of competitiveness sedmadse between them as Paula said,
looking out into the room, “Well, | think | may haytoo, cause that’s all there is (looked
back at partner, serious, with eyebrows raised)aMa.” Vanessa interrupted Paula and
countered with a comment that appeared to be Bigesat she’d attended the early
classes byghoice “But | lived, but | lived closer, I lived in [theame city as the
university] at the time.” Paula looked down, ahdrt back up at Vanessa with the same
serious expression and said “Well, okay” as ifsndering. Vanessa added, interrupting
Paula again, “But living here I'd get a later clhgsause, to give me a commute time,
but...” In what appeared to the researcher to befendive kind of attempt at impression
management (Goffman, 1959) Paula interrupted heerm “Even when | first got in
college, | was, like, okay, eight a.m., cause ynovk I'm still in that high school, like,
you know, by seven a.m. [mode].” She then addadd”l workedin the afternoon, but,
like...” During this moment of hesitation, Vanessaked her head to the side and
arched one eyebrow, which appeared to the reseachenvey a level of skeptical

superiority. Paula concluded, “I would say, itet | would rather deal with the morning
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classes, | would rather get my classes done imthraing... like, cause | hate taking
evening classes.” In another instance, Vanessataeg to describe to the researcher
a classroom observation she had recently madela Baddenly interrupted saying, “You
observed already?!” Vanessa replied that shedratiPaula responded petulantly, “I
hate you. You were supposed to email me two thamgkyou didn’t.” Vanessa
responded in a parallel manner, “Oh there you gdl, you didn’t remind me either, so
mmmm,” and then she smiled. There was an adoleptayfulness in the exchange, but
the researcher also felt there was, again, a ri@enopetition. In the ensuing minutes
Vanessa went on at some length to animatedly deshow wonderful her observations
had been, while Paula increasingly showed sigt®mdom and distraction, and finally
irritation, sharply raising her eyebrows, mutterumgler her breath, and finally rolling her
eyes and lolling her head to one side.

The only other apparent source of direct irritats@emed to be frustration with
Vanessa toward the end of the project when she §psntweaking the video
presentation, while Paula just wanted to be done.

In their relationship, Vanessa stated from tharbegg that she did not feel close
enough to Paula to speak up should conflict oneenarise between them, while Paula
said the opposite. Had they been close friend&aimessa’s eyes, Paula’s casual
behaviors, comments, and jokes might have beerpnetied as camaraderie, sociability,
and friendly jibes. As it was, however, her rensaabpeared to do little to bolster their
mutual rapport. Vanessa, on the other hand, apgaarprovoke Paula from a more
competitive, slightly supercilious angle ratherrtlany direct aggression or destructive

behavior. These unequal levels of mutual trustamidence may have ultimately
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contributed to misunderstandings and tensionsdéwaiaged their ability to perceive and
resolve conflicts and contradictions in their pobjeontent, their design, and with one
another.

Expectations.Vanessa and Paula not only began with certain e¢ati@cs of one
another, but also of the amount of effort and tthe would be required to complete the
project, the potential outcomes of their efforsyeell as their beliefs about the purpose
of the activity. The participants’ expectationsdreliefs were borne out in some cases,
but not so in others. More importantly, howevilege prior notions colored the activity
through their choices, behaviors, attitudes, anttems.

Expectations — Effort and TiméNeither Vanessa nor Paula appeared to ever have
any real idea of how much effort or time would leeded to complete the project. They
continued to underestimate what would be requirech the moment they started until
they ran out of time at the end of their last wseksion.

In terms of effort, Vanessa stated in her prerimésv that, in general, the project
would not be hard to complete. When pressed ash&b she thought would be the most
difficult element of the project, she said thatduld be in recording enough video with
which to work. As for the simplest aspect, shéestahat the editing would be the easiest
because it would be fun to do (see Motivation abpoWwaula, however, was far more
prescient and stated right from the beginning ofgdne-interview that she felt that the
project was going to involve a great deal of wo8te did remark, however, that perhaps
she had an advantage in that she was comfortatiielva technology, and that she had
the convenience of currently teaching on campusieMasked specifically about it,

Paula responded that the most difficult part wdadcediting the video clips into a single
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video. For her, the easiest part was what Vanesdaaid would be most difficult:
getting the video with which to work. Echoing fearlier statement about advantages,
Paula felt that the easiest part of the projectld/ibe “just teaching and ... recording, |
mean...| gotta teach every day.” In her post-in@miPaula confirmed that the editing
had been the most difficult aspect of the proj&ite mentioned how difficult and time
consuming it was to tweak even one small aspettteo¥ideo.

Their assessments of the workload may have guldgdearly behaviors in the
activity, which had repercussions for the overalicome. First, Vanessa’s worry that it
would be difficult to gather enough video may havienced their decision to record
their teaching examples before they ever met tkwomake a project plan. Without
the plan, however, there was no guarantee that thbgtrecorded would appropriately
exemplify what they were going to discuss. Vanessdirmed this in her post-interview
saying that they expressly wanted to record finshey would have a lot of footage from
which to choose examples. She confirmed that dreehad the video, they then sat
down and listed what would go where and who woujalan or introduce the topics and
their corresponding examples. In the end, théaresfto match the video that they
already had to the explanations of their topics heaye contributed to a narrowing of
their focus to such an extent that they failedenfy their assumptions or expand their
understandings.

Their underestimations of the amount of time thatild be required matched
those of the estimated workload. When Vanessaisdige pre-interview that they had
their example video but had not yet met or donevemrk, the researcher remarked that,

even if the video might provide the teaching exaapthere would still be a great deal of
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explanatory and foundational work that would beureggl for the project. Vanessa
replied, “We'll see if, if we can get that doneagti(Note that the pre-interview with
Vanessa was scheduled just prior to her first fbmeeting with Paula to work on the
project. This meeting was to last approximatelyg tvours).

That Vanessa felt that she and Paula would betalgkan, research, compose,
record, and edit together the remaining piecel®ptoject in one afternoon was
indicative of either a critical misunderstandingaosignificant underestimation of what
was required. At the end of the interview, Vanass&rated her hope that the project
would not require too much time, as well as hereexations that they should be able to
complete it in one, or possibly two meetings. BRawks less clear in her pre-interview
about her expectations of the time required. boetance with her anticipation that the
project was going to involve a lot of work, she didte that she felt it was important that
they get an early start.

Even once they began work on the activity, neitfemmessa nor Paula appeared to
develop a sense of the amount of time that theepteyould require to complete. Even
nearing the end of their first meeting, when adiytihhad actually completed to that point
was a title page, Paula suggested, “maybe nexayrifiwe can get everything else set
up, then, [...] tape ourselves, and then just addthat day... and then we’re done.” She
seemed to be, like Vanessa, condensing the requsedrch, organization, and editing
that would need to be done into a vague notioregéfything else.” Their perceptions
appeared unchanged well into their second meeiiigy were thinking of a way to

avoid being on video that day, so Paula suggested:
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Paula: If you wanna, like, record all this stuff, like, @amother day, | mean, you

know, it’'s up to you.

Vanessa Aye yay yay, | wanna get this done.

Paula: No, what | mean, if we can geverything elselone and we’re pretty sure

what we’re gonna do, | meanitglics ming

Vanessa Oh yeah.

Paula: That way we can have it written out, and, like, theording won't take

long once we have things written out.
Near the end of that same session, little had avthag the topic of continuing on for
more time arose. Paula’s response was, “I donttwabe here too much longer.” She
decided, however, to stay long enough to recorcabdio piece on comprehensible input,
“cause then pretty much all you have to do is waKdoing] the same thing [for
listening] and just type in the little stuff.” Mants later she reiterated, “I think after you
do your part about the listening it's not gonneetétkat much time (waved off with hand,
dismissive head shake and facial expression) todaote the videos.” Vanessa agreed
with her. When they reached the end of their tionehe third session, they realized they
still were not done and that they would have totagain. Paula said:

The only thing we need to do is the conclusion;mahinking, if you want to,

why don’t we go ahead and, like, record the concfutoday, so next time we

meet, all it really is gonna be a matter of, lites slides, and where to put them.

That way we can have at least all the recordirigsidne.

A few minutes later she added:
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We’'re probably gonna plan right now, tentativeby, fwo more hours next

Wednesday cause we’re almost done all we have i, tike, write up the

conclusion and then we just have to record it. #Areh it's just, like, a matter of

adding the transitions of the slides and so weiggilg we can get done next

week.
Once again, they did not seem to appreciate theianad time it would take to complete
the remaining work. Hours into their fourth wadssion, the mismatch between their
expectations and reality in terms of time seemdeettome apparent, at least to Paula.
She indicated her impatience with the project byob@ng agitated and telling Vanessa
to just abandon or narrow the scope of what thagwtiempting to do. For example,
when Vanessa was having trouble opening a filelaPsharply said, “Aw who cares?”
Minutes later as Vanessa was tweaking a photo:

Vanessa lt'll just take one second.

(Several seconds passed)

Paula: (Sighed loudly through nose, irritated)...

Vanessa It doesn’t seem to want to do...

Paula: You know, just forget it, | mean, just, whatever.

[...]  mean, seriously...That's good, then you hawe pictures there and all that

stuff.

Summing up their experience in her post-intervi¢anessa stated:

The hardest thing for me was the time, was makimg that we would have

enough time, especially toward the end when | wkas bkay we have three

hours, we have to get it done in these three hansthen those three hours come
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and go and we got half of what we thought we’ddyete. It was like, ‘Ohh,

man!" So then it was like, ‘okay so when can we nagmin?’ and look at the

calendars, ‘well its due here and | really wannatggone by this time. So that

ended up being the hardest part.

One of the apparent causes of their inability torete the amount of effort and
time that would need to be invested was their igadee plan. Their plan (see Planning
below) had been so sketchy that they not only sdeam&ake for granted the small jobs
in between the larger tasks, but they continuathtmver and add on new tasks. Their
failure to ever establish a substantive plan (lmtea storyboard, as was recommended)
seemed to play a significant role in their inabitth comprehend how much time they
would need, because they not only never fully ustdexd what they had completed, they
were not able to gauge what remained to be done.

It should also be noted that their inability toimestte effort and time also caused
them to have to narrow the object of the activiiccording to Vanessa in her post-
interview, time was the reason they chose not talggad with their original news anchor
idea (see Creativity below). “We just ended umgshe audio and then showing things
on the screen and that made it easy because we jostido that where we were at and
didn’t matter if we had make up on or not or if twair was in a mess or not.”

Expectations — Project Purpos@ne of the topics broached by the researcher in
the pre-interview was the purpose of the assignm¥rtien directly asked to give her
opinion as to why this project had been includegdas of the course and what she
believed the designers of the curriculum had hgbedmight learn from it, Vanessa

stated, “... if you spend a lot of time on a part&@ubpic, you'll learn that topic inside
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and out, and so, | think it gives you an opportutotreally research it, and to really
develop information for that specific topic.” Pa&s response was less reflective: “I
have no idea to be honest. | mean, I'm sure thangason behind it, | don't know what,
time maybe will clarify some things but, at thisié, I'm not that sure.”

Their responses could not have been more differ@ntone hand, Vanessa
appeared to fully grasp that she was to look beymrcturrent levels of understanding of
the topics, and delve into an in-depth, criticajuimy in order to “develop” her
knowledge. On the other hand, Paula stated tleadlishnot know the purpose at all.

Expectations — Professionalizatioithe researcher asked the participants both
before and after the activity if they thought timeigiht take anything away with them
from the project into their teaching. She therofekd up with a question about whether
completing the project would affect their senséheimselves as knowledgeable
professionals poised to enter the teaching prafassi

In the pre-interview, Vanessa was unspecifict irsmnging up her prior teaching
experience, then referring to the foreign languadygcation program in general saying
that she’d learned “a lot from my classes in déférstrategies, and different things to
do.” In the post-interview, when asked specificélshe thought she would employ the
concept of comprehensible input or work to enhdrerestudents’ listening skills in her
future teaching, Vanessa replied that doing thgeptdhad made her more aware of
comprehensible input (she did not mention listerskifjs). She said that doing the
project took the notion from just a recommendeattica to “more of a clear view of how
and why exactly it should be used, and good wayséoit.” When asked if the project

had professionalized her in any way, she repliatlitthad not, then added, “Well, it
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doesn’t help, that mostly, at least towards thariyeqg it was (dejected voice, slumped
body) another project we have to do, and thank @@isds going to be my last semester
that I'm taking classes.” She added:

| think I'm going to feel more teacher-ized ondelsh the internship, and

actually have had another cl-, well, I've taughtobbe, but to have another

class...that’s... sort of...’mine’ quote, unquote, anltilie in a different setting,

too. |taught elementary before so teaching i Isichool is going to be a

different experience altogether. | think thenfdel more professional because |

would have taught K through eight, and then hidiost, and then I've taught
here in college so, it’s like I've been all, theald spectrum.

In Paula’s pre-interview, the only thing she statet she might take away with
her from doing the project was perhaps more skt wechnology. When asked
pointedly if she would take anything from the contef the project into her teaching she
very succinctly said, “no.” In the post-intervielRaula also only responded on the topic
of comprehensible input, saying that the projeattipularly in the making of the
example instructional video in her class, had ledtb “try and use it as much as | can
now.” Later in the same interview she said thaidhearned a lot this semester, “and
not because of this project, but because of tresaaerall.” She then added, “I mean, it
definitely helped me be able to teach a littlebaitter to my class, so | did learn a little bit
from it, yeah.” As for the question on professidation, Paula’s response was a
straightforward, “No.... | just saw it as a projelcat | had to do for class, | can’t say it

made me a better professional.”
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Creativity. Due to the visual nature of the project, theipg@nts were
frequently involved in dialogue concerning its dgsand presentation. Indeed, these
topics were already under discussion before Varasddaula had even established a
rudimentary presentation plan.

Creativity and Design.Throughout the project, Paula offered consideraiput
on design features, such as transition types aeeldsp background screens, text fonts,
sizes, and colors, and the like. Paula was willongay attention to the basic design
features above because she seemed to view themoasal part of putting together a
video. Paula often wanted to add variety by chamtine elements from screen to screen,
and choosing features such as pretty, but difficutead fonts, and attractive, but busy
backgrounds. As the project drew to a close, hewend her impatience with being
done increased, she not only lowered her desigit tgpa minimum, she began to
discourage Vanessa from spending time on anythib¢hie most basic features.

Vanessa, on the other hand, appeared to havéea betse of design elements for
the purposes of consistency and clarity, such astamaing a uniform background color,
font type, and transition format throughout thesprgation. To Paula’s occasional mild
disappointment, Vanessa chose a bold, easy-tofoefda basic background to contrast
well with the text, and a single, simple transittgpe. An example of their differences
can be seen in the following exchange as Vanessa@raecting their “slides” to the
video examples:

Paula: Let's see some cool [transitions].

Vanessal'm just gonna use the same one, just to magerisistent.
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[...] Otherwise you get all kinds of different tratisns, (looked up at researcher),

it looks kind of funky.

Paula: See, yeah, I'm all about consistency but, | justkht’s boring after

awhile (laughed) I guess, | don’t know why.

To Paula’s greater annoyance, however, this attemt detail and consistency required
time to go through the video and match featurewder to get it right. This was time
that Paula saw as wasted, but Vanessa was insistéaking.

Creativity and Presentation Formaflhe majority of their early activity in the
project was oriented toward aesthetic decisionscagative wording, rather than content.
For example, Vanessa’s first priority when theydregditing the video was to choose a
background for their title screen. Eleven backgdsulater they agreed, temporarily, on
an ocean-like screen. Paula joined in for this, @ammatedly offering her opinions and
suggestions on colors, fonts, and playback lengiasspeeds. To conclude their opening
screen, Vanessa wanted to avoid writing “By VanesshPaula” as she saw it as too
“elementary school.” It was Paula, however, whmeaip with a humorous and creative
means of adding their names with, “How about ‘Ca+4€ordero Productions’?”

A critical drawback in their attention to creatidetail was that they gave it
priority over the far more significant work theyeu®d to do with the content. Had they
used the time instead to look into their topics] waerify, correct, and deepen their
understandings they would have likely enjoyed adeal more success with the final
product.

Aesthetic choices and creative wording not onlywaighed content, they also

overshadowed the planning process. For examptegitheir first meeting, they had
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settled down to discuss an outline of the presemand to make a plan to follow as they
worked. Paula frequently interrupted with disjeimhideas on specific content and design
issues. Vanessa attempted to return them to tdeegs of planning the sequence of the
video project, but Paula steered them back ints@udsion of design by suggesting they
videotape themselves speaking, but insert text theer heads so their input would be
“‘comprehensible” to their viewers. Vanessa cowtiéhat they could instead just have
text on the screen, with audio recordings of thieices playing in the background.
Vanessa immediately contradicted her own idea agdested, laughing, that perhaps
they do the whole video presentation in the rolaes anchors. She added that she
thought that doing so would “keep people’s attanbetter, too.” Paula appeared to like
the idea, but stopped first to look at the rubois¢e if there were any points for
creativity. She discovered that there was a sediousing the video format to its
potential, and then agreed to the idea, addintitik [the professor] would get a kick
out of that.” Vanessa agreed saying that if sheewitge professor she would enjoy it.

This was an important moment because it was therothith Vanessa and Paula
became (temporarily) motivated by the potentiald@ative enjoyment in doing the
project as exemplified in the following clip of thgue:

Paula: You can play music while that's going on...you know litie...theme.

[...] (Inhaled sharply, opened mouth and brieflyddtfingertips to lips) Oh my

God! I just had this good ideanintelligible, we could put it right on the thing

(pointed to screen) umm, what is it called, anagdhit, what is it called when it's

a special edition, kind of news?

Vanessa Newsflash?
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Paula: Or a newsflash, or something like that, or, likspacial

report...comprehensible input and listening skillspacial report by...(smiled)
Minutes later, Paula added:

Paula: You know what if you can find a news, kind of

Vanessa Music in the background?

Paula: Yeah, like, dodoododoododoododoo, (laughed alouitevepeaking) a

little typing in the background.

Paula continued to interject creative ideas, ssghudting still photos of themselves on

the screen while playing audio in the backgroundhe style of a remote news
correspondent calling in with a report. Paulastifipcused even as Vanessa exuberantly
digressed, suggesting things like using scrolleng tlike, Star Wars, where it's going up
the screen” to explain their topics instead of audtaula agreed that this would be
humorous to do, but that it would distract fromithmeews anchor theme, which she
reiterated she would very much like to do.

The significant downside to this creative excitemeas that both young women
were completely distracted from their originaltically important task of making a plan
for the project. Unfortunately for them, they weesver able to create more than an
abstract, fragmentary plan, which was a problempglagued them until the final
moments of the activity.

Another adverse development was that, in addittdoging their focus on the
content and the planning aspects of the projeettithe they had spent on creative
notions for presentation was almost entirely wastdnessa and Paula’s plan of

pretending to present the topics in the role ofsianchors wordlessly seemed to fall by
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the wayside, giving way to a more lackluster delrveThe creative use of the video
medium to deliver their information quietly reveatt® Vanessa’s first suggestion of
showing a text-based screen supplemented withdedaudio. The creative aspects of
the project were then reduced to basic design elpsch as selecting screen
backgrounds and font sizes, and the level of exate dropped precipitously. There
was a corresponding fall in their level of credtivinspired motivation, which was
gradually subsumed by the goal of finishing as klyias possible. For example, in the
third meeting, Vanessa proposed that she might dawve “classical baby music” on her
computer that they might use in the backgrounejhich Paula responded with relative
indifference. Later, as Vanessa was trying toregaut a way to have text appear on the
screen to match the audio, Paula said, “You davelto do this whole [line by line
thing], you can just...qgirl, save the work on youfsgist have it all come up at once.”

While there was no guarantee that it would haveevaary difference whatsoever
to their content, had they gone with the news anplam, they would have at least met
the rubric requirements that a) “Graphics, reafisals explain and reinforce the
presentation;” and b) “Uses video enhancement featio reinforce presentation (uses
video to potential).” As it was, they went witiPawerPoint format, showing text-based
slides and still images, interspersed with an docas“example video.”

Creativity and ContentPaula, however, appeared to have a better sémdeece
to be brief and where to be wordy, whereas Vanessal in both by trying to place too
much text on a page, or not saying enough andgtyirtet the “video speak for itself”.

Once they completed their introduction screery there then forced to consider

what would come next. They reviewed their planiclwftontained some information
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about sequence, but none about design.

Vanessa Should we define [comprehensible input] with teet on the screen?

[...] Or should it be one of us defining it?

Paula: | think [the professor] would want us to be moreative, she doesn’t

want just someone talking instead of just textral time, you know?

Vanessa Right

During their second meeting, Vanessa mentionatste was having trouble
phrasing things the way she wanted to becauseidh#& @want to sound as though she
was addressing the rubric point by point, ratherwhnted to try “to incorporate it all in
without making it so...obvious.” It should be notbédt while this may have been a
worthy goal in terms of harmonious and fluid desigperhaps did not serve them well
in the end when they were assessing how well theynhet the requirements in the
rubric.

In Paula’s interview, the researcher recalled agiex comment that the project
was constraining because the content limited tissipdities for creativity, and asked if
there had been more freedom in some way would abe énjoyed the activity more.
Paula replied:

| think just cause of what we had to be able taea@h this wasn’t fun. | mean,

better if it could be about a lesson, that’s alwsy$un, you know, | mean that’s

always so interesting. | mean, in terms of beiggatve, | don’t know, | mean,
it'd be different if you telling people, okay, make a TV show and videotape it.

But asking if we covered, this, this, this, thatduld see as more constraining. |
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mean, you really only allow so much freedom whegttgrmuch you're being
told, okay, talk about this subject.
The researcher found this interesting because ¢arasd Paula had originally planned
to do their video as news anchors on a TV showabahdoned the idea. The other issue
was that she appeared to want to make a videoragethong of her own choosing, such
as a lesson plan (though the project did involeedélivery of a lesson).

In the end, their interest in creative design deldvery at the outset of the activity
usurped the need to construct a project plan, #sawéo override the necessity of
researching their topics. It also consumed vakitibie, which was ultimately wasted
anyway as their creative ideas were abandonedor t# a text-based format.

Distractions.Distractions appeared to play a role in VanessaPauda’'s
difficulties in staying focused on the project aslale, as well as in staying with an idea
long enough at a stretch to analyze, investigafeeat on, and revise or enhance it into a
more fully developed concept. Some of the sountesstraction came from outside
sources, and were usually out of their controlh@dsources came from within
themselves, and were related to things such atybuekds, personality (particularly
sociability), and attitude toward the activity.

Distractions - External. Throughout the project, there were many distoasti
from exterior sources. Sources of distraction eahnfgom room temperature, to other
people, to the video itself as they were editikgpfortunately, these distractions
occasionally came along during moments of seriggsudsion, and resulted in a
complete derailment of the conversation and trAth@ught. Vanessa and Paula were

rarely able to recover from distractions and retortheir original points of discussion.
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For example, in their first meeting, they were d&ssing the sequence of their
presentation and the content of their conclusiihile speaking, Paula caught sight of
herself on camera as the video was being playekd dra¥anessa’s computer. She
switched instantly from her ideas for the conclagio “This is me in the second class
here.” They began to discuss the person doingitlemtaping, and then an example they
might use for comprehensible input, thus completdtlyring the thread of their
conversation.

In the second meeting, they met at Vanessa’'s horaeessa’s mother was there
for the day taking care of Vanessa’s infant. Thiédooffered minimal distractions apart
from an occasional cry or gurgle audible throughlthby monitor Vanessa had nearby
and the times she was required to break to feed fioward the end of their meeting,
Vanessa’'s mother had to leave, so the baby wasdrtowe swing next to the worktable.
He then became a much larger distraction, cooinigcaying as they tried to record, and a
source of interest for Paula. In their fourth nmeggtthe baby was present the entire time,
though he slept for part of it. When he awoke, &ma was frequently distracted by the
sounds he made, and launched into several stdreeg the baby and his various
activities and behaviors.

Starting with their third meeting, Paula was insiagly distracted by
communication with outside people and by other-redated work. She brought along
her own laptop computer and set it up beside Varess$he was already typing away at
her computer before they even began their meedimgjcontinued as Vanessa played
back and tweaked segments of their video. Sheeaffeccasional interest and feedback,

but her attention was clearly divided. Paulalsgleone was a distraction as well, with
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the occasional buzzing, and Paula slipping ousiigmificant stretches (fifteen minutes or
more) to answer her phone. In their fourth meetieula avoided looking at her cell
phone for the first hour, but then began sendinjraneiving text messages. At one
point, she left the room and went outside to tailkher phone for approximately forty-
five minutes. Vanessa had told some of their atadss that they would be working on
the video so they could chat online together if/tivanted to discuss the project.
Vanessa soon realized that all of the chattingafagpic anyway, and that it was more
of a distraction than a real help.

Distractions — Internal.Other types of distractions came from within the
participants themselves. Paula was most prongetn,tand they increased in frequency
as the activity progressed.

Hunger and food were recurrent sources of distadtiroughout the project.
When food was available, such as happened witkrtheks Vanessa provided in their
second meeting, both of them were prone to logieg train of thought as they reached
for a bite of something. When food was not avd@aPaula often talked about food,
either in terms of hunger, particular favoritestritional information, or diets.

Exhaustion and physical pain were also frequemh#éseduring the project.

Again, Paula seemed to experience more troublegsetareas. Throughout the second
and fourth meetings, Paula looked tired, and ddtated how sleepy she was. She often
had trouble staying focused on the project, hee gazy frequently wandering off and
her attention with it.

In one example:

Vanessa Okay so that could...introduce one of mine, right?
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(Glanced between Paula and screen)

Paula: (Still resting head on fist, looked bored or tirethred into space,

unresponsive)

Vanessa The background knowledgenintelligibleto use background

knowledge...Or | could put that after one of my...

Paula: (Lifted head slightly) Let me hear it again...

In terms of pain, Paula seemed to be having cerade discomfort with her
hair, even commenting how much her scalp hurt. cSldd often be seen massaging her
head, completely distracted from the work Vanesaa &oing. Vanessa began their third
meeting with what appeared to be a very bad headaalising her to frequently rub her
forehead and eyes. Throughout the meeting, shéritable, often sighed sharply and
used an occasional expletive.

To Vanessa'’s detriment, Paula’s personality cbeldomewnhat distracting at
times. She occasionally hummed, or sang, playgtieaclapping slapping game on her
hands and knees, or danced around. More signifyc&traula would frequently interrupt
Vanessa'’s focus with an incongruent comment ortepres For instance, Vanessa was
working at the computer, getting the equipmenugefior them to begin uploading and
editing video:

Vanessa Okay...Now, the only thing I, | didn’t do was, ummin didn’t

Paula: (Interrupted, asked loudly) Listening, reading,timg, speaking?

Vanessa (Turns to look at partner questioningly, then emhk lost, then slightly

irritated expression).

Paula: Sorry, talking out loud, please go ahead.
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Paula was also prone to spontaneously offer up cartany on other assignments,
classes, classmates, or other unrelated gossign\tirs happened, Vanessa largely
ignored her or offered distracted backchannelingck®iowledgement.

This began to happen so frequently that Vanesgan® use low or inaudible
self-talk as a means of maintaining some focuseswlork, while continuing, but
reducing, the distracted backchanneling to Pauteckmowledgement. For example,
Vanessa was working on writing more for their inuotion, while Paula was
intermittently looking over the textbook for infoation on comprehensible input:

Paula: So.

Vanessa (Began inaudible self-talk while typing).

Paula: So it is believed (Vanessa stopped typing andedtead toward

partner), I'm going to say ‘it is believed...’

Paula said nothing after this for several momesas/anessa finally tried to return her
focus to her writing, using inaudible self-talkrearead what she wrote.

Vanessa’'s most troublesome internal distractionavagccasional tendency to
begin talking about one thing, but get sidetracket other topics, sometimes at such
length that the original topic was forgotten in frecess. A prime example of this was
when the researcher asked the girls pointedlyely thad done any actual research on
developing target language listening skills in stutd. Vanessa responded that what she
had discovered thus far was related more to wikedeher might do to be
comprehensible when speaking to students. Thisawasiportant distinction to make,
and revealed a gross misunderstanding of the contégrget language listening skills.

The opportunity to become aware that they wereondhe right track and to clarify their
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understanding was immediately lost, however, whanégsa suddenly and excitedly
launched into a lengthy description of an obseovatif a French class she had made at a
local high school. The connection was that shepleassantly surprised at how well she
was able to understand the teacher (to add toistraction, this was interrupted by a
small side conflict with Paula, as well as multigkviations from the main topic to add
many descriptive details to her account of thesctamm setting, the students, the teacher,
etc.). She continued on animatedly describingeitaitlwhat she had observed, and then
segued into a lengthy description of another cléss time Spanish, that she’d visited,
including the details of a successful classroordirgpactivity. Paula, meanwhile, had
begun to exhibit tired, bored, and somewhat annbyely language, bringing Vanessa to
eventually refocus and say suddenly, “All right. Wad to get working here,” to which
Paula replied, “Yes, cause I'm asleep, [and] | tar@nt to go to sleep, cause then |
won't sleep at home.” By this time, the originapic of listening skills was long
forgotten.

Themes — SummaryBy extracting and examining the themes that estefgom
the data the researcher was able to gain some tampansights into the process. This
helped to reveal how numerous, diverse factors dagether to impact Vanessa and
Paula’s learning and professionalization.

Activity Theory Analysis. Conflicts, Contradictions, and TensiondAs stated
in Chapter Two, an activity is an individualizedntextual, and flexible system.

Activity Theory models are a means of graphicadigresenting the interacting factors in
an activity, as well as a means of reflecting sofrae conflicts, contradictions and

tensions that arise therein. These conflicts,reginttions, and tensions are important
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because they are the turning points at which dewedmt is poised to take place. Itis the
act of resolving these problems that may bring bbange in people (i.e. regulation).
Vanessa and Paula experienced many conflicts,amdintions, and tensions throughout
the activity, offering many opportunities for learg as they might work to resolve them.
Figure 10 illustrates an idealized model of VanesshPaula’s activity as envisioned by
the designers of the curriculum. This model camnthe used to contrast against models
of their actual activity, which illustrate the ctiofs they experienced while working.

Several conflicts arose between the participandstla@ tools they needed to use
to complete the project. In the case of technaklgools, the problem arose less with
the tool itself than with the division of laboraé&d to it. As previously stated, Vanessa
insisted on using her own camera, laptop, andrepgoftware to create the video. As
such, this barred Paula access to the technolathyf the technology-related tasks then
fell to Vanessa, who alone had the opportunitygepen her knowledge in this domain,
by resolving small moment-to-moment conflicts im bederstanding of the workings of
the software. (see Figure 11).

In the case of reference tools, Vanessa and Padladarly everything they could
need, literally at the tips of their fingers thrbutpeir laptops. They had instant access to
materials on the Internet, as well as to thousaheétectronic publications available
through the university library. Instead, Vanessadpced a lone methods textbook for

them to use together to extract data. Due toiassef distractions, coupled with a lack
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Technology.

TOOLS

Digital Video Camera
Computer

Connector Cables

Digital Video Editing Software

Reference Materials:

* Personal Library

» University Library (Stacks & Worldwide Digital Aces)

Project Plan:
* General Plan
+ Storyboard

or Paula Cordero|

<

* Internet
SUBJECT \ OBJECT
Vanessa Carrerd Completed n]:>

Instructional Video

RULES

» Project Instructions
» Grading Rubric
* Project Due Date

¢ General Academic Conventic .

COMMUNITY

* Practicum Professor
* Project Researcher
+ Classmates
Methods Profess

DIVISION OF LABOR

* Vanessa’s Responsibilities
» Paula’s Responsibilitir

DESIRED OUTCOMES

Student-Teacher:

Reflects on, questions, clarifies and internaltzasic knowledge of topics.
(Solidifies understandings of fundamental tenetsuliffect matter).

Expands from technical rationality to descriptieflection on topics.
(Understands and can explain the subjects to gtherdscan offer and justify
examples).

Explores and reflects on other points of view @ thpics through research and
dialogue. (Seeks, learns about, assimilates, améxalain alternative points of
view on the subjects).

Examines, reflects on, and questions the foundstipermutations, and
applications of the topics in consideration of esmt (Engages in critical
reflection on subject matter, both in light of tiestricted environment of the
classroom and its denizens, and of the broadeauraljlipolitical, societal, and
historical contexts in which the notions were caneg and espoused).

Demonstrates skill at accurately and clearly comginformation to others.
Demonstrates skill at appropriately applying thesiin a classroom setting.
Expands or deepens technology skills.

Expands or deepens self-confidence as a knowletigpedfessional.

Classmates:

Develop new understandings of and engage in rafteetout the topics
presented.

Figure 1¢: Model of the video project assignment as enwisibby the designers of the curriculum prior tovagt
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TOOLS TOOLS
Technology. Technology.
» Digital Video Camera  Digital Video Camera
« Computer » Computer
» Connector Cables OUTCOMES « Connector Cables
» Digital Video Editing Software + Digital Video Editing Software
Vanessa:

~

» Vanessa did all the technology-related wo

/?\ in the project.
VANESSA » Vanessa likely attained some level of self-
- —> regulation in the use of the technology. <—m

X Paula:

o L » Paula was able to avoid her anxieties related
to DV editing and DVD recording.

COMMUNITY DIVISION OF LABOR + Paula did not have an opportunity to learn| | DIVISION OF LABOR || COMMUNITY
more on the use of the technology.
» Vanessa insisted on using » Paula relinquished all contro

personal equipment. of the technology to Vanessa.

» Use of the equipment was
limited to Vanessa.

« All tasks related to recording
uploading, editing, renderind,
and recording to DVD fell to
Vanessa alone.

Figure 11: Model of division of labor issues related tolteclogy use.
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TOOLS

Reference Materials:

* Personal library — textbook.

=

AN

COMMUNITY

DIVISION OF LABOR

Vanessa provided a foreign
language methods textbook for
use as a reference.

Vanessa feared (correctly) that
Paula would not do her share of]
the work to prepare for the proje
and intended to force her to
participate.

Vanessa intended for she and
Paula to review the textbook an
extract relevant information
together This failed to happen g
planned.

Once the activity began, Vanesg
appeared to allow the majority 0
the ‘information gathering” to fal
on Paula.

)

Y]

OUTCOMES

Vanessa’s concerns over Paula’s la
of participation may have ultimately
affected her own willingness and

ability to properly research the topic|

They ultimately achieved a low-leve
object-regulated technical rationality
on the topic of comprehensible inpul
only.

They ultimately participated in an
oversimplified, incomplete, and
object-regulated level of descriptive
reflection.

They were unable to engage in
dialogical or critical reflection.

ck

I

Figure 122 Model of division of labor issues related toereince materials.
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TOOLS

Reference Materials:
* Vanessa’s personal library

— textbook

> <

DIVISION OF LABOR

+ Paula was not motivated to adequately research
topics.

(o]

[o]

Paula failed to do her share of research pri
to first meeting.

During the activity, Paula skimmed the indg
of the textbook for related pages, referred t
some relevant information in the textbook,
was largely unable to correctly interpret it fq
the project.

Paula largely relied on her memory for
information about the topics, and from this
source produced the large majority of
information used to describe the subject m
and to rationalize examples in the video.

O
=

X
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of organization, they were unable to glean muchftbe text together. In later meetings,
it was primarily Paula who skimmed this book notnsach for information as for “ideas
for wording.” Their choice to avoid doing even lcagsearch appeared to be founded in
their belief that they already knew the topics thughly, and that all they needed to do
was to present this knowledge in video format aqeamed by a few teaching examples
(see Figure 12).

This belief may have presented another conflics, time between the participants
and the rules of the activity, in that they faitedhoroughly read the instructions or to
confirm their understandings of the rubric, prafegrinstead to be guided by their

impressions (see Figure 13).

OUTCOMES

VANESSA » Participants did not demonstrate an adequate
and OBJECT —> understanding of fundamental tenets of topics.

Participants did not adequately explain or exem

Paula - :
\ d the subject matter.
-+ « Participants did not seek out alternative perspes

> < on the topics.
RULES + Participants did not show evidence of reflection n
the subject matter, nor did they consider the ®p|c
* Project Instructions contextually.
» Grading Rubric » Participants did not present the information in a
logical, well-organized sequence.

» Participants did not use the video medium to its
potential.

Figure 12 Model of difficulties in reading and interpregithe instructions and rubric.

Their belief that they already knew the topics thughly also contradicted
Vanessa’s statement in her pre-interview on thegse of the project: “If you spend a
lot of time on a particular topic, you'll learn thiapic inside and out, and so, | think it
gives you an opportunity to really research it, emceally develop information for that
specific topic.” In reality, they spent little teron the actual topics, did next to no

research, and were unable to develop their undhelisigs. In the end, there were many
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conflicts and contradictions in their knowledgelwod topics, but they were unable or

unwilling to take the necessary steps to resoleent(see Figure 14).

VANESSA OUTCOMES
and OBJECT | m—>
Paula « Participants did not demonstrate an

adequate understanding of fundamental
tenets of topics.

» Participants did not adequately explain gr

RULES exemplify the subject matter.
. » Participants did not seek out alternative
Selected Topics perspectives on the topics.
+ Comprehensible input as a second + Participants did not show evidence of
language teaching strategy to build reflection on the subject matter, nor did
students’ knowledge of the target they consider the topics contextually.

language through considered and
supported use of the target language

+ Listening as a second language lear
skill to be taught and practiced with
students.

Figure 14 Model of difficulties in defining, describingxploring, and reflecting on the
topics.

The third major conflict of this type was tied tat tools that they first needed to
construct and then make use of — a project storgbmad a project plan. They did not
make a storyboard, and the plan they attemptedaterwas little more than a superficial

outline of the order in which they would presergithopics. This lack of direction as

TOOLS
, OUTCOMES
Project Plan:
+ General Plan + Participants did not demonstrate an adequate

understanding of fundamental tenets of topics.

» Participants did not adequately explain or exemplif
the subject matter.

VANESSA A AL « Participants did not seek out alternative perspesto!
and OBJECT | ;—> the topics.

PAULA « Participants did not show evidence of reflectiorttos
subject matter, nor did they consider the topics
K contextually.

» Participants did not present the information in a
logical, well-organized sequence.

» Participants did not use the video medium to its
potential.

+ Storyboard

Figure 1t Model of difficulties in making and following @roject plan.
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they moved through the activity contributed to ttifficulties in covering the topics
adequately (see Figure 15).

In terms of conflict with community, the primaryn@on was between Vanessa
and Paula. As stated above under Thematic Analaisessa’s distrust of Paula made it
difficult for her to question or challenge Paulantributions to the project. As such, the
necessary debate over content and examples wabledb take place, and they were
unable to engage in the type of reflection thathilgave led to deeper understandings
(see Figure 16).

Conflicts between the subject and the object ofitievity were due primarily to
lack of motivation and expectations that they wdakn little from doing the task. One
contradiction within this conflict was the fact théanessa stated in her pre-interview she
understood the purpose of the project was to diepth research on the topics in order to
develop her understanding of it.

In Vanessa and Paula’s case, there were many aestari conflict, contradiction,
and tension. Vanessa likely was able to resolvst mioall of the conflicts she
experienced with the use of the video editing safeyallowing her to experience a
positive change in her abilities. Apart from thhswever, no other conflicts were ever
completely resolved, which was indicative of vetyd change or development on their

parts.
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>
COMMUNITY

OUTCOMES

Vanessa’s concerns over Paula’s lack of participatiay have ultimately
affected her own willingness and ability to propgedsearch the topics.
Vanessa’s perception that they were not close raag ked to fear of

contradicting or engaging in conflict with Paul&yieh resulted in a lack of debate or
discussion.

Paula’s belief that they were close may have leddbehave in a very casual
manner, which was misperceived by Vanessa as rude.

Paula’s belief that they were close may have leddbehave in a very casual
manner, which actually was rude.

Their lack of rapport may have contributed to timeativation to complete the
activitv as auicklv as nossible. which leda narrowina of creativitv. scholarshio. “mut

Figure 1€ Model of personal conflict between Vanessa amdd&
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Object Change.Vanessa and Paula’s inability to resolve satisfédygtthe large
majority of their conflicts led to a change in tigect over time. In the majority of
cases, the object narrowed, with some shiftingdasicitegration as well (see Figure 17).

Object Change — Tool-Based ConflictBhe conflicts Vanessa and Paula
experienced with the tools in the activity certgimhpacted the object. As for the
technology tools, Vanessa took complete controhein, with Paula’s permission,
causing all of the video editing tasks to defanlhér alone. The editing was a very time-
intensive task, and occupied the large majorityafiessa’s work time in the activity.
This appeared to be one of many contributors toéreowing of the object due to time
constraints. Vanessa and Paula’s inability or imghess to consult reference materials
was another source of object narrowing, and in saspects object disintegration. Their
inability or unwillingness to construct a detail@ject plan led to their omitting critical
details, as well as their wasting time as theyggfied to determine what they had
completed and what remained to be done. Thisitoéd to both a shift in the object
due to lack of clear direction, as well as a namgvof the object due to time constraints.

Object Change — Rule-Based Conflickss with the tools, the conflicts Vanessa
and Paula experienced with the rules were alscsotwed and contributed to object
change. In the first place, neither of them appééo give much attention to the project
instructions, which were abandoned in short ordgway in favor of using the grading
rubric as a guide. As for the rubric, they alseegé scant attention, and when they had
guestions about it, they sought no help or clatfan from any source. When it came to
their selected topics, they relied primarily onamplete memories or improvised

information that appeared to them to be logicay.ldgely ignoring the instructions and
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Idealized Objec

be done.

Project Plan: Unwilling or
unable to create a detailed
project plan led to struggle to
maintain focus on what was
complete and what remained to|
Related to both
incomplete/inaccurate coveragg
of topics and time constraints.
Narrowing & Disintegratio

Subject: Lack of motivation
related to incomplete/

inaccurate coverage of topicg.
Narrowing & Disintegratio

-

> <

> <

Idealized Activity|

Unresolved Conflicts at the
Beginning of Vanessa &
Paula’s Activity

.

Project Instructions: Technology:
Inattention to project Subject: Frustration| | Lengthy
instructions and curso Reference Materials Unwilling or over effort and time | | editing of
reliance on rubric unable to either identify or extract required related to || video related
relatedto relevant information from their single incomplete/inaccurat | to time
incomplete/inaccurate source related to incomplete/inaccurdte e coverage of topicg| | constraints.
coverage of topics. coverage of topics. and time constraints|| Narrowing
Narrowing Narrowing & Disintegratio Narrowing &
Shifting
d Object
[N

Selected Topic: Certainty of the
comprehensiveness of their prior
knowledge on the topics, coupled with
serious confusion between them, relate

incomplete/ inaccurate coverage of topid

Narrowing & Disintegratio

Community: Mismatched levels of
trust and closeness between Vanes
and Paula related to incomplete/
inaccurate coverage of topics.
Narrowing & Disintegratio

QD

1
S

Community: Certainty in

> <

their ability to comprehend
their topics and the
requirements of the project
may have led to lack of

Unresolved Conflicts at the E
of Vanessa & Paula’s Activity

effort to seek guidance or
support from members of the
community related to
incomplete/ inaccurate
coverage of topics.
Narrowing & Disintegratio

Figure 17 Transformation of the object over time in Vanemsd Paula’s video project activity due to non-haison of conflicts,
contradictions, and tensions.
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composing the subject matter explanations outaf tiprior knowledge”, the object
narrowed considerably, and partially disintegrgfetticularly in the area of listening
skills).

Object Change — Community-Based Conflidike most salient conflict related to
community was certainly the difficult rapport beemeVanessa and Paula. Vanessa’s
distrust of Paula led her to avoid researchingdpecs. Her lack of closeness to Paula
contributed to her reticence to confront her, lagdo a lack of crucial discussion and
debate. Their lack of communication with the sunding community was less a
conflict than perhaps a contradiction, but it wasanother readily available and critical
source of help and information of which they did takke advantage. The shortage of
trust on Vanessa’s part, coupled with the lackialogjue between them and the larger
community was yet another contributing factor te tfarrowing and partial disintegration
of the object.

Object Change — Subject-Based Conflidtmally, conflicts between the
participants and the object itself also affectezldbject. While briefly motivated by a
kind of “mutual excitement” kindled through the atiwe idea of designing the video
around a news anchor theme (which was abandoneithenVanessa nor Paula was able
to maintain any real enthusiasm for the projectilgvmot particularly motivated, they
both expected the project to be relatively easyotcand to not require all that much time
to complete. When this did not turn out to be tthey experienced frustration, and
became wholly focused on just getting it done. [Ha& of motivation along with their

frustration was another reason for the narrowirgysmfting of the object.
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For the most part, neither Vanessa nor Paula apgé¢arbe aware of the changes
in the object, apart from the disintegration ofitlegiginal plan to construct the
presentation around a news anchor theme. Hadoeay able to construct an actual
storyboard, or at least a clear plan of actionrgl®a possibility that they might have
been able to work more efficiently, and ultimatieve prevented some of the object
changes.

Regulation. The search for evidence of positive changes indbalation levels
of the participants was another important aspeth@flata analysis. As previously
stated, it was Vygotsky’s view that a learner woerhdjage in strategic behaviors to gain
control of a difficult situation when the problemscountered therein were just beyond
his/her ability to solve alone. He believed thgse strategic behaviors involved making
use of mediators in order to “regulate,” or overegthe problem. For example, if the
learner should turn to an artifact (e.g. a bootomputer, a set of printed instructions,
etc.) for answers, then in that instance, s/he evbalconsidered to be “object-regulated.”
Similarly, should the learner look to other pediplehelp, then s/he would be “other-
regulated.” In either of these situations, theneawould need to rely on something or
someone else in order to achieve what s/he codldmalone. By using external sources
for support, the learner is able to do, and by gidie learner is able to, hopefully,
increase his/her competence over time. As competecreases, the learner can rely
less and less on external crutches, and more anel onanternal, or cognitive, resources.
As the learner does so, his/her behaviors and &gegbegin to emulate those of people
more competent than themselves. This movement tinenexternal to the internal, from

other to self, is theoretically indicative of cotime change (i.e. learning).
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In the present study, the researcher conductedabbéhavioral and a linguistic
analysis in an effort to pinpoint how the particifmwere regulated throughout the
activity. It was hoped that noting the levels @fulation and any changes thereto over
time would offer insight into the student-teachéesirning process as they moved
through the video project activity.

Regulation — Behavioral AnalysisBased on the situations presented in Table 6,
Regulation Category Definitions, the researchenerad and coded both Vanessa and
Paula’s behaviors for evidence of the types of laggun in which they engaged
throughout the activity. By and large, both Varessd Paula were object-regulated or
other-regulated throughout the activity. Vanedeaeawas able to achieve some self-
regulation, but only in the area of technology u$ke regulation category situations are
briefly described and exemplified in Table 7 below.

Table 7:

Behavioral regulation

Situation: When faced with conflict, contradiction, or tension within the activity:

Object-Regulated

Vanessa and Paula:

Example:

Paula: Maybe one of the things you say about listeninthat it's okay to
teach [the students] by writing [...] like, basicallysing what you just taught
them. For example, they just learned how to sg@ue hicieron?” and then
you're just doing the same thing, “Oh, ¢ Que hiai@‘athen you just
unintelligible oh unintelligible

Vanessa:Right

Paula: So, something like that.

Vanessa:(Pointed to screen) See, the, there | had to write the board again
because they, like...

Paula: (Interrupted) Repetition, repetition’s a partisfening.
Vanessa:(turned back to screen with an acknowledging hasduye — aoila
opening of the palm)

Paula: (Gesticulated as she spoke - revelatory) Bueadtlyou tried, you
listened, and once they saw ‘¢, Que hicieron?’ virjtteey were, like, ohhhhhh
you know, they just got it, so without having td teem it means what they
do. You know?

Vanessa Right

- were largely satisfied
with what was
produced and decided
by one another.

- were bound by th Example:
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language produced by| Vanessa Okay, so, what'’s our introduction gonna be?

one another. Paula: Should we just do comprehensible ...colon...listening?
Vanessa (Sounds out while typing) Comprehensible inpistehing.
Listening skills?

Paula: Mhmm

Vanessa Okay.

Example:

Paula: (Glancing through textbook) Oh! | like that! Ttieeory behind this,
which comes from Krashen, is umm, it really wouddds on how learners
actually process input into quote unquote ‘congeaimmatical form with their
meanings’ ...that's a good quote right there.

- were bound by the
language of the
textbook they used as
resource.

[

Example:

Vanessa Does this make sense? (Reading what she jus¢Wwintthe foreign
language classroom students need to listen tetwher speak in the target
language in order to acquire the language anatdsrds’.

Paula: (Nodded slowly).

Vanessa Does that make sense, or ...

Paula: Mhmm

Vanessa You know what | mean? Acquire a language anddtents, like,
how can | say that better? Acquire the language.and

Paula: Aaaand... developmlalalah, uh, develop, no...anddbeta speak in
the target language with...an accent similar to ¢fia native speaker
Vanessa: Okay. Thanks.

- were unable to see
significant ways of
expanding or
improving upon any of
the above.

Other-Regulated

Example 1:
Vanessa Okay, so for your, for you, the comprehensiblauinin this was you
writing on the board.
Paula: (Stared at screen)
Vanessa Okay?
Paula: Unintelligible language, right (raised brows questioningly)?
Vanessa Right.
Paula: (Leaned back, confused, doubtful expression)
I don’t know if | would really say that's compretsle input,
like...(questioning, doubtful scowl) | mean, wouldw Writing? | guess.
. each allowed (Vanessa gestured with brief wrist movement pogsibknowledging
themselves to be statement). o .
guided by the other. | Paula: (Looked back at screen, with pained expressiol) #fié were
covering, auh, (head rocked, expression fell taas} | guess so.

Example 2:

Paula: Maybe if you do, like, a little transition rightehe in thaunintelligible
part, it would kinda, like, look cool.

Vanessa (Overlap)Unintelligible transition here?

Paula: Yeah, in that open space

Vanessa Just, like, a zoom back out type of thing?

Paula: Yeah, or, like a, no, like we could do a littledgliover (passed vertical
arm in front of body).

Vanessa Oh, okay

Self-Regulated

Vanessa:

Example:

* was capable of Vanessa Why is it not working...any more?

independent problem-
solving. Was able to | Okay, there, that's a better way of doing it
identify d.ifficulties | okay

and provide corrective
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options. |

It's easier to add them in that way thahis.way.

Summary: When it came to conflict, contradiction, or temsiVanessa and Paula were primarily object

regulated throughout the

rather than closer to self-regulation (with theaeptton of technology decisions). Vanessa was tiyane
to show much evidence of self-regulation, but tds only in relation to the functionality of theitith

software.

activity. When they watteer-regulated, they usually led one another gstra

Situation: In terms of understanding the motive ofthe activity, the conscious goals

of the actions, or the

conditions required to achie the goals:

Object-Regulated

Vanessa and Paula:

* had an incomplete
grasp of the motive,
goals, of the actions, g
the conditions required
to achieve the goals.

Example from pre-interview - Paula

Researcher Why do you think somebody made this project pathe course?
Paula: | have no idea to be honest. | mean, I'm sweeeth a reason behind it
I don't know what, time maybe will clarify somengs, but, at this time, I'm
not that sure.

Example from post-interview - Paula
Researcher You said at the beginning that you couldn’t séwy this project
was in the curriculum. [...] Do you still think thaiay?
Paula: Yeah. And the reason why is because, [...and] mdlybre’s more
deeper meaning to behind it, my understanding®ptirpose was to teach this
to the undergrads, and the way | see it is, if eaharing a class with the
undergrads, they could have easily learned the $gmeof thing as we would
do, without us having to do a video projémtthem. | guess personally, |
don't really see necessarily, | mean...You know yé&ha good way to use
technology, it's a good way to be creative and ¢okwith others, and you
know even with the topics that we had, we defigitauld learn something
from it that we can take with our teaching livesgahing professions, excuse
me. But | guess I...definitely don’t understand whg graduates have to do
something to entertain the undergraduates whencielg easily do the same
thing. | guess that's why | really didn’t see mymdint to it cause | don't see i
as something that its so difficult that only we \webunderstand it to where
rthey wouldn't. | think that they could learn theaet same things, they could
even do the same things with technology you kndar't think its something
that only graduate students can do. So | guessatgably why | didn't really
see a point of the video, and | still don't undamstéo this day. | mean, if it's a
part of the project, | mean, certain things likes@tving, | know why we
observe teachers. It helps us understand whaewesgrning the books in the
classroom and see it in practice. You know I"arted a lot from that. Doing
the video project to show to people, if it was jasechnology class, and we
were using, like, more technology, you know, as yee | could understand it |
would say okay then its purpose is this. Its ntcinology class.

Example from pre-interview — Vanessa

Vanessa If you spend a lot of time on a particular topiou'll learn that topic
inside and out, and so, | think it gives you ananymity to really research it,
and to really, develop information for that spectfipic.

Example from post-interview — Vanessa

Vanessal | think maybe having [the project] as part oBahnology course
would have been more, | don’'t wanna say appropridtgt | know that there
are people that aren’t as familiar with the tecbggl| and for them it was sort
of a double project because, “Oh my God, | havieaon this technology” and
then, by the way, we have to do the project aagdhe content. [...] Butl
think also that sort of technology you're not ly gonna use in your classroc
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as far as, | mean unless you do have your kids\ddes project, but mostly
you're not really gonna tape yourself teaching shing, and then have to edi
it and use it like that.

Summary: Paula appeared to be completely unaware of thks @ the activity and how to achieve then
Vanessa was able to state in the pre-interviewstatunderstood the purpose of the activity to be to
research the topics and learn them in depth. Bbekaew they needed some kind of plan. She was no
able, however, to effectively set up the conditinasessary to achieve this.

Situation: As far as understanding the content oftheir selected topics:

Object-Regulated

Vanessa and Paula:

« did not understand the|

fundamentals of
comprehensible input

Example:

Paula: See, pretty much, like, the way | always understordprehensible
input is something they can pretty much use fomtlrereal life, you know, if
you talk about traveling, people are gonna travel...

Vanessa Right

Paula: ...so they can think, oh, this is just, like you weaging, even book
because, you know, they go to school — book, ane'ife talking about, you
know, scientific theory, and none of them are smemajors, its gonna be like
“When am | gonna use this?”

Vanessa Right

Paula: So.

Vanessa Well, and that was part of what was said in thelkbhere.

Paula: Use gestures, too, yeah.

Vanessa Well, gestures, but also the background knowledge

Paula: Yeah.

Vanessa They need to have background knowledge, soytikesaid, if
they’re not science majors, how are you gonna...

Paula: Exactly.

Vanessa ...explain that to them if they don’t have backgrdiknowledge?

t

N

 did not understand the|

fundamentals of
listening skills

Example:

Vanessa (Reading what she wrote) When teaching listeskills, teacher
clarity is crucial for foreign language studentscéuse without a clear
understanding of what is being said, studentslask interest and stop
listening to the teacher. This is where comprel@snput is an important
part of listening skills. Listening skills can teught at a very early age. As th
students grow, their listening skills should becdrager and more detailed. |
is a skill that all students need to develop, aitduse the rest of their lives.
[...]

Paula: That was good.

t

* did not know how to
explain
comprehensible input
in terms of practice

Example:

Paula: I'm gonna talk about comprehensible input blah Hikth, then we're
gonna talk about what we view, you know, what cdagdused as
comprehensible input, such as transparency, Powverpictures, flashcards..

+ did not know how to
explain listening skills
in terms of practice

Example:

Vanessa (Reading what she wrote) ‘In the previous clipattwe saw, Paula
began to establish the background knowledge fop#st tense of the target
language. Now, they will have an understandingaf to speak and listen in
the present and past tense. In the upcoming ¢lgsk students questions
relating to a video that they watched. | use the& pense as well as the preser
since they now have been introduced to it.’

—

 could not translate useg

of comprehensible
input into actual

Example:
Paula: ...then we can show an example [of comprehengilpigt]...like, you
know, with me doing the whole writing in the prétéense or whatever like

that, you know.
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practice

« could not translate Example:
instruction and Paula: To target the listening part of comprehensible thpam speaking to
practice of listening | them only in the target language [...] not only aspéaking in the target
skills into actual language, but I'm slowing down and using repetitisrivanessa stated which
practice is important to do, but as you see | am using gestu

Other-Regulated

Vanessa and Paula:

+ were able to recall Example: ,
fundamental features | Paula: I'm just briefly gonna talk about Krashen’s theory

of comprehensible
input

Example:

Vanessa Because if you have an actual book, and you agtilibro”, they
know what the book is...

* were able to translate | pg,1a: Mmm

some aspects of Vanessa ...and they, they know that it's a book...
comprehensible input | pgia: Right.

Into practice Vanessa ...and so you don't need to say “libro” is “book”
You can just say “libro.”

Paula: Yeah, exactly.

Example:

Vanessa Well, first cover the method behind using comgredible input in
the classroom.

Paula: Mhmm...the importance of it.

Vanessa And then, the importance of ...

Paula: Glisan’s studies on foreign language...education?
Vanessa g- in foreign languagacquisition

Paula: acquisition..secondanguage acquisition.

Vanessa Yeah.

Paula: Okay, cool. And that’s Krashen’s theory right there
Vanessa Basically.

+ allowed themselves to
be led by each other
without expanding
their knowledge

Summary: When it came to understanding comprehensibletiapa teaching strategy and listening as
skill to be taught and practiced with second lagguaarners, Vanessa and Paula were primarily tbjec
regulated. To a small extent, they did recallva fiendamental, though highly disconnected and dyoss
incomplete, notions about comprehensible input.thky remembered these disparate bits of informatio
however, they offered them up to one another ané vaxeived without doubt or question as facts whic
need not be verified.

Situation: In terms of technology skills and/or urderstanding how to best use the
technology to present the content:

D

Object-Regulated

Vanessa and Paula:

Example 1:
VanessalI’'m doing a slide one at a time.
The same slide, I'm repeating it, and I'm trying. tdix it to where it's in the

+ had trouble connecting _ M : .
1 same spot so it looks like it's (rotated fingeff@werPoint.

the potential uses of
the technology to the | Example 2:

task at hand. Paula: Like | said, my personal opinion is we could halese the same thing
with a PowerPoint presentation, and it would hdilecenveyed the same
message in you know less time and less of work kymuv.

Other-Regulated

Vanessa: |
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« was able to use the
technology with
assistance.

Example:

Paula: There’s a way to slow that down, isn't it?

Vanessa Yeah, | think so, there has to be a way.

Paula: Ummm...Maybe...Duration? Oh, that's not, it's somethaige. Oh,
that’s six seconds. Oh! Hit up on duration andit®at makes it last longer.
Cause it's only for six seconds, so maybe...Yeah, de if it makes it
slower. It did! Ah!

» was able to connect th
technology at hand to
the task in a basic
manner.

eExample:
Vanessa But, in part of defining comprehensible inputhink we should
show, either pictures, or, like, clips of ummm...coimprehensible
input...like, for example...(briefly placed hand onrtsparency).

Self-Regulated

Vanessa:

* was comfortable and
skilled with the
technology.

Example:

Vanessa (Softly) | think | did something that's gonna wohang on...
(Self-talk) Ahh! Yes...

(Self-talk) Okay what is it - the video

(Self-talk) Save...

(Self-talk) So then, this...I can take out, actually...
(Self-talk) And then...hang on...

I think I've got it

(Played video)

(Smiled and briefly put her arms up) Ah, Yes!
Okay!

Summary: When it came to using the technology, Paula glaydy as small role as other-regulator, sin
Vanessa controlled all of the equipment and softwafanessa self-regulated quite well when it ceome

the operation of the tech

nology. When it camesiogithe technology to its potential as a tool, &sa

and Paula experienced a brief moment of other-réguoléhat was moving toward self-regulation (plan f

the news anchor theme),

but then both returnetbjectregulation in their decision to construct teeo

like a PowerPoint presentation.

Situation: In terms of completion of an operationor action:

Object-Regulated

Vanessa and Paula:

were largely satisfied
with their
contributions, while
having little idea as to
their appropriateness
or accuracy in the
overall activity.

Vanessa And then we need to define listening.

Paula: Listening’s the student it's the student, you kndwaved hand
toward self, over shoulder) intercepting what yewsaying pretty much, |
mean, I'm sure it's probably talking about a defom, but [...]

Vanessa (Overlap) | mean, we don't have to take sometfiogq here (rested
hand on methods textbook), like, if we can comeviip, like, a good
definition of it | think that would be...just as good

Paula: | think, what might work, because | know right ntvat we’re trying to
separate it, but, like, maybe, you know, after paefly define the thing you
could say how this ties in with comprehensible inpu

Vanessa Oh, of course.

Paula: Yeah. So, like, listening occurs to me, like, et definition | would
think of, unless you have something better, woddHg student intercepting
(voice volume rose slightly, seemed struck wittoadjidea, smiled, dipped
head to one side) and putting into memory what rgosaying.

Vanessa Okay, so let’s write that down before we fordet i

Paula: Okay. So, listening: definition: So, your studeimitercepting — a very
good word, or interpreting.

Vanessa Interpreting

Paula: In-ter-pre-ing what is being told to them, or said to themhwdid |
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say “told to them?” That was bad grammar, and pgiftiinto working
memory

(Said sharply, with relish and a smile) Ah!

I'm so good.

We're so awesome (raised left palm to Vanessa foglafive)
Vanessa (returned the palm slap, laughed) Okay.

Other-Regulated

Example:
« were able to accept | VanessaThe previous clip, where Paula was teaching backyl knowledge,
suggestions from each is the basis for my lesson (looked over to Paul@émfirmation)...

other, but still Paula: (Shook head) That wasn't teaching background knayde®@hat was
experienced problems| establishing it.

due to their limited Vanessa Yeah, okay.

understanding of the | Paula: How about, “In the previous clips...

content, the Vanessa previous clips...Paula began teaching...

technology, or the task. Paula: (Overlap) to establish a background knowledgeHerdreterit tense...
Vanessa There you go (smiled and nodded head once, igatjsf

Summary: When executing an operation or action, VanesdePaula were largely object-regulated,
choosing to rely on their own perceptions rathantimvestigating or verifying their choices. Tldigi
regulate one another on occasion, accepting eaeh'ottleas, yet the ideas were often object-regdléad
begin with.

Regulation — Linguistic Analysis In addition to looking at their behaviors for
evidence of regulation, the researcher examinec¢caddd the language used by Vanessa
and Paula as they worked through the project (sgeeAdix H for coding example).
Examples of language that either supported or umited the construction of their
collective/individual knowledge offered insightantheir strategic efforts to gain control
within the activity.

Productive SpeechAs stated above in Chapter Three, productivialsotation is
an interaction or utterance that contributes tdféleditation of shared knowledge and
establishment of intersubjectivity, and which maglicate movement toward self-
regulation. As stated in Chapter 3, productiveespebehaviors drive an activity forward,
supporting the co-creation of an object througloast such as providing or requesting
support, constructing shared references, engagiatyategic interactions, and managing
strategic behaviors. In Vanessa and Paula’s tasggengaged in a considerable amount

of productive speech. Both employed supportivglage, such as prompting,
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confirming, suggesting, and guiding. Both madeafsghared references and worked to
negotiate meanings. As for strategic interactems behaviors, they worked to draft
sections of the video, they edited each other'sknamd stopped periodically to recap.
Of the two, Vanessa was more likely to requestifaek from Paula, and she was also
generally the one to pull them back on track atdigression. In spite of this, however,
their productivity was extremely limited, resultinffimately in a greatly diminished
object (see more below).

Constructive SpeechOne of the factors that appeared to contributed amount
of productive speech in which they were able tcagegvas the use of constructive
speech. Particularly toward the beginning of thegqet, they were generally courteous
to one another, offering help, agreeing with onetlaer, conceding to one another’s ideas
and suggestions, etc. Toward the end, there wiamiaishment of constructive speech,
which went hand-in-hand with a decrease in the meegroductive speech as the project
was underway, as well as an increase in destrusfigech. Relating back to the section
on Conflict above in the Thematic Analysis, it sliblbe noted here that occasionally
what was likely an attempt at Constructive Speached into Destructive Speech
because of how it was interpreted (See Destru&peech below).

Destructive Speechin the beginning of their activity, the majoraywhat could
be categorized as destructive speech was relatssues of focus. Both engaged in
detractive behavior, such as sudden topic-shittimg) occasional resistance to the
suggestions of the other. Paula, however, wagpkatly responsible for frequently
interrupting the course of events with non-seqgaifand topic shifts, occasionally

accompanied by rapid-fire, incoherent conversatioitems ranging from off-topic
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suggestions for the video to office gossip. Aspghgect continued, Paula in particular,
engaged in increasing amounts of apathy, inattenéind occasional discourteousness.
Added to this were, as mentioned above, Paula’asiaoal attempts at constructive
dialogue in the form of friendly jibes, which Vaseasoften appeared to interpret as
discourteousness.

Private SpeechlIn light of Paula’s distracting speech, Vanesi$an engaged in
self-talk, audible and inaudible as a means of taaimg focus on something on which
she needed to concentrate. At these times, shielwther not respond at all to Paula, or
she would offer distracted and inattentive backaleting. At other times, Vanessa
appeared to engage in private speech as a meaal-ofgulating her activity, but only
in the domain of the use of the software.

In sum, Vanessa and Paula’s Destructive Speeevealied their Constructive
Speech, but not seemingly enough to cancel oof #fleir Productive Speech. In the
end, however, their product was still inadequatecloser examination of their
Productive Speech may offer insight as to whywas. The linguistic markers of
Productive Speech were, indeed, present. Theautesof that speech was, however,
relatively devoid of the content required to susbaty meet the requirements of the
assignment. It would seem that they knew sometbirtge linguistic structures involved
in carrying out such as task, but were unwillinguioable to endow those structures with
the substance that would make them successfueinghdeavor.

Study Findings
In light of the present study then, it is to beeubthat the “short-term, preservice

intervention” (Wideen et al., 1998) that was theu® of interest, required that student-
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teachers 1) recall language teaching approachesietezed prior to the practicum; 2)
expand and deepen their knowledge concerning tardtical foundations of these
topics; 3) explore and explain the interpretatiohthese theories, including their
endorsements and criticisms; 4) actively and colatively construct and reconstruct
video-recorded microteachings to explain and exdynhlese approaches, 5) reflect on
this experience throughout and after completiothefactivity. The focus of interest was
theprocessengaged in by the student-teachers as they codiibely recalled,

reinforced, designed, planned, constructed anchetaated the video, as well as the
development of their understandings and profestlor@avledge.

Study Findings — Research Question 1

What cognitive transformations took place, if anywhen student-teachers in
a foreign language education program used video ditig technology to learn about
teaching?

Ultimately, there was little evidence that the tglmsen participants in this case
study, Vanessa and Paula, were able to expandepeddheir content knowledge.
Observations indicated either insufficient or ieeffve use of mediating artifacts and
productive strategic behaviors. Multiple factoppeared to come into to play in
explaining why this occurred. One contributingtéaavas their cursory attention to and
lack of understanding of the project’s instructiooisjectives, and purpose. Another
element was the shallow understanding of the tapasthey brought with them to the
project, which was exacerbated by their apparertgptions that their prior knowledge
was actually quite sufficient. This seemed to @mno their disinterest in researching or

reflecting on their topics in any meaningful wapnce they were quite satisfied that the
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knowledge they already had was adequate for the tBisis may also explain why they
failed to ask questions or seek help from anyortheir learning community. What's
more, Vanessa and Paula brought with them to thiegirvery low motivation to engage
in the task, and inaccurate expectations of theuatnaf effort and time required to
complete the activity. Aggravating to the situatigere the frequent distractions with
which they met, both from internal and externalrses. Finally, their unequal
perceptions of rapport made communication and aatipe still more difficult. The
only clear indication of cognitive transformatiomsvin Vanessa, and then only in
relation to the digital video editing software sts=d to construct the video. Paula was
not able to enjoy this same technology-related itivgrntransformation, since she was
not given the opportunity to engage with the tedbgy

Study Findings — Research Question 2

What was the nature of the pedagogic transformatios, if any, that took place
when student-teachers in a foreign language educati program used video editing
technology to learn about teaching?

In terms of pedagogic transformations, or profesaiaation, on the part of the
participants, there appeared to be no change itosirese of themselves as professionals
during the process of completing the video activiyithout meaningful reflection or
discussion, Vanessa and Paula were unable to dénai@nsiovement from external to
internal knowledge of the concepts involved. la &md, they were neither able to deepen
their understandings of the topics or the technglagr were they able to fully

appreciate the potential for the practical appicathereof to actual classroom practice.
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Outcomes
The following chapter will discuss additional exphtions for the activity
outcomes. This will include discussions of theangl the application thereof, as well as
possible implications for teacher educators, culuim designers, and teacher education

program components.
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Chapter V

Using theoretical constructs previously showneceffective in the pedagogy of
teacher preparation, the creators of the coreitaghved in this study endeavored to
design a socially- and artifact-mediated activii$hvihe potential to broaden and deepen
student-teachers’ pedagogical and professional laumng. In order to explore what
might be learned from observations of how the @nise unfolded in actual practice, the
present study attempted to closely examine theegsangaged in by student-teachers as
they worked through this activity. What ultimatehas revealed in the case of
participants Vanessa and Paula was a disconnece®etthe intentions of the core-task
designers and the outcomes effected by the studaalers.

Sources of the Problem

In the end, Vanessa and Paula did not fully meetdlquirements of the project
object (product), and they did not visibly ben&fiim the intended outcomes of engaging
in the activity. They appeared, however, to beyfalitisfied with their work, and were
confident in their success at having done whatnegsired.

Close examination of this disparity between thelsti-teachers’ perceptions and
actions and the intentions of the core-task dessggmay offer critical insight for those
engaged in teacher development. Chapter Fourmiszseome of the student-teacher-
generated factors that appeared to contributeidaltecrepancy, but it is also important
to explore issues sourced in the design and execatithe project itself.

Individual obstacles
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Several disadvantageous factors converged in thagaf Vanessa and Paula.
These exacerbated the difficulties they encounteretigaging with the artifacts at their
disposal in order to carry out the project, and eniddifficult for them to resolve the
associated problems. Inability to resolve themnflicts, contradictions, and tensions
appeared to contribute to their remaining primaolhyect-regulated throughout the
activity.

Division of Labor. One issue was the unequal division of labor betwbe
participants, due primarily to Vanessa’s insistemceising her personal equipment to
construct the project. All of the recording, uglosy, editing, and rendering of the video
became Vanessa’s sole responsibility, which sedmddtract her from other aspects of
the project (listening), and which did nothing ¢stier Paula’s skills in technology. Paula
appeared to be content to let these tasks beusilyped by Vanessa, which may have
been partially due to a) the anxieties associatddlearning more about video editing
and DVD creation that she expressed before thegrbegan; and/or b) her complete
lack of interest in the project, possibly coupleathviher apparent general indolence in
relation to the foreign language education progoaerall. Once the technological tasks
were firmly placed in Vanessa’s court, the nexigion was of the topics. Paula was
primarily responsible for choosing comprehensihleut for herself, and for assigning
listening skills to Vanessa, seeming to disreghedquantity of labor her partner was
already contributing to the editing process. Vaaea no way protested this division,
and actually seemed content to have full contrer akre technology, in spite of her
concerns that the labor would be unfairly dividedPaula’s favor. The relevant

outcomes of their arrangement were that a) Paaladel nothing new in the realm of
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technology; b) Vanessa felt the need to scale tiak original creative plans for the
project because of time constraints, possibly edléd the quantity of work involved as
sole editor; c) Vanessa spent her time on the tdofital aspects of the project, and
gave little attention to the topic of listeninglikiand d) Vanessa may have relied on
Paula too much to provide the content of the vid€bere was a positive outcome for
Vanessa in that the time and effort spent editenedher greater self-regulation over that
process.

Rules. Another issue was Vanessa and Paula’s disregattd majority of the
rules of the project (aside from the basic strietfrthe video and the assignment due
date). Once they began the activity, they didgn¢ due attention to the project
instructions, relying instead on their own intetpt®ns of the grading rubric for what
was required in the project. (This was in spitsécific direction and intervention by
the researcher as to what was being asked of tlogimblefore the inception of the
project, as well as during the work activity). #&ch, it appeared that they did not grasp
that the assignment’s purpose was to broaden aspkdedheir knowledge of the topics,
to consider them from a variety of perspectiveerms of validity and applicability, and
to reflect on how they came to be recognized asecband accepted practice within the
field of second language acquisition and teaching.

Tools. As per Vanessa and Paula’s post-interviews, itldveeem that they
misconstrued the task as simply an exercise imsleeof technology as a means to
reiterate what they and their perceived audieneady knew on the subjects. As such,
their attention may have been overly directed tovglemonstrating their prowess with

the technological tools. In addition to the pagerview data, Paula’s frequent concern
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during the activity that they show their use ohtealogy (e.g. the overhead projector) in
their example video clips would seem to confirns thupposition. This would also
explain to some degree why so little effort was enad their part to make use of
reference tools to explore, research, or verifyrthgsumptions about their topics.

The focus on technology does not, however, seeamdount for Vanessa and
Paula’s choice to not make a storyboard, or tlaek bf success at making a practicable
project plan. Personality factors (see Particip&eiow) may have had more to do with
why they were unable to make use of these two tedigh likely would have helped
them to better focus, stay on task, and perhaps @@ problematic issues with their
content.

Community. Again, if Vanessa and Paula viewed the purposbkedéctivity to
be a demonstration of their technological skigher than an opportunity to consolidate
and expand their understandings, then it may dfseo @ reason why they appeared to
have no interest in making use of their commursta aesource. Indeed, the only
significant project-related help they solicitedtioéir most easily accessible community
member, the researcher, was in the realm of teofggolThis may also explain why
unsolicited help and advice on other aspects oatigity were not accepted or acted
upon.

Participants. Finally, what the participants themselves brougtihe activity
appeared to contribute significantly to their ladklsuccess. Both were unmotivated to
engage in the activity from the start, and neithas able to spark in the other any
sustainable level of “mutual excitement” as theygressed, even when spurred on by

their desire to be creative. Issues of rappdiéen them also seemed to create
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problems in their ability to resolve difficultiefRaula trusted in Vanessa’'s dedication and
skill from both an academic and technological pofview, felt that they were close
enough to be considered as friends, and behaveddirogly. Vanessa, however,
distrusted Paula’s sense of commitment to the progad perhaps to some extent her
academic drive. Ultimately, her distrust of Pasilork ethic led Vanessa to hold back
some of her own effort as a device to put them omoee equal footing. The result,
however, was not increased effort on Paula’s pattrather insufficient action and
reflection on both their parts.

Organizational obstacles

Another aspect of teacher preparation illuminatgthle outcomes of the video
project is what is within the control of teacheuealtors and designers of teacher
education curricula. As mentioned above, the wias to have student-teachers take
information that they had been presented in prevemurses and organize and elaborate
on it in order to make it their own. The ultimgieal was to help them to become self-
regulatory and thoughtful in their applicationgloése approaches once in actual
practice. In addition to explanations derived friiva observations of the student-
teachers engaging in the process, it is importaekamine the project itself for possible
weaknesses, and to explore some potential avefirep@vement.

Prior knowledge. One flaw in the core task design was the asswmptiat the
student-teachers would bring with them a concegtaatework of the topics —
knowledge at least to the level of basic “technraibnality” (Schon, 1983). In Vanessa
and Paula’s case, they, too, assumed that they #treefundamentals of the topics. In

Paula’s post-interview she stated that she and 8&aneere quite comfortable with their
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topics because they had studied about them intreoenses and, “because [...]
comprehensible input isotthat hard to comprehend what it is, and how to dcaind the
listening skills] you read it, and find out whatsf its not one of those definitions or
practices that you have to do a lot of researcbraget a deep explanation of it to
understand it.”

Project instructions and purpose. Another flaw in the design was the
assumption that the student-teachers would betalfilély comprehend the instructions
for and the purpose of the project. In spite efphofessor and the researcher explaining
the instructions and going over the project exgexta in detail, the student-teachers did
not have an opportunity to deconstruct them ang &dsimilate their meaning. Instead,
they garnered an overview, made an interpretalierebf, and then used the grading
rubric as a checklist rather than as a barometertigh to gauge the breadth and depth
of differing aspects of their treatment of the tspi

The student-teachers were told at the outsetlileagdal of the activity was to
make an explanatory video geared toward teachmg@nmidergraduates in the course. The
reason for this was to give them an audience (eiffiefrom the expert audience of the
professor) to whom they were to direct the contérite primary purpose of the project,
as stated in the instructions, was to explore aedelify second language teaching
methods from theory to practice. The secondarpggae was to enhance the student-
teachers’ technology skills and confidence therand to hopefully encourage them to
consider the creative use of technology in thein dwture classrooms. As Ainley and

Pratt (2005) state,
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“[t]he purpose of a task is not the ‘target knovgedwithin a didactical situation
[...]- Indeed it may be completely unconnected wiité target knowledge.
However, the purpose creates the necessity fde#tiaer to use the target
knowledge in order to complete the task, whethigritivolves using existing
knowledge in a particular way, or constructing maeanings through working on

the task.

The notions of audience, of learning more abouit theics, or of improving their

technology skills, at least in this case, weresufficient to motivate the student-

teachers. As stated previously, Paula said cl@ater post-interview that she’d learned

nothing from the project in terms of content ohtealogy, and that

my understanding of the purpose was to teachahiset undergrads, and the way
| see it is, if we're sharing a class with the ugdads, they could have easily
learned the same type of thing as we would do,ouitlus having to do a video
projectfor them. [...] | definitely don’t understand why theaduates have to do
something to entertain the undergraduates whenchglg easily do the same
thing. |really didn’'t see much point to it cads¥on’t see it as something that its
so difficult that only we would understand it to evk they wouldn't.

Learning community. Another erroneous assumption was that the student

teachers would seek help and advice from the pofethe researcher, their peers, or

others when faced with difficulties. This was padarly in light of the fact that help

was clearly offered and readily accessible. Tinosyever, implied first and foremost that

the student-teachers would be able to perceived fog assistance. As stated above,

Vanessa and Paula did not feel a need for suppthrithie content because they felt quite
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well-versed in its foundations and practice. Ai$mdeed they believed the primary
focus of the project to be a demonstration of ttehnological skills, then this would
also account for the fact that the few requestsiédp that they did exhibit were oriented
toward technology. It also helps to explain wheptldlid not heed the unsolicited support
offered by the researcher in terms of their content

On an additional note, the task designers hadpocated a peer-review task for
the projects. During the class session in whielmvideos were shown to everyone, all of
the student-teachers in the course were given sapithe grading rubric and asked to
complete them anonymously concerning their peed€os. The rubrics were then
collected by the course professor for comparatwveew. In short, their student-teachers
in the course were unable to perceive serious aomissincomplete or inaccurate
coverage of the topics, design problems, etc.eir fheers’ work, even when guided by a
rubric.

Peer-to-peer scaffolding. Also in this vein was the assumption, based aieso
constructivist principles (Vygotsky, 1978), thatnéssa and Paula would be, at least
some of the time, able to scaffold one anotheheg worked in order to iron out
conflicts, contradictions, and tensions. Agaims thas assuming that, in the first place,
the student-teachers would be able to perceive thexblems. With the complications
they were able to notice, they did exhibit soméhefforms of productive collaboration,
but the substance of their dialogue did not condaimstantive solutions, resulting in little,
if any, regulative movement. This supports similiadings by Erben (2001) and
Siekmann (2004), which found that “scaffoldingesd important than the quality of the

dialogic engagement.”
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Technology. There was also a fault in the premise that theosiediting
technology would provide multiple opportunitiesréwview, reflect on, discuss, and
modify their content and examples as the studexdhiers deepened their understandings
thereof over the course of the project. After‘@#l] basic premise in constructivism is
that meaningful learning occurs when the learmérest to make sense of the presented
material by selecting relevant incoming informatiorganizing it into a coherent
structure, and integrating it with other organikedwledge (Mayer, 2003). In Vanessa
and Paula’s case, the only teaching example vidgioprovoked any second thoughts
was the one of Paula conjugating in the preté&dula’s initial (correct) instinct was to
leave it out of their project video because it wasappropriate as an example. The
discussions that arose from the use of this clghw@d throughout the project, but failed
to contribute to any development in their thinki@n the contrary, Vanessa and Paula
went through several iterations of rationalizatifmrshow the clip was appropriate
(incorrect), until it was finally included as anagmple. The iterative viewing, therefore,
had no positive impact on them because it did nmihpte any deeper understandings.

A second apparent problem with the technology urséide project was that
instead of it serving as a mediating artifact,@ to help the student-teachers regulate
their understandings and internalize the concépiss perceived as an object itself.
The strongest evidence of this was in the posturge/s where both Vanessa and Paula
stated that they felt that this activity belongeditechnology course rather than the
Practicum or even a Methods course.

This raises an important issue about the choitete the student-teachers

employ digital video as a means to organize anseortetheir topics. “Like with any
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assignment, questions [...] surface about whethelesits will get caught up in the
process and miss the learning outcomes" (Gutho@9R In Vanessa and Paula’s case,
however, the trouble may have related more to thability to perceive the primary goal
of the project. They may have given the technokmye level of emphasis because they
could see little importance in the topics themselvié may have just been an assumption
on their part that the technology use was the wpoiet of the activity, since, in their
view, the topics were not. Interestingly, howevkey were not motivated to maximize
the potential of the video as a medium of expressither, based on their final product.
As such, it would seem that, in their case, thelyndit particularly "get caught up in the
process" at the expense of the content.

Generally speaking, however, any kind of medratldool (technological or
otherwise) must be carefully considered beforertimsgit into the instructional process.
After all, a well-designed learning task only ussshnology if it is "driven by specific
objectives related to instruction and learning wditect linkages to the curriculum”
(Duhaney, 2000). When considering mediationalstoaducators must carefully choose
“[tlechnologies as tools that amplify and extenddamental human capacities to
observe, understand, and communicate about thel wddols that give us rich data, help
us manipulate and think about it, and connect tis others around it in new and
powerful ways” (Tally, 2007). In the case of tleretask in the present study, the
technology was carefully chosen for its potentighélp the student-teachers do just this
with both the course objectives and the preseteaeher standards related to the content
and their technology proficiency. Tally (2007)rfmiand cogently argues for the

judicious application of technology, particulantysocio-constructivist-based learning
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tasks since “the work of cognitive and brain sastatin the past two decades has greatly
strengthened the evidence that this is indeed replp learn: by building and testing
models of the way things work, in social settirays] gradually substituting ‘better’
models for ‘worse’ ones (see also Bransford, Bro&v&ocking, 2000).

Guidance and scaffolding by the course professmwever, may have made a
considerable difference (see Organizational mexhdtelow) in encouraging the student-
teachers to maximize their use of the technology m®diational tool, while giving
appropriate attention to the subject matter. Wshadre, since technology proficiency is
part of the preservice teacher standards, the stdielachers may also have benefited
from help in seeing that the technology they used project tool might one day be
useful in their own classrooms.

Project Design and Execution.Problems with the activity design included
critical mismatches between the type of objectstlhveent-teachers were to construct, and
the nature of both the intended and actual promedsnvironment in which they were to
create it. To clarify, while the student-teachgese to be engaged in an artifact-
mediated, social-constructivist-oriented activiayniake an instructional video, the
pedagogical nature of the video they were askedake was conversely, permitted to be
top-down and didactic.

What's more, the environment in which the studeathers were to execute the
project did not wind up being the artifact-mediasedial-constructivist activity it was
intended to be. This was likely due to a combamabdf missing structural elements
commingled with the participants’ unwillingnessiability to perceive the need to make

appropriate use of the artifacts/resources at thejrosal.

253



Organizational mediation

While nearly impossible to account for elementshsag personality and
motivation, the teacher educator does still resaime elements of such an activity under
his/her control. The difficulty is in how to creada activity that is flexible enough to
accommodate individual learner idiosyncrasies, evatlthe same time standardized
enough to be realistically applied by teacher ettusa

Formative assessment and corrective feedbaclCritical elements missing
from the activity as it was executed in this stugdre the use of required formative
assessments and the provision of corrective fe&dbdache present study, offers of and
opportunities for support were woven into the renmnded timeline and procedures of
the activity. It was, however, not mandatory ttieat groups avail themselves of this
guidance. Only one group chose to meet with teeareher prior to beginning the
activity, and then only once. In this meetingythequested help with the concepts of
storyboarding, and explored a few creative ideas fineme into which they might
weave the delivery of their content. Since theyuested no follow-up, there was no
opportunity to determine if the participants hadded correctly made use of the planning
tools, and more significantly, to determine if tentent they were preparing to present
was accurate or complete. As previously mentiosedport solicited during the activity
was rare and most often related to technology ussdlicited support was not heeded.
The mere availabilitpf guidance, therefore, was not adequate.

Formative interim assessments would be a meansngpelling the student-
teachers to interact with the community (the prede®r other more knowledgeable

individuals with the skills and knowledge to scédfp even if they should feel it
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unnecessary. By offering them opportunities t@weiee erroneous or incomplete ideas,
and giving them a chance to iteratively researdtuss, and reflect, they would be more
likely to internalize the information as they engaig the production of a better product.

Since, in the pre-interviews, all of the particigamitially included in the study
reported that their primary (and often only) motiza to engage in the project was in
order to get a passing grade, it follows that aljikmeans of getting them to seek and
accept help, at least initially, would be to attacfrade to doing so. Breaking down the
project into a series of required segments withchttd due dates and grading rubrics
would a) force the student-teachers to engagetivitimaterial over time, allowing
greater opportunities for reflection and revisiand b) allow the course professor the
opportunity to flag potential problems, and guideaffold) the student-teachers from
where they stand to where they need to go. Bylatig an interim evaluative
component to the project, the professor can, nigtawst in the role of the “more-
knowledgeable other,” but influence whether orthetstudent-teachers take heed of the
guidance being offered. There is also the pogsibilat, once the student-teachers
realize that there is valuable information to kerhed, new kinds of motivation might
emerge to propel them along.

Formative assessment also returns to and reinftmeasnportance of the notion
of process versus product. Additional benefitshlge derived from the opportunity to
revise and re-submit the segments after obtairongective feedback.

In Vanessa and Paula’s case, had the professbe oesearcher been able to help
them perceive the gaps in their knowledge at thsabwf the project, they might have

been more inclined to at least do the researchssapgto consolidate a basic technical
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rationality on the topics. Further assessmentccbale helped them to perceive the
disparity between what was being asked of therhenristructions and what they
actually made clear in the video.

Modeling, co-constructing, and scaffolding Several improvements might be
made to the outcomes of the video project by maffpoth the process and the object
according to socio-cultural/constructivist theorddearning. It is important to
synchronize the student-teachers’ learning enviemtrwith the process in which they
are to engage, as well as with the product theyoapeoduce. In this manner, the teacher
educator may model, involve, and mentor the stutiatthers in the pedagogical
approaches envisioned for their prospective classso

It is the opinion of this researcher that onécal modification would be to find
ways to involve the student-teachers in co-constrgelements of the activity, helping
them to better assimilate its pieces and partavbggythem ownership of the project’s
intent. Another would be to insist on their engagon a deeper level with the artifacts at
their disposal, particularly their circle of coltafation. Both of these modifications must,
however, take place within preconceived and moedatructures. Again, the notion of
expert guidance is critical to the process, since

[p]ure discovery—even when it involves lots of haswh activity and large

amounts of group discussion—may fail to promoteifaportant] cognitive

process, namely, selecting relevant incoming infdrom. In short, when students
have too much freedom, they may fail to come imtotact with the to-be-learned
material. There is nothing magical to insure thaipdy working on a problem or

simply discussing a problem will lead to discovgrits solution. If the learner
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fails to come into contact with the to-be-learneatenial, no amount of activity or
discussion will be able to help the learner makessef it (Mayer, 2004 p.17).
Structured co-construction of project requirements. One recommendation in
this vein would be to require the student-teactetse more participatory in the activity
organization. By offering them some degree of mnwithin a structured environment,
they might increase their sense of ownership, ampdaove their assimilation of the
activity purpose. Stipek states:
Students are intrinsically motivated to work whbka threat of negative external
evaluation is not salient and when their attenisomot focused on extrinsic
reasons for completing tasks. They will also feefencompetent and proud, and
thus more intrinsically interested in tasks, whegytcan take responsibility for
their success (1988, p.73) .
To this end, the researcher, having previouslytatige course in question, had
some degree of success in previous semestersnwitlving the student-teachers in a
rubric-creation activity before beginning the pitjeThe procedure was to:
Distribute the video project instructions, and @xpland exemplify the
purpose and directions.
Distribute a grading rubric for the video projdeat had been created in a
previous semester by former student-teachers indbese.
Have the current student-teachers work in smalljggdo review the activity
purpose and instructions, and then collaboratiadya class, discuss how and

why they would improve the old rubric.
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Use the revised rubric ideas, and have the studachers create the grading

rubric that would be used to evaluate them in tireenit semester.
This procedure was meant to accomplish severalictgtnal goals, the most important
of which was to require the student-teachers t@agagvith the project purpose and
instructions in a way that took the content thetsmfond the realm of received
knowledge. By evaluating a rubric created by oltedent-teachers, rather than one
created by the course professor, they appeareginniaagsense of freedom to deconstruct
and critique it with confidence in their own skills evaluators. Perhaps this was due to a
sense of safety in critiquing a product made bgr@anymous group of student-teachers,
or they may have felt that a product created byaesvwould be inherently flawed.
Whatever the reason, they would inevitably closelytinize and critique a variety of
aspects of the rubric, from its point distributgystem to its quantity and clarity of
verbiage. In so doing, they appeared to bettemdase the purpose and instructions of
the project, which may have led to better outcomlesn they engaged in the actual
activity process. This fits with Mayer’s (2004,15) notion that it is it is important for
learners to engage in “(a) activating or constngcappropriate knowledge to be used for
making sense of new incoming information and (f@gnating new incoming
information with an appropriate knowledge basey cBnstructing the rubric with which
they would be graded, they better assimilated tbgept purpose and instructions, which
helped them to know what to look for and how tddreintegrate it with what they
already knew. From a teacher development persgedtialso gave the student-teachers
practice with evaluating and constructing apprdprassessment instruments, an

important skill in their overall professional despment.
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Structured use of the collaborative circle.The value of feedback in student-
teacher development is well-documented in theditee (Bell & Gilbert, 1994; Joyce &
Showers, 1980), and is therefore an essential coenido be incorporated into learning
activities. Feedback may come from all members student-teacher’s learning
community, including peers.

The conceptual rationale for [...] peer feedback# it enables students to take

an active role in the management of their own legrnt is an element of self-

regulated learning (Butler & Winne, 1995) by whetindents monitor their work
using internal and external feedback as catal\&df-regulated learners seek
feedback from external sources such as peers’ibatibms in collaborative
groups’ (Butler & Winne, 1995, p.246). In their nedadf formative assessment
and self-regulated learning, Nicol and MacFarlanek[2006) also contend that
by commenting on the work of peers, students dgvelgectivity in relation to
standards which can then be transferred to therwark (as cited in Liu &

Carless, 2006).

An important consideration in the use of feedbadoicreate a structure in which it can
occur. First, the structure can function to keegrygone focused, and second, it can help
to create an environment in which feedback is hothest and constructive.

There were moments during the activity at which &sa and Paula did reach the
precipice of their ZPDs. For example, when Vanesahzed the need “to put in [the
project] somewhere...[...] how do you teach them tefisto be better listeners?”, she
was poised to move in the right direction. Instefbelping one another to move

forward, however, their lack of expertise actuabyised them to reverse direction and
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revert to a less regulated understanding. Thahisre intervention by a more-
knowledgeable other could have made a significapiict on their learning.

Opportunities to be scaffolded by more-skilled aghmetrically-skilled others were
available in the present project, but went unupedhaps because of the student-teachers’
perceptions that they did not require any help.

Working with the course professorRequiring, as mentioned above, some kind
of formative assessment procedure would help tbeegsor to recognize individual
difficulties and gaps in understanding, and thesctffold the student-teachers at that
level so they might be able to perceive their pgoid and deficits, and seek to remedy
them before continuing on.

Another, less formal, approach might be the usguektioning techniques on the
part of the professor in order to engage the studachers in guided dialogical
reflection throughout the activity process. Thieimt would be to ask the student-
teachers complex, thought-provoking, contextuattirquestions in order to pique their
curiosity and motivation, and/or encourage thersetek more information as they
perceive gaps in their knowledge and understan@ieg Beatty, Leonard, Gerace, &
Dufresne, 2006). If the learners are unable tpaed accurately or completely, then the
professor might even guide them to specific ressjrand schedule a follow-up
opportunity to discuss the answers. For exampéeptofessor might meet with an
individual group and ask them to explain what theglerstand about their topics. In
Vanessa and Paula’s situation, a pointed queshountaheory and application, such as
“Explain what you understand about how to teachdoywn versus bottom-up processing

skills for listening to your future foreign languwagtudents” might have revealed to the
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professor and the student-teachers alike thatwioeyd need to look further into the topic
of listening skills.

A more formal, and less hands-on, means of empjoguestions to stimulate
greater reflection and to help keep the studerdhters on track might be to delay
working on and distributing the rubric until laiarthe semester, and instead to offer a set
of guiding questions to which the student-teachagt refer as they construct their
project. Examples of such questions might be, ‘Ogmur video clearly define the
theories that undergird your topic? Have you erpl these theories? Have you
explained how these theories came to be viewedapted practice in second language
instruction? Have you presented opposing viewgdimthese theories?” and the like.

Working with classroom peersThere may also be valuable opportunities for the
student-teachers to benefit from peer-to-peeracteoyn and collaboration. Again,
however, the design of such activities must be eargfully considered, both in terms of
affect and cognitive processing, since the ultingatal, as Mayer states, “is to discover
instructional methods that promote appropriate @ssmg in learners rather than methods
that promote hands-on activity or group discussi®rends in themselves” (2004, p.15).
As stated in Chapter Two, peer-to-peer collabonati&n be effective in the ZPD when
there is motivation to actively construct solutiasagroblems (Slavin, 1987; Tudge,
1990). In Vanessa and Paula’s situation, they eadpd to accomplish the task, but they
did not collaborate to problem-solve because therevmot motivated to construct any
solutions. They constructed a product, but it n@ts in their eyes, a problem to solve, it

was a hurdle to jump en route to a credential.
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It is the opinion of the researcher that simplewuksion groups in which the
student-teachers might share problems and seekdekdvould be far less effective than
structured sessions. Vanessa and Paula, for egameite unable to challenge one
another, and though they had access to outsideahdlgupport, they did not make use of
it. Guidance and structure would allow the coymsdessor to provide an environment in
which feedback could be sought without fear of megaepercussions, and which would
facilitate the types of interaction and questiortimgt may lead learners to become aware
of “the to-be-learned material”.

In the present study, the student-teachers werdlungror unable to point out
serious problems in the work of their peers. Oossible means of improving peer
feedback might be to make the completed videodablaionline for the student-teachers
to watch as often as need be, then ask the groupstuate one another carefully.
Working in groups to evaluate other groups, andiging written, versus oral, feedback,
would help to lower the affect and provide spacegEnuine critique, and mitigating
fears of criticism and retaliation. What's mattee opportunity for multiple viewings of
the video might elicit more thorough and thoughtéddback. Allowing time for the
participants to make revisions based on the feddaald likely also be helpful and
lead to improved outcomes, since suggestions dmikttended to before a final
evaluation.

This process might be further improved by the @esbe providing the student-
teachers with a list of guiding questions to gatigh as they watch their peers’
explanations and examples. The questions migbeheral in nature, such as, “Did the

authors of the video offer alternative viewpoinistbe topic in question?”, or quite
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specific, such as “What are the arguments ag#iestalidity of Stephen Krashen’s
Input Hypothesis?” The added advantage to guidedtipns would be that, in seeking
the answers, the peer reviewers may assimilate ofdhe topic presented.

Learning to teach by teaching to learn As stated above, the project goal of
making an instructional video in order to providermmcomprehensive information on the
topics for their undergraduate peers in the cowagnot accepted by the participants as
a valid need. This appeared to be, at least fgytilue to their perception that there was
no information that might be conveyed with whickittpeers were not already familiar.
Requiring the graduate students to teach, howevay,still be a valid approach to
enhancing their learning, as teaching can leatetrer and deeper understandings of a
topic as one strives to consolidate, supplemeitcamplete one’s own knowledge in
order to be able make the information compreheastdbkomeone else. “The education
literature, as well as conventional wisdom datiagkoat least to the time of Seneca in the
first century A.D., recognizes teaching to be a @dul learning modality” (Caprio &
Borgesen, 2003). This is in addition to the faeit they are training to be teachers, and
such a project also provides them with experienclecting and preparing information
to be learned.

In addition to providing structure and guidancéh® student-teachers in order to
help them to perceive, locate, and assimilate &ddarned” material, the professor must
help them to connect their roles as learners teetlas teachers. After all, if the approach
of the teacher educator compliments the structlitieeoactivity in attempting to promote
in the student-teachers increasingly complex fosimeflection and self-regulative

movement, then shouldn’t the product of the agtiglso align with this philosophy? In
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this vein, the professor may wish to incorporat@dded element to the requirements of
the project in that the student-teachers mightrfo®eraged to seek ways to effectively
incorporate social-constructivist-based practioés the video. In this manner, the more-
knowledgeable graduate students might then scaffi@dearning of the undergraduates.
By raising the student-teachers’ awareness of thiépte dimensions and complexities
in their topics that merit consideration and pectipal adjustment according to
contextual factors, as well as that of their radeeducators of more-novice educators,
purpose-driven motivational factors may be affected positive manner. After all,
Paula did say in her post-interview that “I thigku know, just cause of the fact of what
we had to be able to achieve, this wasn'’t fun, Aaméetter if it could be about a lesson,
that's always so fun, you know, | mean that’s alsvag interesting.” Perhaps if she had
understood that this project actualipsabout a lesson, she might have been more
motivated.

Meta-cognitive awareness.A final recommendation would to be to debrieflwit
the student-teachers the elements of the actisistraicturally beneficial to the learning
process. Also helpful would be to collectivelyibstorm ways to incorporate similar
elements into their own second language teachiacfipe. This may be particularly true
in light of Vanessa'’s post-interview comments thahink that sort of technology you're
not really gonna use in your classroom as far amdn unless you do have your kids do
a video project but mostly you're not really goriape yourself teaching something, and
then have to edit it and use it,” and Paula’s coms#hat this was not “the kind of

project where we could learn anything from eaclegttreally.”
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Implications for Program Design

Programmatic evaluation and change

As previously stated, teacher preparation program<shallenged to help student-
teachers cultivate their knowledge from comprela@nsi concept into concept
application, and eventually to creative, origiraald masterful levels of expanded concept
development and use. Just as this study attenbp&xamine the process engaged in by
student-teachers in a single activity, teacher aulec programs would do well to
scrutinize their processes for developing teach&csdo this, programs must view the
student-teacher as a whole person engaging imaaftore journey of education, training,
and development, progressively moving from objaatd other-regulation to self-
regulation. It is critical that we consider thisimdualized process of growth from
novice to professional as taking place within drgér process of a teacher preparation
program. As exemplified by the results of thisdgtustudent-teachers may not be
learning what we think we have taught. The impiares are serious and the stakes are
high in light of the impact on their knowledge gmofessional growth from the start of
their teacher preparation programs on into a fifetof practice, including the
consequences for their future students. We must, #txamine ways in which to better
adjust our curricula and our instruction in ordebetter foster their cognitive and
professional growth.
Design for development

The core-task in this study was created to proroogmitive and professional
development, but it may also be valuable to comdidey a program functions to develop

student-teachers. In this project, the studerdhtes had been exposed to the material in
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three to five previous courses, yet they couldgnovide basic definitions of their topics,
let alone engage in critical reflection about thbject matter. It was assumed by the
designers of the core-task that the student-teaaheuld be embarking on the project
with a certain amount of basic information on whiclbase additional concepts.
(Clearly, the participants assumed this to be &asievell). Many questions arise as to
how and why the student-teachers were unable taadnd/or retain at least
fundamental concepts after multiple exposureseatntent. One possibility is to
explore aspects of what we know about learningims of how much and what kind of
exposure leads to regulative movement at a giwesl tf processing. Perhaps three to
five courses is just not enough, or was there soimgfundamentally important in the
way they had been previously exposed to the méetitad their previous coursework
been organized according to the principles of ‘®&ife” reflection as described in
Chapter 2 and on the idea of “appropriate procg&ayer, 2003) through scaffolded
social interaction? Had consideration been giwvathé notion of development over time
by setting developmentally-oriented goals for thelent-teachers to attain as they moved
through the program?
Programmatic-level interim assessments

Assessment of student-teacher knowledge is ceythunlt into each individual
course of a program. One consideration, howeseavhiether these assessments are of a
formative or summative nature. From yet a widespective, attention might be given
to how well these assessments articulate togethéeilarger program design to reflect

individual student-teacher development over time.
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Programmatic-level articulation

As with assessment, articulation of content betwernses has the potential to
be far more effective at enhancing programmatiiciftysthan changes to a single task
within a single course. By reducing the fragmentatf concepts taught and assignments
required, development in the learners may be imgo\By designing activities that can
grow and change with the student-teachers as tlogygss through their program of
study, teacher educators would better accommoditeeats of learning theory (that one
must learn something over and over before realijnakating it), plus better assess
individual student progress from object- to ottierself-regulation. Every iteration
could provide new opportunities to consider theesamaterial in new lights. This might
also help mitigate another problem with overallrmurda, in that teacher educators can
often see things that need to be added to thecalum, but it is more difficult to see
ways to simplify and streamline. The result isrses that contain massive amounts of
information and multiple assignments, which canratelm students into focusing more
on getting through it all, than on learning. Adlbvanessa and Paula stated on several
occasions, time was an issue, and completion gbithject became a primary goal. As
Paula said, “I think for both of us we wanted to [gjee project] don@head of timgyou
know, we wanted to get it done and do the bestame o | think that you know we were
both interested on doing the best we can on thdtyaah, definitely you know we were
both trying to ...you know, go by the guidelines lo¢ trubric and you know do it done in

a time manner because we were both also have ddsses and other deadlines.”
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Co-construction and collaboration among faculty

As indicated above for the individual core-taslgggammatic improvements may
also be made by encouraging the co-constructidheoturricula by faculty members,
and by encouraging faculty collaboration at a wgrod levels. In terms of research, it
may be very valuable to examine the progress ofiphellstudent-teachers as they move
through the program as a means to identify poiht®oflict, contradiction, and tension,
and then look for solutions within the overall praxg design and curricula.

Accountability — The Meaning of Standards

An important question emerging from this studytedao program and individual
accountability. If the intent and the reality afrgcular design and implementation do
not match, then what is the meaning of standandteéxher preparation programs and
the individuals who successfully graduate from tAem Vanessa and Paula’s case, the
process in which they engaged clearly revealeddépth and breadth of the gaps in even
their basic understandings of their selected topidse product, however, was far less
revelatory in this regard. While it was clear, @cling to the grading rubric, that they
had either skimmed over or omitted significant edets of the requirements, the degree
to which they really lacked understanding was tdsar. In the end, the lowest possible
passing grade for the assignment would still haeated them full credit for meeting all
of the preservice teacher standards associatedhvatltore task. The process, however,
revealed that they had little understanding retptoncore standards. For example, they
appeared to engage in little to no critical thirgkas they pursued their task, let alone to
consider engaging their own students in criticaltht in their teaching examples.

Every explanation and example was from a teachateced perspective, with little
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regard for active involvement of the students & ldarning process or of their diverse
needs and abilities with regard to the course canté/hile it was certainly the intent of
the designers of the curriculum and core tasktttestudent-teachers indeed meet the
standards at a minimum level of intent, this wasdl not what occurred. Research
into the process was able to reveal more about whatreally going on than the product,
which speaks to a need for more research of thig&aBy discovering more about
process, we can better align intentions with oue®ind give the assignation of
standards meaning.

On a related note, standards for preservice teaclwenot reflect development
over time. They are more in the form of summaoieshat student-teachers should
achieve by the end of their education programssplte of this, curriculum designers
weave these standards into the core tasks lodatedighout the program as a means of
satisfying program accountability. The very natof¢he standards, as they are written
and incorporated into tasks, may contribute tack &f attention to the need for
development of understandings and skills over time.

Directions for Future Research

More studies of process are critical because ptsdienot reveal the
microgenetic changes, nor the contradictions, atefland tensions that can lead
students to the precipice of the ZPDs, and thd eaents for intervention by a more-
knowledgeable other. The designers of the cuuouhnd core task in this study
attempted to meet a set of learning goals by dewgjgmntask that they believed would
oblige the student-teachers to engage in complgkeh-order cognitive functions.

From a cognitive-Constructivist perspective, thalsht-teachers were supposed to hold
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prior knowledge of the topics, which they wouldlduipon through iterative exposure to
and reflection on the explanations and examplescdteated for the video. From a
socio-Constructivist point of view, the studentetears were expected to work
collaboratively to produce the final product, tlaneating space for discussion, conflict,
contradiction, and ultimately resolution. It waspled that the co-created external
knowledge could be gradually assimilated and irstkzad resulting in greater self-
regulation.

The disparity between these intentions and theabottcomes raises many
guestions about the processes of student-teachelogenent, and which elements
detract from or contribute to their successful@ay and professionalization. One of the
primary outcomes of this study is that a microgenedse study of learner processes can
reveal important data about some of the many fad¢t@t contribute to or limit student-
teacher success during their preparation. By exiaigpiteacher development as it occurs
(or fails to occur) in individual tasks and coursgswell as throughout a comprehensive
teacher preparation program, teacher educatorscgéoal insight in how to design tasks
that promote the quantity and type of learning tveye intended to do. Lee Shulman
reports on and calls for additional similar reskarchis (2002) articl@ruth and
consequences®ur current conclusion is that the field is imieas need of low-stakes,
high-yield instrumentation to monitor the vital sggof teacher development in ways that
can guide teacher educators, professional devalpged ultimately teachers themselves”
(p. 252).

The video project was designed to encourage stadanhers, in an innovative

way, to employ reflective and collaborative leaghapproaches, as well as engage with
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mediational items with the potential to promoteical thought, such as digital video
editing software, which would allow them to itevaty review their content and their
examples, offering multiple opportunities to notemnflicts and make revisions. In the
present study, the student-teachers made litth® tose of these mediating artifacts in the
manner intended, however, and were not particutarbgessful in their endeavor.
Additional research is needed to explore ways ircivto encourage engagement with
surrounding artifacts, and then again to exploeeaihitcomes of an activity to see if this
has any effect.

In this vein, there is a need to examine ways ¢twige enough structure, or
scaffolding, to keep the participants on track withlimiting their regulative
development. It also remains to be seen whetlerstruer among novices than among
more developed participants.

A related idea is the notion of collaborative waakd the factors that contribute
or detract from its success. In the present d&meessa and Paula brought with them to
the project a mismatched level of rapport and c&nice in one another’s abilities. They
also, however, brought to the activity the peraapthat they understood their topics
quite thoroughly, but what they did not know wasvhncorrect they were in this regard.
As a result, while they were able to engage inodiaé that was productive in form, it
was not so in substance. Learning more abouttbdwelp learners work more
collaboratively, and trust in the value of critiqw&hout criticism, would be an important
line of research. Also, examining ways to raiserer awareness of where they are in a
larger developmental process may help them tolsddhere is more to be learned, as

well as perhaps motivate them to learn more coralylet
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In sum, it is intriguing to explore, within the dam of the pedagogy of
education, the developmental processes engagsdsiutent-teachers throughout the
implementation of specific instructional approachBy doing so, we can understand
more about how these approaches function to ingiadent-teachers’ understandings
during the learning process, and adjust our insbm@nd curricula to better meet their

needs.
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Appendix A

VIDEO PROJECT INSTRUCTIONS
I ————
Purpose: This project serves a dual purpose: A) To creamahstrate, document & present focused
samples of appropriate second/foreign languagéitegpractices, the process & product of which will
exemplify your understanding of how to move froradty to practice in the classroom; B) To enhance
your technology skills in the hopes of building yoechnological knowledge & confidence, & to
encourage you to look for & implement creative tealbgy use in your own classrooms.

Procedure: First, you will work together in small groups toropile a two-part video piece using digital
video cameras & editing equipment. As a group ydudecide on the contents & script of the videach
time, a different person will serve in the teachialg, allowing each person to be on camera at taa.

Part Oneof your group’s video will explain and demonstrateery specific strategy of foreign language
instruction. Your group will be responsible for aofethe following:

Activating Schema - Scaffolding

Employing Comprehensible Input

Modeling Procedures for Students

Using Authentic Materials

Scaffolding Students for Higher Order Thinking
Alternative Assessment in Practice

For the language instruction strategy assigneatm group:

A.

Introduce & present the concept by providirgkground information &
explanations (Theoretical Background: what is tfenpse, what do
theoreticians say for and against the practice, iz/fityconsidered "good
practice", when can it best be used in the classretc.).

Include one or more very short video segmdataonstrating this concept as it
would appear in actual practice in front of stude(Practical Application:
demonstration of the concept in actual practiessdn segment delivered
through the specific pedagogical approach).

Part Twoof your group’s video will explain and demonstrtite instruction and practice of a given second
language skill. Your group will be responsible éme of the following:

Instructing students in and practicing ListeningliSk

Instructing students in and practicing SpeakindlSki

Instructing students in and practicing ReadingISkil

Instructing students in and practicing Writing &kil

Instructing students in and practicing Cultural Ktedge/Pragmatic Skills

For each of the above skill-based concept assigngdur group:

A.

Introduce & present the skill by providing bacignd information & explanations
(Theoretical Background: why is this an importaiill set for language learners, what do
theoreticians say about learning this skill setemhuring the process of language
acquisition can this skill set be developed, whatthe most effective ways to teach/learn
this skill set, etc.).

Include one or more very short video segmentkisfconcept as it would appear in
actual practice in front of students. (Practicapgation: demonstration of the concept
in actual practice - skill-oriented lesson segment)

Next, you will join with the other groups to creaeingle, full-length video by compiling what eagioup

has done.

All students are responsible for creation of atifgi & lessons, for recording & editing the videotfage &
for creating a final CD-ROM/DVD/medium for accessithe video clips.
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Presentation:
* The final video will be recorded on CD-ROM/DVD/ottrmedium.
« Onthe last night of class, the graduate studeititpresent their video segments to the rest of the
class with explanations of both the process & tient of the individual video clips.

Materials Needed:
» Digital Video Camcorder
» Digital Video Tapes
* Fire wire
» iMovie or other software for editing digital video
» Quicktime or other software for storing digital el
e Computer Memory
» Recordable CD/DVD/other recordable medium

Suggested Semester Sequence:

* Meet with your group & create a storyboard of yfulrvideo (create the blueprint). Compose
scripts for introductions, & decide on approprietatent for teaching sequences. Decide who will
be responsible for what parts of the video.

*  With your group, set a date to record your digiidko.

»  With your group, set dates and times to meet tbyedir digital video.

e Set meeting dates with all groups involved to cdengicomplete the final video & save it to
CD/DVD/other medium.

Help and Support on the Video Project

In Spring 2007, in addition to support from the ks@uprofessor, you will have
unique access to personal, hands-on assistancéheithdeo project, including access to
and help using the equipment and software, froesaarcher fully familiar with the
requirements of this course. The researcher wittdnducting a simple study, in which
you are asked, but not required, to participatiee fesearcher is happy to provide you
help and support whether or not you choose togiaatie in the study. If you should
choose to be part of the study, all that is reguafeyou is that you agree to be
videotaped as you edit your video clips (the ergdiing process should be recorded),
and that you agree to be interviewed by the rebeai the beginning and at the end of
the video project work. The researcher will begyal® meet with you and your group at
any time during the semester at your convenience.
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Appendix B
Video Project Grading Rubric

Students’ Names

[ Excellent/Superior: (100%) parameters for assignment descript & rubet at/above level described.

GI’OUp TOpiCSZ D\/Iinimal: (68% +) parameters for assignment descript & cumet below level described.

DBood/Adequate:(84-lOO%) parameters for assignment descript &cubet at/just below level described.

Dnadequate: (68% -) parameters for assignment descript &iclibadequately met at level described or missing.

CRITERIA Excellent/| Good/ Minimal Inadequate/| TOTAL
Superior | Adequate Missing |POINTS
Video Introduction Introduces video, clarifying its content & sequent@resentation. 4 34 2-3 0-2
Method Topic 1 Provides an introdant®& overview of the topic. 6 5-6 4-5 0-4
Explains theoretical constructs behind the pragtice8 7-8 6-7 0-6
Provides explanations of when, why, & with whorrsthractice is best used in the classrgom6 5-6 4-5 0-4
Provides explanations of when, why, & with whomagtiee is inappropriate/less appropriate, or in wbat/level it may be problematfc. 6 5-6 4-5 0-4
Demonstrates the practice in actual practice -etesegment delivered through the specific apprgacht 5-6 4-5 0-4
Skill Topic 2 Provides an introduction & overview of the languag. 6 5-6 4-5 0-4
Explains theoretical constructs behind teachingskilé 8 7-8 6-7 0-6
Provides explanations of when, why, & with whonstkkill is best taught/learned in the classrqom.6 5-6 4-5 0-4
Provides explanations of when, why, & with whomllgkiinappropriate/less appropriate, or in whatrflevel it may be problematic. 6 5-6 4-5 0-4
Demonstrates the skill in actual practice — lesssgment delivered through the specific apprdach6 5-6 4-5 0-4
Presents information in a logical, interesting sempel 4 34 2-3 0-2
Organization
Presentation of material is well-organized. 4 3-4 2-3 0-2
Subject Knowledge Demonstrates thorough content knowledge througirnmdtion presentation & examplesi2-14 | 13-14| 12-13 0-12
Graphics, realia, visuals explain & reinforce preagon (not just a “talking head]). 6 5-6 4-5 0-4
Strategies
Uses video enhancement features to reinforce pasam (uses video to potentigl). 4 34 2-3 0-2
Comments:
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Appendix C

Recommended Completion Schedule — Video Project

Sun Mon Tues Wed Thu Fri Sat

1 2 3 4 5 6

7 8 9 10 11 12 13

WEEK 1 First Day of Class

14 15 16 17 18 19 20

WEEK 2 No Class — MLK Day

21 22 23 24 25 26 27

WEEK 3 First meeting — planning phase

Explanation, technology
introduction, beginning
storyboarding.
Planning/storyboarding help ar
technology tutorials available -
schedule with researcher over
next four weeks.

28 29 30 31
WEEK 4
Planning/storyboarding help ar
technology tutorials available -
schedule with researcher.

January 2007

Sun Mon Tues Wed Thu Fri Sat

4 5 6 7 8 9 10
WEEK 5
Planning/storyboarding help
and technology tutorials
available — schedule with
researcher.

11 12 13 14 15 16 17
WEEK 6
Planning/storyboarding help
and technology tutorials
available — schedule with
researcher.

Pre-interviews.

18 19 20 21 22 23 24
WEEK 7

Pre-interview >

25 26 27 28
WEEK 8 Video editing should begin
Pre-interview >

February 2007

294




Sun Mon Tues Wed Thurs Fri Sat
1 2 3
. >
'5 4 5 6 7 8 9 10
o WEEK 9 Video editing continued
[\ 11 12 13 14 15 16 17
c WEEK 10 Video editing continued
O 18 19 20 21 22 23 24
E WEEK 11 Video editing continued
S 25 26 27 28 29 30 31
WEEK 12 Video editing continued
Sun Mon Tues Wed Thurs Fri Sat
1 2 3 4 5 6 7
WEEK 13 Video editing continued
8 9 10 11 12 13 14
WEEK 14 Video editing continued
15 16 17 18 19 20 21
WEEK 15 Compilation of final video
P~ 22 23 24 25 26 27 28
8 WEEK 16 Last Day of Class
2 Video Presentation
ol 29 30
WEEK 17 ost-activity Interviews
< P ivity Intervi >
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Appendix C (Continued)

Equipment
Digital Video Camera (DVC) At least two DVC Tapes
. f e R

Firewire for DVC

\?\i
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Appendix C (Continued)

iMovie Basics

IMPORT movie to computer

Connect camera to computer

Capture Clips from DV camera (importing clips)
Preview clips

Rename clips

EDIT movie

Drag clips to timeline (also known as clip viewer)
Arrange clips on timeline

Discard (“trash”) unwanted clips

Rearrange clips in timeline

Play movie to see results

EFFECTS

Add transitions (Effects Palette)
Preview movie

Adjust speed of transitions

Add Title (Effects Palette)
Customize Title effects

Preview Title clip

Add additional sounds to iMovie
Preview

VIEW movie

Full screen mode on iMac DV

Save iMovie as a Quicktime movie, back to DV cardeoicassette and/or copy to
DVD

297



IMPORT

Connect your DV camera to your iMac computer.

Your iMac comes with a fire-wire cable that yoeed.

Plug one end into the digital camcorder's Finewutput.

Plug the other end into your iMac’s Fire-wir@u.

Turn on digital camcorder in VCR mode.

Start iMovie program.

Click the camera button.

It immediately detects your camera and disptagssage Camera Connected.
If you receive a message that there is no caowmaected, unplug the cable and
try again. It doesn't matter if computer is on fivehen you connect the camera.
Make sure tape is in camera.

10. Capture Clips from DV camera (importing clips).

11. Run camera until place where desired footaaygsst

12. Click Import.

13. Clips move to shelf automatically.

14. At end of clip iMovie moves to next vacant spaa the shelf.

15. iMovie automatically imports next clip.

16. When shelf is full, iMovie stops importing.

17. Begin editing to clear space on shelf and imnpuare clips.

18. Preview clips.

19. Click on clip.

20. Click play button.

21. Rename clips.

22. Click on the default name of clip.

23. Type in meaningful name.

©CoNo~wWNE

EDIT

1. Drag clips to timeline (also known as clip viejve

2. Arrange clips on timeline.

3. Crop and split clips as desired.

4. Discard (“trash”) unwanted clips. (To free bpard drive space, click and drag
unwanted thumbnails into the trash can, then etnasp from edit menu.

5. Play movie to see results.

6. Click on clip.

7. Click play button.

8. Rearrange clips again, if necessary.

EFFECTS

Transitions

Transitions are the effects that happen betwees.cli
1. Choose transitions (Effects Palette).

Click transitions button.

Choices appear in window.

Click on a transition.

Its simulation appears in preview screen.
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2. Render Transition.

Click and drag choice to timeline and place betwenvideo clips.

Progress bar appears as transition is rendering.

Icon will appear between the clips.

Note: transition times cut into video clips on betids — don’t clip too precisely
before transitions.

3. Preview movie in monitor screen.
Click Preview button.

4. Adjust speed of transitions.
Never make a transition longer than the clip.

Titles

Titles refers to all text that is added to an iMgvncluding credits.
1. Select Title (Effects Palette).

Click Titles button.

Click desired Title from window in palette.

A simulation will appear in the preview screen.

2. Preview Title in monitor window.
Click Preview button.

3. Customize Title effects.
Type words.

Change font.

Change color.

Animation.

Title over black box.

4. Render Title clip.

Every title has to be rendered.

Click and drag title from preview screen to thedime and place it in the desired
location.

Progress bar appears.

EXPORT

Save back to Digital Video camcorder cassette.

Save iMovie as a QuickTime movie to view on compute
Copy to DVD.
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Appendix C (Continued)

Storyboarding

By Jane Stevens
Why Do a Storyboard?

A storyboard is a sketch of how to organize
and a list of its contents.

story

A storyboard helps you:

- Define the parameters of a story within
available resources and time

- Organize and focus a story

» Figure out what medium to use for each part ofstoey

How to Do a Rough Storyboard

A multimedia story is some combination of videaxttestill photos, audio, graphics
and interactivity presented in a nonlinear fornmavhich the information in each
medium is complementary, not redundant. So youylst@ard should be put together
with all those elements in mind.

The first thing to tackle is the part about therstoeing nonlinear.

1. Divide the story into its logical, nonlinear parsuch as:
+ alead, essentially addressing why this story {gartant
- profiles of the main topic in the story

+ the event or situation

« any process or how something works

« pros and cons

- the history of the event or situation

« other related issues raised by the story

Next, divide the contents of the story among thdime- video, still photos, audio,
graphics and text.

2. Decide what pieces of the story work best in vidédeo is the best medium to
depict action, to take a reader to a place cetdrle story, or to hear and see a
person central to the story.

3. Decide what pieces of the story work best in ghihtos.Still photos are the best
medium for emphasizing a strong emotion, for stgyuith an important point in a
story, or to create a particular mood. They'reroftere dramatic and don't go by as
quickly as video. Still photos used in combinatwith audio also highlight emotions.
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Panorama or 360-degree photos, especially commitechudio, also immerse a
reader in the location of the story.

4. Does the audio work best with video, or will itdmnbined with still phot@&sGood
audio with video is critical. Bad audio makes vid®s@m worse than it is and detracts
from the drama of still photos. Good audio makékpdiotos and video seem more
intense and real. Avoid using audio alone.

5. What part of the story works best in graphiégitmated graphics show how things
work. Graphics go where cameras can't go, into muceds or millions of miles into
space. Sometimes graphics can be a story's primaayum, with print, still photos
and video in supporting roles.

6. Does the story need a majs?he map a location map, or layered with other
information? GIS (geographic information systems] aatellite imaging are
important tools for reporters. Interactive GIS pansonalize a story in a way
impossible with text by letting readers pinpointts in their own cities or
neighborhoods - such as crime or meth labs or tigtares or licensed gun dealers.

7. What part of the story belongs in text@éxt can be used to describe the history of a
story (sometimes in combination with photos); tea#e a process (sometimes in
combination with graphics), or to provide first-pen accounts of an event. Often,
text is what's left over when you can't conveyittiermation with photos, video,

audio or graphics.

8. Make sure the information in each medium is comeigary, not redundani
little overlap among the different media is okayt By to match up each element of
a story with the medium that best conveys it.

When you're done breaking a story down into itenelets - both in terms of its
content and the different media you could use -ry@ed to reassemble all that into a
rough storyboard.

On a sheet of paper, sketch out what the main gigg will look like and the
elements it will include.

A rough storyboard doesn't have to be high af$ just a sketch. And it isn't written
in stone - it's just a guide.

What storyboarding does is help point out the himig®ur story. It helps you
identify the resources (time, equipment, assisiayme|l need to complete the story,
or how you have to modify the story to adjust taryesources.

From: (Stevens, 201h}tp://multimedia.journalism.berkeley.edu/tutoristarttofinish/storyboarding
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Appendix C (Continued)

Blank Storyboards

Screen No. Sounds: Screen No. Sounds:
Content: Actions: Content: Actions:
Screen No. Sounds: Screen No. Sounds:
Content: Actions: Content: Actions:
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Appendix D

Foreign Language Practicum

Student Information

LAST NAME FIRST NAME STUDENT U-NUMBER MONTH /DAY / YEAR
DATE OF BIRTH

HOME ADDRESS

CAMPUS ADDDRESS

TELEPHONE (OFFICE) (HOME) (CELL)

EMAIL ADDRESS(ES)

Language Information

1. What is your first language?

Rate your skills in this language from low to high:

JListening Comprehension: O Very Low 1 Some Comprehension U Intermediate O Emerging O Advanced Q1 Native/Native-like
Speaking Skillsd Very Low O Some Comprehension O Intermediate O Emerging QO Advanced Q1 Native/Native-like
Reading Comprehensio@ Very Low O Some Comprehension O Intermediate O Emerging O Advanced QO Native/Native-like
Writing Skills: O Very Low O Some Comprehension QO Intermediate O Emerging O Advanced O Native/Native-like

2. What is your second language?

Rate your skills in this language from low to high:

JListening Comprehension: Q Very Low O Some Comprehension Q Intermediate O Emerging O Advanced 0 Native/Native-like
Speaking Skillsd Very Low O Some Comprehension O Intermediate O Emerging QO Advanced Q1 Native/Native-like
Reading Comprehensio@d Very Low O Some Comprehension O Intermediate O Emerging QO Advanced Q1 Native/Native-like
Writing Skills: O Very Low 0O Some Comprehension QO Intermediate O Emerging QO Advanced O Native/Native-like

3. What additional languages do you know?

Rate your skills in these languages from low tdHiglease indicate which is which):

JListening Comprehension: O Very Low 1 Some Comprehension O Intermediate O Emerging O Advanced Q1 Native/Native-like
Speaking SkillsQ Very Low O Some Comprehension Q Intermediate O Emerging O Advanced QO Native/Native-like
Reading Comprehensio@d Very Low O Some Comprehension O Intermediate O Emerging QO Advanced Q1 Native/Native-like
Writing Skills: O Very Low O Some Comprehension QO Intermediate O Emerging O Advanced O Native/Native-like

4. What language(s) do you plan to teach?
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Teaching Information

5. What is your prior teaching experience?

Choose from the selections belowheck all that apply
(You may add explanation or additional informatinrthe space provided:

a. O 1 have never taught before.

b. @ Tutoring - | have tutored students or done pevastruction outside a regular classroom.

For how long? What topic(s)?

Additional explanation or information artoring/private instructional experienc 2:

c. O Classroom - | have previously taught in a regalassroom setting.

In the role of :Q Main instructor Q Co-instructor Q Assistant instructor QO Intern/Student Learner

For how long? What topic(s)?

QO Teacher's Aide

In what setting(s) (e.g. public or privateraéntary, middle or high school; university, etc.)?

Additional explanation or information on classromstructional experience:
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Education Information

6. What is your prior teacher education experi@nce

Choose from the selections belowheck all that apply(you may add explanation or additional informatiothe space provided):

a. O 1 have previously attended 1-2 brief non-degeeking teacher education courses and/or workshops.

How many? How long did they last?

What topic(s) were covered?

Additional explanation or information on trainingperience:

b. Q I have previously attended some/several nonegiegeeking teacher education courses and/or wggsho

How many? How long did they last?

What topic(s) were covered?

Additional explanation or information on trainingperience:

c. @ 1am currently enrolled in a teacher educatimgmm (seeking a degree in education from theeGelbf Education).

What is your specialization? How long have you been enrolled in this progtam

What level of degree are you seeking?

What pedagogical topic(s) have you covered so far?

Additional explanation or information on trainiegperience:

d. O [ already hold a university degree & am a graelséudent in a teacher education program (seekd®gree in education from the College of
Education).
In what area is/are your already-obtaidegree(s)? |

What level of degree(s) did you obtain?

What pedagogical topic(s) do you recall having cese?

Additional explanation or information on trainingperience:

7. What are your expectations for this course?
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Appendix E

Technology Information

Digital video camera recording/playback

My skill level with digital video recording: O Few or no skills Q Basic skills Q Intermediate skills O Advanced skills
My current anxiety level about using a digitaleo camera: O Anxious/nervous Q Somewhat comfortabléd Comfortable O Very comfortable Q Don't know yet

iii. | would like to learn more about using a didivideo camera: O Very much O Sure QO Somewhat O No
. | have used this technology as a studerid Often O Sometimes QO Rarely O Never

v. | have used this technology outside my collelgeses: U Often 1 Sometimes O Rarely QO Never

vi. | would like to use this technology with mytfue students: O Often QO Sometimes O Rarely QO Never

b. Digital video editing

i. My skill level at editing video on the computer:Qd Few or no skills Q Basic skills O Intermediate skills Q Advanced skills

ii. My current anxiety level about editing video tire computer: Q Anxious/nervous O Somewhat comfortabl& Comfortable Q Very comfortableQ Don't know yet
iii. 1 would like to learn more about editing videm the computer: Q Very much O Sure O Somewhat Q No

iv. | have used this technology as a studenfd Often 1 Sometimes O Rarely QO Never

v. | have used this technology outside my collelgeses: 0 Often O Sometimes U Rarely Q Never

vi. | 'would like to use this technology with mytdwe students: O Often 1 Sometimes O Rarely Q Never

c. Digital camera photography

i. My skill level with digital photography: O Few or no skills Q Basic skills Q Intermediate skills Q Advanced skills

ii. My current anxiety level about using a digicaimera: O Anxious/nervous O Somewhat comfortable O Comfortable O Very comfortable QO Don’t know yet
iii. 1 would like to learn more about using a daitamera: O Very much Q Sure Q Somewhat O No

iv. | have used this technology as a studenfl Often 1 Sometimes O Rarely QO Never

v. | have used this technology outside my colldgeses: O Often 1O Sometimes O Rarely QO Never

vi. | would like to use this technology with my fuwe students: O Often QO Sometimes O Rarely O Never

d. Digital picture editing

i. My skill level ay editing photos on the computerQ Few or no skills Q Basic skills Q Intermediate skills Q Advanced skills

i. My current anxiety level about editing photms the computerd Anxious/nervousld Somewhat comfortabl& Comfortable 0 Very comfortableQ Don't know yet
iii. | would like to learn more about editing plston the computer: Q Very much QO Sure O Somewhat O No

iv. | have used this technology as a studend Often O Sometimes QO Rarely O Never

v. | have used this technology outside my collelgeses: U Often 1 Sometimes O Rarely QO Never

vi. 1 would like to use this technology with mytde students: O Often 0O Sometimes O Rarely O Never

e. VHS video camera recording/playback

i. My skill level with VHS video recording: Q Few or no skills 0 Basic skills Q Intermediate skills Q Advanced skills

i. My current anxiety level about using a VH8le® camera: Qd Anxious/nervous 0 Somewhat comfortabled Comfortable O Very comfortable Q Don't know yet
iii. 1 would like to learn more about using a Vhilleo camera: O Very much Q Sure 0O Somewhat QO No

iv. | have used this technology as a studenfd Often 10 Sometimes O Rarely QO Never

v. | have used this technology outside my collelgeses: U Often 1 Sometimes O Rarely QO Never

vi. 1 would like to use this technology with mytde students: O Often QO Sometimes O Rarely O Never

f. VHS video editing

i. My skill level at editing VHS tapes: Q Few or no skills Q Basic skills Q Intermediate skills Q Advanced skills

i. My current anxiety level about editing VHSpts: 0 Anxious/nervous 1 Somewhat comfortable O Comfortable QO Very comfortable O Don't know yet
iii. 1 would like to learn more about editing VH8pes: O Very much 0O Sure QO Somewhat O No

iv. | have used this technology as a studenfd Often 10 Sometimes O Rarely QO Never

v. | have used this technology outside my collelgeses: U Often 1 Sometimes O Rarely QO Never

vi. 1 would like to use this technology with mytde students: O Often QO Sometimes O Rarely QO Never

g. DVD player

i. My skill level at playing DVDs: QO Few or no skills O Basic skills Q Intermediate skills O Advanced skills

ii. My current anxiety level about playing DVDs:Q Anxious/nervous O Somewhat comfortable O Comfortable O Very comfortable QO Don't know yet
iii. I'would like to learn more about playing DVDs Q Very much Q Sure QO Somewhat O No

iv. | have used this technology as a studerid Often 0 Sometimes O Rarely O Never

v. | have used this technology outside my collelgeses: U Often 1 Sometimes O Rarely QO Never

vi. 1 would like to use this technology with mytdme students: O Often 0O Sometimes O Rarely O Never

h. DVD recorder/writer

i. My skill level at making my own DVDs: Q Few or no skills Q Basic skills O Intermediate skills O Advanced skills

i. My current anxiety level about burning DVDs:Q Anxious/nervous O Somewhat comfortable 0 Comfortable O Very comfortable Q Don't know yet
iii. 1 would like to learn more about burning DVDs Q Very much 0O Sure QO Somewhat O No

iv. | have used this technology as a studenfd Often 0 Sometimes O Rarely QO Never

v. | have used this technology outside my collelgeses: U Often 1 Sometimes O Rarely QO Never

vi. | would like to use this technology with mytfue students: O Often QO Sometimes O Rarely QO Never

i. CD Player

i. My skill level at playing CDs: Q Few or no skills Q Basic skills Q Intermediate skills Q Advanced skills

ii. My current anxiety level about playing CDs:Q Anxious/nervous O Somewhat comfortable 0 Comfortable QO Very comfortable Q Don't know yet
iii. | would like to learn more about playing CDs:Q Very much QO Sure O Somewhat O No

iv. | have used this technology as a studend Often O Sometimes QO Rarely O Never

v. | have used this technology outside my collelgeses: U Often 1 Sometimes O Rarely QO Never

vi. | would like to use this technology with mytfue students: O Often QO Sometimes O Rarely QO Never

306




CD recorder/writer

My skill level at making my own CDs: Q Few or no skills Q Basic skills Q Intermediate skills Q Advanced skills
My current anxiety level about burning CDs:Q Anxious/nervous O Somewhat comfortable Q Comfortable O Very comfortable O Don't know yet

iii. | would like to learn more about burning CDs:Q Very much Q Sure O Somewhat O No
. | have used this technology as a studerd Often O Sometimes QO Rarely O Never

v. | have used this technology outside my collelgeses: U Often 1 Sometimes O Rarely QO Never
vi. | would like to use this technology with mytfue students: O Often QO Sometimes O Rarely QO Never
k. VCR

My skill level at using a VCR: Q Few or no skills QO Basic skills QO Intermediate skills O Advanced skills
My current anxiety level about using a VCR:Q Anxious/nervous O Somewhat comfortable Q Comfortable Q Very comfortable Q Don't know yet

iii. | would like to learn more about using a VCR:Q Very much Q Sure Q Somewhat O No
. | have used this technology as a studerid Often 1O Sometimes QO Rarely O Never

v. | have used this technology outside my collelgeses: 0 Often (1 Sometimes U Rarely Q Never

vi. | would like to use this technology with mytdwe students: 0 Often O Sometimes U Rarely Q Never

|. Presentation software

i. My skill level at making computer presentationsi Few or no skills Q Basic skills O Intermediate skills O Advanced skills

ii. My current anxiety level about making a cortgnpresentationd Anxious/nervous Somewhat comfortablé Comfortable 0 Very comfortabléd Don't know yet
iii. | would like to learn more about making a qouer presentation: O Very much O Sure O Somewhat O No

iv. | have used this technology as a studenl Often 1 Sometimes O Rarely O Never

v. | have used this technology outside my collelgeses: 0 Often (1 Sometimes U Rarely Q Never

vi. | would like to use this technology with mytdme students: O Often QO Sometimes O Rarely O Never

m. Overhead transparencies

i. My skill level at making overhead transparend@soverhead projectors: O Few or no skills O Basic skills Q Intermediate skills Q Advanced skills

ii. My current anxiety level about using OHPs{ Anxious/nervous O Somewhat comfortable 0 Comfortable Q Very comfortable O Don't know yet

iii. 1 would like to learn more about using OHPs{ Very much 0 Sure QO Somewhat O No

iv. | have used this technology as a studenl Often 1 Sometimes O Rarely QO Never

v. | have used this technology outside my collelgeses: 0 Often (1 Sometimes U Rarely Q Never

vi. | would like to use this technology with mytdme students: O Often QO Sometimes O Rarely O Never

n. Webpage design/editing

i. My skill level at building webpages: O Few or no skills QO Basic skills Q Intermediate skills O Advanced skills

ii. My current anxiety level about building welggs: QO Anxious/nervous QO Somewhat comfortable 0 Comfortable QO Very comfortable Q Don’t know yet
iii. 1 would like to learn more about building wedges: 0 Very much 0 Sure O Somewhat O No

iv. | have used this technology as a studenl Often 1 Sometimes O Rarely O Never

v. | have used this technology outside my collelgeses: 0O Often (1 Sometimes U Rarely Q Never

vi. | would like to use this technology with mytdme students: O Often QO Sometimes O Rarely O Never

0. Internet

i. My skill level at surfing the net: O Few or no skills QO Basic skills Q Intermediate skills O Advanced skills

ii. My current anxiety level about using the imtet: 0 Anxious/nervous O Somewhat comfortable O Comfortable Q Very comfortable O Don't know yet
iii. 1 would like to learn more about using théemet: O Very much 0 Sure O Somewhat Q No

iv. | have used this technology as a studenl Often 1 Sometimes O Rarely QO Never

v. | have used this technology outside my collelgeses: 0O Often (1 Sometimes U Rarely Q Never

vi. ' would like to use this technology with mytdwe students: 0 Often O Sometimes U Rarely Q Never

p. Courseware (e.g. Blackboard, WebCT)

i. My skill level using courseware: 0 Few or no skills Q Basic skills O Intermediate skills Q Advanced skills

i. My current anxiety level about using coursesa O Anxious/nervous O Somewhat comfortable O Comfortable O Very comfortable O Don't know yet
iii. | would like to learn more about using coussge: O Very much QO Sure QO Somewhat O No

iv. | have used this technology as a studenfd Often 10 Sometimes O Rarely QO Never

v. | have used this technology outside my collelgeses: U Often 1 Sometimes O Rarely QO Never

vi. | would like to use this technology with mytde students: O Often QO Sometimes O Rarely QO Never

g. Online chat

i. My skill level at chatting online: O Few or no skills Q Basic skills Q Intermediate skills O Advanced skills

i. My current anxiety level about using onlinieat: 0 Anxious/nervous O Somewhat comfortable Q Comfortable QO Very comfortable O Don't know yet
iii. | would like to learn more about using onlipkat: O Very much QO Sure O Somewhat O No

iv. | have used this technology as a studerid Often 0 Sometimes O Rarely O Never

v. | have used this technology outside my collelgeses: U Often 1 Sometimes O Rarely QO Never

vi. | would like to use this technology with mytwe students: 0 Often O Sometimes U Rarely Q Never

r. Online discussion boards

i. My skill level at joining online discussions: Q Few or no skills Q Basic skills Q Intermediate skills Q Advanced skills

i. My current anxiety level about using discessboards: O Anxious/nervous O Somewhat comfortableQ Comfortable O Very comfortable 0 Don't know yet
iii. 1 would like to learn more about using dississ boards: O Very much 0O Sure QO Somewhat O No

iv. | have used this technology as a studenfd Often 10 Sometimes O Rarely QO Never

v. | have used this technology outside my collelgeses: U Often 1 Sometimes O Rarely QO Never

vi. 1 would like to use this technology with mytde students: O Often QO Sometimes O Rarely O Never

307




Email

My skill level at sending and receiving email:Q Few or no skills O Basic skills QO Intermediate skills Q Advanced skills
My current anxiety level about using email:Q Anxious/nervous 0 Somewhat comfortable 0 Comfortable O Very comfortable Q Don't know yet

iii. | would like to learn more about using email:Qd Very much Q Sure Q Somewhat O No

iv. | have used this technology as a studend Often O Sometimes QO Rarely O Never

v. | have used this technology outside my collelgeses: U Often 1 Sometimes O Rarely QO Never

vi. | would like to use this technology with mytfue students: O Often QO Sometimes O Rarely QO Never
t. Word processing

My skill level at writing a word document: O Few or no skills Q Basic skills QO Intermediate skills O Advanced skills
My current anxiety level about using a womdbgessor: O Anxious/nervous O Somewhat comfortable Q Comfortable Q Very comfortable O Don't know yet

iii. | would like to learn more about using a wgubcessor: 1 Very much QO Sure Q Somewhat O No

iv. | have used this technology as a studenl Often O Sometimes QO Rarely O Never

v. | have used this technology outside my collelgeses: U Often 1 Sometimes O Rarely QO Never

vi. | would like to use this technology with mytfue students: O Often QO Sometimes O Rarely QO Never
u. Spreadsheets

My skill level at making a spreadsheet{d Few or no skills O Basic skills O Intermediate skills Q Advanced skills
My current anxiety level about using spreasisis: O Anxious/nervous O Somewhat comfortable Q Comfortable Q Very comfortable Q Don't know yet

iii. | would like to learn more about using sprebelets: O Very much Q Sure O Somewhat O No
. | have used this technology as a studerd Often 1 Sometimes QO Rarely O Never

| have used this technology outside my collelgeses: QO Often 1 Sometimes O Rarely QO Never

i. 1 would like to use this technology with mytfwe students: O Often O Sometimes O Rarely QO Never
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Appendix F

Questionnaire Data Summary Form - “Vanessa”

Female
26 years old

Degree Completed: B.A. Spanish language
Degree Program: M.A. Foreign Language Educatiopansh
One workshop on teaching foreign language withrieldgy completed at a state foreign

language teacher’s conference

No public school teaching experience

Tutor (1.5 years) at Junior college level. Libregrning lab tutor in Spanish, English, Math.
Teacher (2 years) at private elementary schoo8 Jfanish language courses.

University-level teaching assistant (1.5 years)orM/Language Education Department teaching

levels 1 & 2 undergraduate Spanish language caurses

Self-described

L1 English — Native proficiency in all skills
L2 Spanish — Native proficiency in all skills

Self-described
*  Overall technology skill: Higher than averalyiedian: intermediate
Lower than partner
» Overall anxiety about technology use: Very Iddedian: Very comfortable

Less anxious than partner

Overall curiosity on learning more about technotogtremely low; Median: Not curious
Less curious than partner

Overall use of technology as a student: Somatifdedian: Sometimes
Less often than partner
Overall use of technology for personal use: Somet; Median: Sometimes

Less often than partner

Overall plans to use technology in teaching careeBometimes; Median: Sometimes for
newer technologies (no plans to use older
technologies)

Specific: Digital video camera recording & playbatkghly skilled — Advanced
Low anxiety — Very comfortable
Low curiosity — Not curious
Fairly high use as a student — Often
Moderate personal use — Sometimes
Moderate plans to use — Sometimes

Specific: Digital video editing: Highkkilled — Advanced
Low anxiety — Very comfortable
Low curiosity — Not curious
Moderate use as a student — Sometimes
Moderate personal use — Sometimes
Moderate plans to use — Sometimes

Self-described expectations of the Foreign Langigeticum course: Experiential knowledge of
internship.

“To prepare me better for the upcoming internshifpd have a better understanding what is expecter o
as teachers.”
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Appendix F (Continued)

Questionnaire Data Summary Form - “Paula”

* Female
» 25 years old

» Degree Completed: B.A. (No response as to major)
» Degree Program: M.A. Foreign Language Educatiopanish

» No public or private school teaching experience
» University-level teaching assistant (1 semesté/prld Language Education Department teaching
levels 1 & 2 undergraduate Spanish language caurses

Self-described

» L1 English — Native proficiency in all skills

» L2 Spanish — Advanced proficiency in all skills
» L3 French — Low proficiency in all skills

Self-described
e Overall technology skill: High; Median: inteediiate
Higher than partner
« Overall anxiety about technology use: Very ldtedian: Very comfortable

More anxious than partner

e Overall curiosity on learning more about technololery low; Median: Not curious
More curious than partner

e Overall use of technology as a student: Ofteadidn: Often
More often than partner
» Overall use of technology for personal use: Somet; Median: Often

More often than partner

e Overall plans to use technology in teaching careeRarely; Median: Sometimes for
newer technologies (plans to use older
technologies)

» Specific: Digital video camera recording & playbatkghly skilled — Advanced
Low anxiety — Very comfortable
Mild curiosity — Somewhat curious
Fairly high use as a student — Often
Fairly high personal use — Often
Fairly high plans to use — Often

e Specific: Digital video editing: Skitle- Intermediate
Mild anxiety — Comfortable
Curious — Curious
Moderate use as a student — Sometimes
Low personal use — Rarely
Few plans to use — Rarely

Self-described expectations of the Foreign Langigeticum course: Observation
“To receive more observation experience for mydatgnguage”.
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Appendix G

Thematic Coding Schema

ROOT
THEME THEME SUB-THEME THEME CODE DEFINITION OF THEME CODE
Assigned Topics| Dialogue in which the participants discuss tlassigned topics.
Comprehensible Input |One of the topics is CI Cl Dialogue in which thetjmdpants confirm that one of their topics is CI.
The meaning of Cl. Cl-Def . . . - ) .
(Determination of definition of Cl)CI-Def-Det Dialogue in which the participants work to defimalaxpress the meaning of CI.
Research and theory (foundatio 8I—Base Dialogue in which the participants disdirespedagogical bases behind the use of ClI
behind ClI as a teaching strategy
Cl-Strat

Cl as a teaching strategy

Cl-Strat-Whenz+
Cl-Strat-Why+
ClI-Strat-Witht

Dialogue in which the participants discuss wheny,vemd with whom CI as a teaching
strategy is/is not appropriate in the classroom.

Cl exemplified.
(Identification of examples of ClI;
general and in teaching context)

CI-ID
CI-ID-Gen
CI-ID-Contxt

Dialogue in which the participants offer up and stiem their own suggestions, their
previously recorded teaching videos, and referematerials as to whether or not they
contain examples of Cl.

Listening Skills One of the topics is LS LS Dialogue in which thetiggpants confirm that one of their topics is LS.

The meaning of LS. LS-Def
(Determination of definition of Dialogue in which the participants work to defimelaexpress the meaning of LS.
LS) LS-Def-Det
Research and theories . . . - . . . .
(foundations) of explicit LS-Base Dialogue in yvhlch the participants discuss the gedial bases behind teaching L2
) 3 learners LS in the TL.
instruction of LS to students.

LS-Skill
Listening as a skill to be acquirepL.S-Skill-When+ Dialogue in which the participants discuss wheny,vemd with whom L2 LS can be
and practiced by L2 learners.  |LS-Skill-Why+ taught and practiced (or not) in the classroom.

LS-Skill-With+

LS-ID-Instr

LS instruction and practice
exemplified.

(Identification of examples of L2
LS instruction and practice;
general and in teaching context)

LS-ID-Instr-Gen
LS-ID-Instr-Contxt
LS-ID-Prac
LS-ID-Prac-Gen
LS-ID-Prac-Contxt

Dialogue in which the participants offer up and stiem their own suggestions, their
previously recorded teaching videos, and referematerials as to whether or not they
contain examples of teaching and having studeistipe L2 LS.
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Division of
Labor

Dialogue in which the participants discuss or tak&ons that determine who will be
responsible for which aspects of the video project.

Power/Leadership

Seizure of, assignment of, or
mutual agreement on who is in
charge of the video project at a
given time.

CTRL
CTRL-DIR-P/V
CTRL-DIR-SPK-SZ
CTRL-DIR-SPK-AS
CTRL-DIR-SPK-OK
CTRL-DIR-ACT-SZ
CTRL-DIR-ACT-AS
CTRL-DIR-ACT-OK
CTRL-INDIR-P/V
CTRL-INDIR-SPK-SZ
CTRL-INDIR-SPK-AS
CTRL-INDIR-SPK-OK
CTRL-INDIR-ACT-SZ
CTRL-INDIR-ACT-AS
CTRL-INDIR-ACT-OK

Dialogue in which the participants discuss or tak&ons that openly or subversively
claim, assign, or designgpewer or control over a portion of the project.

Responsibilities

Seizure of, assignment of, or
mutual agreement on which
project responsibilities belong to|
whom.

RESP

RESP-DIR
RESP-DIR-SPK-SZ-?
RESP-DIR-SPK-AS-?
RESP-DIR-SPK-OK-?
RESP-DIR-ACT-SZ-?
RESP-DIR-ACT-AS--?
RESP-DIR-ACT-OK-?
RESP-INDIR
RESP-INDIR-SPK-SZ-?
RESP-INDIR-SPK-AS-?
RESP-INDIR-SPK-OK-?
RESP-INDIR-ACT-SZ-?
RESP-INDIR-ACT-AS-?
RESP-INDIR-ACT-OK-?

Dialogue in which the participants discuss or tak&ons that openly or subversively
claim, assign, or designate giversponsibilitieswithin the project.

Project Design
and
Construction

Dialogue in which the participastliscuss the actions and operations they must daler
to complete the video project.

Project Direction

PD

Dialogue in which the participants discuss wiesgds to be done to complete the proje
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Actions/Operations

Actions necessary to complete t
project

PD-ACT
NED-ACT-INST-ORIGIN

PD-ACT-RUBR-ORIGIN

PD-ACT-SELF-ORIGIN

Dialogue in which the participants discuss whaiosst are needed to complete the proj
The designated actions may be determined by thegbiiastructions, the projeatibric, or|
by the participants.

Operations necessary to comple
the designated actions.

PD-OPR
B0-OPR-INST-ORIGIN

PD-OPR-RUBR-ORIGIN

PD-OPR-SELF-ORIGIN

Dialogue in which the participants discuss whatrapens are needed to complete the
actions they vgh to carry out. The designated operations magelbermined by the proje|
instructions, the project rubric, or by the papamts.

Periodic assessment of task
completion.

PD-TASK-ASSESS

Dialogue in which the participants discuss whay'treecompleed and what they still ne
to finish.

PD TIME . . . . . . .
Time Time to completion PD TIME-PROJ Dialogue in which the participants discuss how ltmg project, or any of its segments,
: PD TIME-ACT will take to complete.
PD TIME-OPR
. Dialogue in which the participants discuss the pidevhich to present concepts and
Presentation Sequence SEQU examples in video.
Topic Sequence SEQU-TOP Dialogue in which the participants discuss the pidevhich to present the assigned

topics.

Explanation Sequence

SEQU-EXPLAN

Dialogue in which the participants discuss the ondevhich to present explanations of
assigned topics.

Example Sequence

SEQU-EXMPL
SEQU-EXMPL-VID
SEQU-EXMPL-OTHER

Dialogue in which the participants discuss the pidevhich to present examples (vide
and other-based) of the assigned topics.

Presentation Format

Format of presentation delivery -
video, audio, textual, or static
image.

DELIV-FORMT
[ DELIV-FORMT-VIDEO
DELIV-FORMT-AUDIO
DELIV-FORMT-TEXT
DELIV-FORMT-STAT-IMG

Dialogue in which th@articipants discuss how concepts and exampleddsheudelivere
(presented/illustrated/clarified) within the overtaing video format.

Getting and holding the attentior

Dialogue in which the participants discuss howitpup and maintain the interest of the

Presentation Pull of the intended audience. PULL target audience through the presentation design.
Use of creative/aesthetically . . . . . ) . . . .
Presentation Creativity | pleasing design choices in the |PD CREATV Dialogue in Whlch the participants discuss creatind aesthetic choices in their
- . presentation design.
presentation delivery.
. LENGTH . L - . .
Presentation Length LENGTH-SEG Dialogue in which the participants discuss how ltmgsegments/overall video should

LENGTH-TOT
SCHED

Dialogue in which the participants discuss whererghand at what time they should nj

Scheduling Setting work times and locationg SEEEBI[&”C to complete the project.
Dialogue in which the participants discuss aspefttie technology they are using to
Technology TECH complete the project.
Hardware TECH-HW Dialogue in which the participants discuss the tvare they are using to complete the

S
T

ir

be.

project.
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Use of the hardware required to

TECH-HW-COMPTR

Dialogue in which the participants discuss theafdhe computer, video camera, and

: TECH-HW-CAM - ) h f "
complete the project. TECH-HW-PERI additional peripherals during completion of theject
Software TECH-SW Dia_Iogue in which the participants discuss thevsafe they are using to complete the
project.
Use of the software required to | TECH-SW-VIDED Dialogue in which the participants discuss theafdhe video-editing and other softwal
complete the project. TECH-SW-OTHER  |for the purpose of completing the project.
User data USER-ORIGIN Dialogue in which the participantsatiss data they have generated.

Use of participant-generated dat

USER-ORIGIN-VID
USER-ORIGIN-VID-MAKE
USER-ORIGIN-VID-USE
USER-ORIGIN-AUD
USER-ORIGIN-AUD-MAKE
SER-ORIGIN-AUD-USE
SER-ORIGIN-IMG
USER-ORIGIN-IMG-MAKE
USER-ORIGIN-IMG-USE
USER-ORIGIN-TXT
USER-ORIGIN-TXT-MAKE
USER-ORIGIN-TXT-USE

Dialogue in which the participants discuss the tiveaand use of video, audio, image,
textual data in the project.

Researcher
intervention/
participation

Solicited intervention

Request by participants for
researcher input.

RES-SOL

RES-SOL-HW
RES-SOL-SW
RES-SOL-CONT
RES-SOL-PRES
RES-SOL-OTHER

Dialogue in which the participants solicit inpubtin the researcher on hardware, softw
content, presentation, or other issues.

A

Unsolicited intervention

Researcher-initiated input.

RES-UNSOL

RES-UNSOL-HW
RES-UNSOL-SW
RES-UNSOL-CONT
RES-UNSOL-PRES
RES-UNSOL-OTHER

Dialogue in which the researcher initiates inputhandware, software, content,
presentation, or other issues.

Motivation

Motivations within the project
work.

MOT
MOT-GRADE
MOT-TIME
MOT-LEARN
MOT-CREATV
MOT-TECH
MOT-OTHER

Dialogue in which the participants reveal their ivations for working and/or completin
the project.

Distraction

Physical distraction

Sources of physical distraction.

DISTRACT-PHYS

Dialoaue in which the participants appear distrddte a source of phyvsical (dis\comfc

314

=

e,



DISTRACT-PHYS-HUNGR
DISTRACT-PHYS-FOOD
DISTRACT-PHYS-TIRED
DISTRACT-PHYS-SLEEP
DISTRACT-PHYS-PAIN
DISTRACT-PHYS-PAINRLF

including hunger, food, tiredness, sleep, physaicéles and pains, medicines, etc.

Mental distraction

Sources of mental distraction.

DISTRACT-MENT
DISTRACT-MENT-FATG
DISTRACT-MENT-AVOID
DISTRACT-MENT-ENGAG
DISTRACT-MENT-
CONVERS
DISTRACT-MENT-BID-OUT
DISTRACT-MENT-BID-SELF|

Dialogue in which the participants appear distrddtg a source of mental (dis)comfort,
including fatigue, avoidance/ (dis)engagementtafiic conversation, attention bids fro
outsiders, attention bids made to outsiders, etc.

m

Relationship

REL
REL-LANG
REL-PARALANG
REL-NVC

Dialogue or behaviors in which the participantsesthe nature of their relationship, s
as their levels of trust, amicability, jealousy.et
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Appendix H

Sample of Dialogic Episode Coding

Dialogic Episode 61
Topic: Vanessa
works on project at
the computer. Paula
distracts while
cursorily scanning
textbook. They are
working on different
things.

Essence

+ Paula repeats
request for text.

* Vanessa jumps u
runs out & back w
the book.

+ Paula scans the
index looking for
Krashen & CI.

* Throughout this
DE, Vanessa
continues to try
and stay focused
and work on the
computer.

+ Distractions by

aula

P

* side topic abou

* comments on

* commenting on

+ discusses acce

*+ says she doesn

* suggests that

*+ Paula occasionall
glances at book,
finds 2 separate
quotes, but canng
extract from them
accurate meaning

suddenly
suggests
Vanessa do a
sultry voice-
over —
unspecific

a student of
hers with a nice
voice

baby’s sounds

Vanessa's
mother’s accen)|

of family in NJ
and how it rubs
off on her when
she visits

want to go
home today

Vanessa’ baby
may be trouble
when he’s olde

t

—

—

Themes

Ref

Distract-Phys-
Tired

Distract-phys-
food
Ref

Deliv-format-
audio

Distract-food
Creatv-humor
Rel-para
Resp-Act-As
Ref

Distract —
mental-convers

Ref
Mot-low

Distract-
mental-bid-out

Distract-ment-
convers

Rel-lang
Rel-NVC

Distract-ment-
convers

Ref
Cl-Base

Dist-mental-
avoid

Distract-ment-
bid-out

Res
Rel-partial
listening
Distr-ment-
convers
Distract-bid-
out
Dist-ment-
convers

Conflicts:

Paula goes to
the index in the
book to look for
Krashen/Cl, but
can't seem to
extract valuable
information
from the text
Paula is making|

suggestions for
creative humo

Paula: (Looks off, around room, then back at
screen).
Vanessa Okay

Paula: Where's the book? (looks around room)|.

Vanessa Oh, sorry (stands).

I'll go get it (leaves room).

Paula: Aughk!

(Looks at screen) All right.

So how are we gonna transit (looks up at the
ceiling, then back at screen)... that'd be cool

(Glances from storyboard to screen, then sees
chips and reaches for them).
Ohhh, dear, I'm sleepy.

(Returns with books)Looks at Vanessa).
Vanessa This oneunintelligiblethis...I think
Paula: (Looks at books Vanessa is presenting)
have that one.

Vanessa Okay.

Paula: That's [the book for another professor’s
class].

Vanessa This one?

Oh, that’s [the other professor’s] class.

Paulac Mm, this is the one | need.

Vanessa Mhmm. Okay.

Paula: That one doesn’t say anything about
comprehensible input, or even Krashen'’s theor|
the indexunintelligible

Vanessa Okay.
Paula: Unintelligible.

Krashen, fourteen through sixteen.
Vanessa (Places her book on counter, and sits|
back facing computer).

Paula: All right, ummm, (points to screen with
end of pen) | just had an idea.

Vanessa What?

Paula: If you still (points to Vanessa with pen)
wanna retape yourself like that, or just do your
voice (glances over briefly at Paulgpoints back
at screen) you know how the screen goes up
(points up) after the, umm, (looks at bite of foo
Vanessa is preparing to eat) credits are done?
Vanessa Right (Eats, looking at screen).
Paula: Now, umm, you know what would be
really, like, cool, like, maybe, likeinintelligible,
like (looks at partner, eyebrows raised, head
cocked to the side, soft smile), (exceedingly so

REGULATION

Linguistic:
Destructive
Interruption,
assigning/ ordering,
topic detour

Linguistic:
Destructive Topic
shift, in-cohesive.

Linguistic:
Destructive Topic
shift.

Linguistic:
Productive:
Managing
operations.

y in

Linguistic:
Productive
Refocusing

Linguistic:
Destructive
interruption and
topic shift

)

=
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* Paula apologizes

to Vanessa

in piece,
Vanessa snaps
back a bit with
a comment that
indirectly
expresses
irritation

Paula starts to
find a reference
in the book, but
Vanessa
interrupts
referring back
to the audio
suggestion,
which sends
Paula off-topic

Paula’s quote
she finds seemg
to be chosen
based on the
way it sounds,
rather than for
its meaning or
accuracy

Paula again
expresses her
low motivation
at scholarship
when she
comments that
the professor is
not likely to
note the
plagiarized
passage from
the text

Paula
comments on
Vanessa's
mother’s accent
to her English,
and Vanessa
retorts that her
mother has
been in the US
and was
thoroughly
schooled here
since pre-
adolescence
Paula returns to
research, and
writes very

little before
being distracted
again

Paula gets back
to research,
reads a passage
on why Cl is
useful to the L2
learner as they
can use it to
produce L2
output, and
misinterprets
this as “the

b

pleasant) ‘Hello.(Chortles) This is Vanessa
Carrera’ (said with precious hand and head
gestures) (Looks back at book).

Vanessa (Still chewing, looks at screen, then
smiles slightly and glances briefly over at Paulg
Paula: (Returns glance).

Yeah, it's just an idea | had.

Vanessa You can be our, you can be our soun
person.

Paula: Yeahyeahyeahyeahyeah

I'm sorry, sorry.

(Sill looking at book) Ooo! NicefLooks back at
partner).

(Reads from text) ‘In the processing
unintelligible...’

Vanessa (Interrupting, turns back to computer
screen) | don’t have the video voice.

Paula: (Looks up at partner) Ohh my God, you
should come to my second class there’s, like th
one student, he did a presentation, no joke, lik
he’s got, like, this deep voice all right, but étg,
like, deeper when he talks (chortles), (begins t
smile as she tells the story) but it's like he had
some past position where, like, you know, like
it's some kind of job where he has to do that ki
stuff, so everyone says he sounds like the guy
like, tells you to put on your seatbelt on [an
amusement park] ride, so he’'d be, like,
“unintelligible...yo unintelligible mucho dinero”,
and it's like this really deep voice, it's like he
would be an excellent, like, movie man or
something (looks down again to bodkhuckles
with mouth full).

VanessaJames Earl Jones.

Paula: Exactly, for real.

Oh!l (Startles slightly) like that! (Alternately
glances over at Paula and back to screem.

theory behind this, which comes from Krashen| ig,

umm, it really would focus on how learners
actually process input into quote unquote ‘conr
grammatical form (looks up at Vaness¢tkes a
drink, and is focused on screemijh their
meanings’ ...that's a good quote right there.

Vanessa Mark it

Do you have a pen?

Paula: Yeah, right her¢turns and hands her a
pen).

She doesn't read the whole book, she doesn't

lrnmwn tha wihnlcthina (elinht laninh and tiirr

).

Linguistic:
Constructive
Apology/Repair

Linguistic:
Destructive
interruption, topic
shift

Behavioral: Paula
finds passage in
book, but just a
jquote. Interrupted
L, before she can attac|
’meaning to it.

D Linguistic:
Destructive
interruption, topic

hift

nda

thadguistic:
Constructive Small
talk

Linguistic:
Destructive
Interruption and
pic shift

cBeghavioral: Again,
referring to text, but
cannot extract
correct inference.

Linguistic:
Destructive
Inattention to
content.

=
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purpose of Cl is
to output
knowledge”

Vanessa isn’t
really listening,
so she agrees

Vanessa is
trying to focus
on the editing,
and Paula’s
chatter is
distracting

Once again,
Paula makes
off-color
remark about
baby

Resolutions:

Paula
apologizes to
Vanessa for the
suggestion

Paula manages
to get back to
the reference,
and extracts a
small out-of-
context quote

Vanessa
employs
audible self-talk
to help her stay
focused in the
face of Paula’s
chatter

See DE 62 as
Vanessa takes
control and
refocuses them
on LS

know the whole thing(slight laugh, and turns
back to screemhe doesn’t know where | got it
Paula Ummm

(Baby fussing over monitor).

Paula: Poor thing

Is that your mom?

Vanessa Yeah.

Paula: Unintelligible (chortles) | just
unintelligible (glances up at partner) short,

with non-native accent)” (Looks down at book)
Vanessa (Wrinkled brow, slightly annoyed look

Oh, she’s been here (eating).
Paula: Unintelligible

174

Vanessa She’s been here since she was twelve.

Paula: Unintelligible.
Vanessa She

She went through high school ...college

Paula: Unintelligible accent.

Vanessa Here so

Paula: My mom has like, no New York accent,
(looks up at Vanessa) my famillpoks back at
Paula)a New York accent, that’s still in New
York, has a thick acceffthortles, turns back to
screen)and (looks down at book) when | go to
Jersey next montflooks back at Paulad)will
come back talking like “oh my God, for real, likg
yeah, okay” Mm (smiles{chuckles, looks back g
screen).

D

—

(Writing) Theory behind...

Vanessa (Begins typing).

Paula: Krashen'’s, oh the reasoning behind
Krashen's theory

(Shakes head) | don't feel like going home today,

| really don't
(Continues writing)
Vanessa (Continues typing).

Okay.

(Sighs) mmmh

Paula: (Reading) Oh, this is alamintelligible

(Baby coos)

Linguistic:
Destructive
Topic shift

Linguistic:
Intended as

ut actually
Destructive
perceived as
discourteous

Linguistic:
Constructive Repair

Linguistic:
Destructive
Interruption, topic
shift

Linguistic:
Destructive
Topic shift

Linguistic:
Destructive
Inattention

Linguistic:
Destructive
Interruption, topic
shift

Linguistic:
Destructive
Inattention
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Vanessa (Laughs, smiles, continues typing)
Paula: (looks up at partner laughing) Listen to
whatunintelligible

(Reading)(looks back at Paulantake is
language that comprehended and used by lear
to develop a linguistic system that they can use
produce output (looks up at partner) in the
language’...Ahhhhh (smiles, satisfied)

Vanessa (Turns back to typing, smiles) Ahhhhh.

Paula: Nice
(Looks down) So the purpose of comprehensib
input (looks at partner) is to output knowledge
Vanessa (Distractedly) There you go.

Paula: (Looks down)Unintelligible

So

Vanessa (Inaudible self-talk while typing —
seems to have a focusing effect over Paula’s
interruptions).

Paula: So it is believedstops typing and cocks
head toward Paula)ym going to say ‘it is
believed...’

Vanessa (Trying to return focus to writing,
inaudible self-talk, re-reading what she has
written).

(Baby coos)

Vanessa (Laughs).

Paula: (Laughs).

It's just a bath, it's okay, no.

Vanessa No, she’s, uh(looks at Vanessd)
bathed him this morning, she’d better not be
bathing him (chuckles).

Though | guess she could if she wanted to.
Paula: Somehow | was just thinking she was
giving him a bath, maybe | just misheard is all.
Vanessa You'd hear him, you'd hear him screa|
a lot more (chuckles).

Paula: Oh really?

Vanessa Lately. He hasn't liked taking one.
(Glances back over at Paula, takes a bite).
Too bad. He gets one every day.

Paula: Oh so, he might be that little kid that jus

doesn’t want to take a bath, you're gonna have &

lot of trouble with him let's see when he gets ol
(looks back down).

Linguistic:
Destructive
Interruption, topic
shift

ners
Gnguistic:

Destructive
Inattention

le

Linguistic:

Private

Inaudible self talk —
possibly a focusing
function over
Paula’s
interruptions, rather
than self-regulation.

Linguistic:
Constructive Small
talk

m

Linguistic:

Intended as
Constructivehumor,
but actually
Destructive
erceived as
d@iscourteous

(Chortles).
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Appendix |

SYLLABUS
Practicum in Foreign Language/ESOL Teaching

The College of Education is dedicated to the id#a3ollaboration, Academic Excellence, and
Ethics/Diversity. These are key tenets in the @piheal Framework of the College of Education.
Competence in these ideals will provide candidetesiucator programs with skills, knowledge,

and dispositions to be successful in the schoolsd#y and tomorrow.

Course Description

This course is intended to prepare students far ititernship by providing a structured pre-
internship experience while meeting regularly imaversity class. Participation in a school eoriment
is one of the richest experiences prospective tgaatan have in a methods course. Seniors wié e
opportunity to see students and teachers in aatidnwill be able to apply what they have learnethéair
foreign language/ESOL methods courses during tigisrgernship experience.

Course Goals and Obijectives

1. To provide structured observations of actual ctamsrteaching (Foreign Language and
ESOL).

2. To help students understand the implicatiorth@if actions and decisions in the foreign
language and ESOL classrooms.

3. To provide additional experience in planning developing course work (lessons, units) for
teaching foreign languages and ESOL.

4. To enable students to apply their knowledg®iEign language and ESOL teaching
methodology in tutorial instruction.

5. To enable students to apply their knowledgifign language and ESOL teaching
methodology in small group instruction.

6. To enable students to apply their knowledgiafign language and ESOL teaching
methodology in total class instruction.

7. To enable students to perform a case studworidividual students (one Foreign Language,
and one ELL).

8. To explore current problems and issues affgd¢tachers of foreign languages and ESOL.

9. To become proficient in the utilization of pee$ional literature in Foreign Language and
ESOL education in their teaching.

10. To discuss and develop their own unique stiyteaching.
11. To prepare the student for internship.

12. To examine and develop effective proceduresgioord-keeping and improving classroom
management.
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Content Outline:
a. The learner, the teacher, structure of the k. Learning stations
language lesson I.  Record keeping
Observation techniques m. Grading
n
0

Reflective teaching Alternative assessment

Metacognition . Multicultural classrooms and cross-cultural
Exploring teachers’ beliefs understanding

Classroom management p. Standards in Foreign Language Education
Characteristics of effective foreign language q. ESOL Performance Standards

and ESOL teachers r. Continuous Progress

Language Learning Strategies s. Listening training

Group work- cooperative learning t. Learning beliefs

Multilevel classes

TS @mecowT

Evaluation of Student OQutcomes
1. Class Participation. All students will be expected to have read tlpited readings and to
participate in class discussions.

2. School Patrticipation Portfolio. 36 hours (to include ESOL, regular educationcieped.,
and FLES. Schools identified with help of instapiCORE TASK

= Observation = Total Group Instruction
= Tutorial = Case Study of Two Individuals
=  Small Group Instruction = Presentation and Professionalism

3. Group presentationson reflective teaching issues. Project will ind#uesearch, oral report
and a typed report to be turned BORE TASK

Individual Presentation of a mini-lessonCORE TASK

Video Project filming, editing and presenting to undergraduatersgCORE TASK

Grading Criteria :
1. Class Participation: 10 points

School Patrticipation Portfolio: 40 points

Pair/small group presentationson assigned topic covered in class: 10 points

Individual Presentation of a mini-lesson: 10 points

o > w0

Video Project filming, editing and presentation to undergradymgers: 30 points

Textbook(s) and Readings
I. Richards, J. and Lockhart, C. (1994eflective Teaching in Second Language Classrooms
New York, NY: Cambridge University Press

il. Sprick, R. (1985).Discipline in the Secondary Classroo/est Nyack, NY: The Center
for Applied Research in Education, Inc

lii.  Reading packet
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