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Running head:  TEACHING FOR INTERCULTURAL COMPETENCE

Melissa,
Congratulations for your hard work developing this research proposal and I wish you the best in implementing it.  Although I believe that you will eventually need to revisit and summarize the literature review section.  Also, in selecting your purposeful sample, have you considered working with a culturally and linguistically diverse purposeful sample of foreign/ world language teachers?
May I suggest, should you have time (-:  to revisit the work of such classic authors as Sapir, Whorf, John Gumperz, and Dell Hymes together with those of Shirley Brice-Heath and John Ogbu and try to relate them with your analytical comments on Bahktin’s heteroglossia, Vygotsky’s ZPD & Bourdeau’s habitus. 
Please be aware that a common problem in research is the tendency of investigators to collect many data, much more than they can analyze or publish. This often results in an excessively large database and increases the chance of inaccuracy. 
Limiting the data to be collected to the essential data for your study, and eliminating redundancies, will enhance the accuracy of your study. 
Teaching for Intercultural Communicative Competence 

In the World Language Classroom: Are Teachers Ready, Willing, and Able?

A Research Proposal 
Melissa S. Ferro

George Mason University

EDUC 893:  Educational Anthropology

Dr. Jorge Osterling

November 24, 2008
Introduction

D:  Daddy, when they teach French at school, why don’t they teach us to wave our hands [like Frenchmen do when they talk]?


F:  I don’t know, I am sure I don’t know. That is probably one of the reasons why people find learning languages so difficult. (Bateson, 2000, p. 64
)
Purpose of the Present Study

What is the current state of foreign/world language education?  Is it any different now than it was in 1972, when Gregory Bateson had this conversation with his young daughter, Mary Catherine?  Certainly we have seen the pendulum shift from the traditional teacher-centered classrooms where the Audio-Lingual method prevailed, to today’s more interactive learner-centered instructional practices that are based on a set of national standards. And, in a post-September 11th world, the need for multilingual citizens who can serve as cultural mediators has gained wide-spread recognition, most recently, by President-Elect, Barack Obama. As a nation, how well are we preparing today’s second language learners to communicate and mediate as 21st century global citizens?  Do today’s second language learners, for example, understand what it means when a Frenchman waves his arms?  


The quote from Bateson’s (2000) metalogue between father and daughter serves as a springboard for the present study. The paradigm shift or the swinging pendulum in foreign language pedagogy has sparked several decades of second language acquisition (SLA) research that has sought to examine how well these new communicative methods are working. SLA research has helped us to determine the proficiency levels of language learners, often using a native-speaker as the measuring stick. There are fewer studies have asked us to consider not only the way that languages are currently being taught, but how we should be teaching languages and cultures with special consideration to the diverse cognitive, linguistic and cultural needs of today’s language learners. 

The general purpose of this study is to gain a better understanding of what is taking place in today’s second language classrooms by focusing on language teachers and their beliefs about the multidimensional relationship between language and culture
. From
 these teachers, I hope to learn how they developed their beliefs about language and culture and how these beliefs influence their classroom practices. Are their practices grounded in cultural responsive pedagogy, placing equal and equitable value on all language variations and cultures?  Do these teachers draw upon the cultural diversity in their own classrooms and communities? And, how can these teachers contribute, not only to this research, but to their own growth as professional educators who have the daunting task of preparing a new generation of multilingual global citizens.


In this brief introduction, I have framed the general purpose of this study in rather broad sense. The events of September 11th 2001 were followed by additional terrorist attacks around the globe, serving as a reminder that as global citizens we must all be better equipped to act as cultural mediators. Educating for global citizenship requires today’s language teachers to prepare their cognitively, linguistically, and culturally diverse students to understand why Frenchmen wave their arms. The
 next section will frame the statement of the problem. I will begin with a historical context of FL/WL education in order to provide a backdrop for the current study. I will then provide an overview of the most recent research on the teaching of languages and cultures and how this study, using qualitative research methods, will contribute to the existing scholarship as well as current classroom practices.
Statement of the Problem

Historical Context of Foreign/World Language Education


There have been several changes in the field of foreign/world language education in the last decade. First, a set of national standards that focus on the development of communicative and cultural competencies have been developed and widely accepted. The Standards of Foreign Language Learning (National Standards in Foreign Language Education Project, 1999) has become commonly known as the Five Cs of communication, connections, comparisons, cultures and communities. They define what the K-12 foreign/world language learner should know and be able to do with the language and cultures being studied. The new focus on communication and cultures has led to a paradigm shift from teacher-centered, grammar-driven instruction, to learner-centered instruction that mirrors real-life use of the target language and cultures. In addition, advances in instructional technologies and the role of the World Wide Web have influenced how language teachers teach and language learners learn
. Yet perhaps the most significant, long overdue change in the last decade is that foreign/world language instruction is no longer reserved for the gifted and talented. The seats in foreign/world language classrooms are now filled with learners that have diverse cognitive, linguistic, and cultural needs. 

In order to prepare teachers for the new realities in the FL/WL classroom, teacher education and foreign language licensure programs have also undergone several changes. Their goal is to provide FL/WL language teachers with the knowledge, skills, and dispositions that will allow them to effectively implement standards-based, learner-centered instruction using instructional technologies that will meet the diverse needs of today’s language learners. In 2002, the Standards for the Preparation of Foreign Language Teachers written by the American Council on the Teaching of Foreign Languages (ACTFL) were approved by the National Council on the Accreditation of Teacher Education (NCATE). As a result, the ACTFL/NCATE standards have become the newest set of benchmarks that indicate what FL/WL teachers should know and be able to do (ACTFL, 2002; Fox & Diaz-Greenberg, 2006; McAlpine & Dhonau, 2007). With two sets of standards in hand, Standards for Foreign Language Learning (SFLL) SFLLs for students and ACTFL/NCATE for teachers, the field of foreign/world languages has spent the last five years in a re-alignment phase. 

Many would agree that today’s FL/WL teachers have made great strides towards teaching for communicative competence using the SFLLs as a guide. But how well are they preparing students to be intercultural communicators?  Belz (2003) and Sercu (2006) note that there is less evidence that today’s world language learners are becoming true mediators between and among the target cultures and their own. As Fox & Diaz-Greenberg (2006) have noted, “teachers have a unique opportunity to move well beyond the ‘facts and foods’ type of cultural study where students can use the language to enter a home and understand its people” (p. 406). However, this will also require a new generation of language teachers who are better equipped to teach language and culture in more meaningful ways.
Teaching Languages and Cultures

Who should teach foreign/world language classes?  And, what is meant by teaching languages and cultures, rather than a language and a culture?  The idea of using more than one variation of a language in sociocultural contexts, or heteroglossia is perhaps most notably associated with the work of Mikhail Bakhtin. Drawing upon
 the social learning theory of Lev Vygotsky, Bakhtin, (1981) provides a dialogic model for understanding how language is acquired and used. According to this model, meaning making takes place through social interactions, or dialogues that contain variations of the spoken word and other non-verbal forms of communication. But what happens when all variations of the spoken word are not given the same value? And, what are the implications of this in the world language classroom? 


Byram (2008) notes that an ongoing debate in the field of foreign/world language research has been the standard of native-speaker proficiency, which many believe second language learners should strive to achieve. Nested within this debate is the question of who is best qualified to teach a foreign/world language. Some have argued that only native speakers should teach languages because they possess the highest degree of competence in both the language and culture. But is it safe to assume that bilingualism and biculturalism automatically assures one’s openness to third or fourth culture?  Byram (2008) warns us to be wary of this assumption by saying “it is possible that biculturals are ethnocentric in two cultures, just as monoculturals can be ethnocentric in one “ (72). He presents the idea that being able to mediate between and among multiple languages and cultures requires more than being bilingual and bicultural. It requires the possession of certain knowledge, skills and dispositions that include critical cultural awareness and political education (Byram, 1997). It requires more than general knowledge of the geography, literature, history, and the four Fs—food, fashion, folklore, and festivals (Fox & Diaz-Greenberg, 2006) and more than acknowledging cultural differences (Byram, 1997, 2008). It requires the acknowledgement of one’s own prejudices and the recognition of inequities and social injustices (Gorski, 2007). It requires intercultural communicative competence (ICC).
 Intercultural Communicative Competence

In the last few years, several research studies have been published regarding the teaching for ICC in foreign/world language (FL/WL) education
. Several of these studies have sought to investigate the role of technology in teaching ICC (Belz, 2003; Ducate & Lomicka, 2005; Liaw, 2006; Elola & Oskoz, 2008). Few researchers have focused on FL/WL teachers and their ability to teach for ICC. In one such study, Sercu (2006) reports that “it has now become commonplace to state that foreign language learning should be viewed in an intercultural perspective [and that] teachers have to be equipped with the necessary knowledge, skills and attitudes required to accomplish this wider task in an appropriate way (p. 55). In her large-scale, international study that included over 400 language teachers in seven countries, Sercu (2006) collected data using a web-based survey. The survey instrument contained 11 sections with questions regarding the teachers’ skills, knowledge and attitudes towards teaching culture
. It also asked them to provide specific examples of their cultural lessons. Using primarily quantitative data analysis, Sercu concluded that the language teachers in her study believe that they posses the knowledge, skills, and favorable attitudes necessary to teach culture for developing ICC with their students. However, the activities that the teachers say that they use the most in their cultural lessons do not provide opportunities for their students to think critically and do little to develop intercultural communicative competence. 

Sercu (2006) notes several possibilities for the lack of opportunities for students to think critically about cultures
. She says that one explanation may be that the stakeholders-- students, parents, teachers, administrators, policy-makers, and even textbook publishers-- hold a general belief that language teaching is primarily for the development of communicative skills
. Learning objectives are often defined in terms of a student’s development of communicative competence rather than the development of intercultural communicative competence. As a result, culture lessons are limited to teacher-centered instruction where the teacher transmits factual, literal information to the students rather than … critical thinking, informed decision making.. Sercu notes that to shift these learning objectives to focus on intercultural communicative competence, the beliefs held by the aforementioned stakeholders will have to change. 

Although Sercu’s large-scale international study has contributed to the growing body of knowledge on the teaching for  ICC in world language classrooms, the results of her study should be carefully considered as there was little if any triangulation of data. Sercu recognizes this issue, but says that her objective was to conduct a large-scale international study which made classroom observations and one-on-one interviews virtually impossible. Nevertheless, relying solely on the teacher’s self-evaluation surveys raises concern for validity issues. Did these questions truly measure what they intended to measure?  Did the teachers understand what was being asked of them?  And, as Byram and Feng (2005) note, teaching culture is a process that cannot be fully understood using only quantitative methods. Instead, they call for an ethnographic approach that will allow researchers to gain an understanding of the processes involved in the teaching and learning intercultural competence (Byram & Feng, 2005). 
The Present Study

The current research proposal is for a qualitative study that seeks to gain an understanding of the beliefs that foreign/ world language teachers hold towards
 languages and cultures and how these beliefs influence their teaching. The intellectual goals of this study are to contribute to the current scholarship on the teaching of world languages and cultures for ICC. By expanding upon Sercu’s (2006) study, I will collect multiple sources of data by working with a local group of FL/WL teachers. My data sources will include the teachers’ teaching philosophy statement, classroom field observations, one-on-one semi-structured interviews, and a final teacher reflective statement where the teacher-participant will be asked to reflect upon our conversations and the effects they may have had on their own perspectives and/or teaching practices. 

I believe that this collaborative approach will allow me to gain a deeper, more detailed understanding of the realities of teaching languages and cultures to today’s diverse language learners
. The hope is that the findings from this study will shed light on the current beliefs and perspectives of FL/WL teachers so that they might be used as a point of departure in developing programs to help these teachers acquire the knowledge attitudes and dispositions necessary for teaching ICC. I also believe that this type of participatory qualitative research includes a practical goal of providing these teachers the opportunity to create change within their own classrooms. 

In this section, the purpose and goals of this study were established within the recent historical context of world language education and the current research on ICC. In the next section I will provide the theoretical lenses from which I will ground this study. I will begin by defining language learning within the context of sociocultural theory. I will then illustrate the need for culturally responsive pedagogy to teach languages and cultures in social contexts where value is placed not only on the languages and cultures being studied, but also the languages and cultures represented in the classroom and surrounding communities. I also include in this section, the connection between studying ICC in FL/WL classrooms and educational anthropology.
Theoretical Framework

As soon as one treats language as an autonomous object, accepting the radical separation which Saussure made between internal and external linguistics, between the science of language and the science of the social uses of language, one is condemned to looking within words for the power of words, that is, looking for it where it is not to be found. (Bourdieu, 1991, p. 107)
Language, Power and Sociocultural Theory

The quote by Bourdieu serves as a point of departure as it leaves the reader questioning how one should treat second language learning in order to best understand the power of words [would you add, in today’s multilingual/ multicultural global society?]. For Bourdieu, the power of words is symbolic. It reflects the complex relationship between the individual and the social uses of language. Within that relationship are the values, beliefs and attitudes associated with social identity. Using economics as a backdrop for his theory of social capital, Bourdieu (1991) explains how the language one speaks has symbolic power that is rooted in the individual habitus. The habitus is a methodological construct that represents the long process that each individual experiences in order to acquire a set of dispositions that eventually guarantee the “correctness” of his/her words, actions and thoughts more reliably than any formal rules or explicit norms. What is deemed “correct” is valued and eventually becomes “the legitimate.”  How this phenomenon of language and power emerges in the world language classroom has been studied, perhaps most notably by Reagan and Osborne (1998).

Prior to offering world languages to all students, the traditional role of the world language teacher had been that of authoritative expert (Reagan & Osborn, 1998
). The students were generally White middle-class high academic achievers. Instruction was centered on developing linguistic mastery rather than communicative competence. Although methods based on social-learning theory had started to emerge in other content area courses, for the most part, the transition to constructivist pedagogy had yet to reach the world language classroom. The teacher served as the “language authority” whose power included not only the expert knowledge of content, but also the expert knowledge of the language used to communicate in the classroom (Reagan & Osborn, 1998). Even before the increased presence
 of heritage language learners, world language programs were based on deficit models. Students were perceived as lacking the canonical knowledge that the teacher possessed (Reagan & Osborn, 1998). Rarely was this expertise challenged by the students. Thus, the production and reproduction of the teacher’s social capital was preserved, not only by the power of the teacher, but also by the relative homogeneous habitus of the students in the classroom. This phenomenon continued until the flood-gates to the world language classroom opened. At which point, the relative homogenous habitus could no longer be taken for granted. 
Culturally Responsive Pedagogy and Educational Anthropology

The idea that all students should study a foreign/world language was part of the national education Goals 2000, which stated that "by the year 2000 all American students will leave grades 4, 8, and 12 having demonstrated competency in challenging subject matter including English, mathematics, science, foreign language, civics and government, arts, history, and geography.”  The
 sea of faces that appeared in front of the foreign language teacher changed drastically. For the most part, seats in foreign language classrooms are no longer reserved for White middle-class students who plan to attend college. For the first time in history, African American students, language minority students, students with learning disabilities, and students with records of low academic achievement entered a language classroom. The results have been mixed. 

 Since passing Goals 2000, and the birth of the SFLLs in1999, foreign language teachers have struggled to meet the needs of the CLC diverse learners in their classrooms. There has been an increased interest in research that would provide direction on how to meet the diverse cognitive, linguistic, and cultural (CLC) needs of today’s language learners. There has also been a gradual paradigm shift towards teaching and assessing language learners based on social contructivism and social learning theories. Today, we see more language teachers and their students working together to construct knowledge and meaning using communicative methods. Unfortunately, there are still much work to be done to close the perpetual achievement gap between minority students and their White middle class peers
. Perhaps this is because there is still a deficit model mentality that focuses less on valuing the funds of knowledge that CLC diverse students bring to the classroom (Brice-Heath 1983; Moll & González, 2004; Lee 2008) and more on what they lack (Gorski, 2007; Ladson-Billings, 2006, Lee 2008). When their languages and cultures and their funds of knowledge differ drastically from what is valued in our post-colonial Western educational system, they often face academic failure (Brice-Heath 1983; Gorski, 2007; Moll & González, 2004; Lee 2008).


 Researchers, particularly in the field of educational anthropology have called for culturally responsive pedagogy where a student’s language, culture, and funds of knowledge are not only welcomed in the classroom, but become part of a critical study of languages and cultures (Gorski, 2007; Guajardo & Guajardo, 2008; Ladson-Billings, 2006; Lee, 2008; Moll & González, 2004; Rosiek, 2006). Well before minority students experienced deficit models in the FL/WL classroom
, they were subjected to “curricula and pedagogies intended to assimilate [them] into mainstream culture” (Guajardo & Guajardo, 2008, p. 5). The problem is that these assimilation models often resulted in a deculturalization process that did little to “move us forward in building the self-esteem of children, families, schools, or the community at large” (Guajardo & Guajardo, 2008, p. 19). An alternative to deficit models that seek to assimilate minority students is culturally responsive pedagogy where teachers recognize the value that historically marginalized groups bring to the classroom. Although culturally responsive pedagogy was not initially aimed
 at foreign/world language educators, the new challenges of preparing global citizens who not only know the language, but can act as cultural mediators has once again sparked a pendulum shift. 
This recent pendulum shift has led to a new focus for teaching languages and cultures to diverse language learners in order to develop their intercultural communicative competence. Although this new focus is in its nascent stage and there is a paucity of research in this area, there is evidence of change. Many teacher education programs now include a course in critical multicultural education and sociocultural theory that focuses on the identification of power and privilege within individuals, classrooms, schools, and programs (Moll & González 2004). And, many methods courses now place emphasis on the need for what Canagaranjah (2005) refers to as a “toolbox approach” to theory. The recognition that a “one size fits all” mentality will no longer suffice has led to multiple approaches to teaching and assessing (Hall Haley, 2001, 2004). Encouraging teachers to use these new tools is based upon the findings in SLA research that has shown multi-modal instructional practices and performance-based assessments benefit all students (Hall Haley, 2001, 2004) especially those who may not understand the traditional ways of post-colonial Western education (Norton, 1997; Canagaranjah, 2005; Sternberg, 2007). 
Even with these encouraging steps towards providing FL/WL teachers with the methodological and theoretical tools for practicing culturally responsive pedagogy, there is a dearth in the research that investigates teacher perceptions and beliefs of these tools. Sercu’s (2006) study investigated how language teachers perceive themselves as being able to teach for ICC, but her study does not make a connection between ICC and culturally responsive pedagogy. Part of the problem is that this type of connection cannot be investigated through quantitative research methods (Byram & Feng, 2005). More suited to study of languages and cultures is the field of educational anthropology. And, for studying issues and problems relating to languages and cultures within our schools, is the field of educational anthropology. In recent years, many researchers in educational anthropology initially  adopted an interpretivist epistemology and now seek to understand the multiple realities in which languages and cultures are taught and learned. I will provide a more detailed historical perspective of educational anthropology in the next section.
This section has connected the recent historical context of FL/WL education to researchers and theorists in sociocultural theory, such as Moll and González, Norton, Reagan and Osborn, Canagaranjah, and Sternberg. Their work has shown how power in the language classroom has been produced and reproduced. They, along with researchers in the field of educational anthropology, such as Ladson-Billings, Lee, Guajardo & Guajardo, Gorski, Moll and González, and Rosiek, have asked educators to challenge their convictions as to whose languages, cultures, and funds of knowledge are legitimate and valued in the classroom. Other scholars such as Hall Haley and Canagaranjah have called for a new set of teaching tools that will meet the diverse needs of today’s CLC language learners. In the next section, I will provide a review of the literature that supports the design of my proposed study. I will use a historical approach to explain how anthropologists and educational anthropologists have not only transformed the meaning of term culture, but how they have also transformed the methods of conducting research in today’s schools. 
A Review of the Literature in Educational Anthropology

The purpose of this literature review is to provide support for the design of my proposed study. Just as other branches of the social sciences have undergone epistemological changes over time, so too has educational anthropology. For me, knowledge of these epistemological and philosophical changes, from positivism to interpretivism, to critical ….  from studying “the other”at a distance to collaborating efforts to create equitable
 educational environments, is essential if I am to understand fully the current trends for conducting qualitative educational research. The previous sections of this proposal have provided evidence of the need for a qualitative study, but what methods shall I employ?  Prior to studying the history of educational anthropology, I had the perspective that qualitative educational research was equated to ethnographic approaches, where the researcher assumes the role of participant-observer in order to explain a particular phenomenon. Although this perspective was not entirely wrong, it was rather naïve. I turn now to a historical review of educational anthropology in order to provide evidence for how my thinking about educational ethnographies and the study of languages and cultures has changed.

The earliest studies of culture in the late 1800s were primarily investigations of exotic peoples in tribal societies. Researchers studied “the other” from a distance
 and the tone of their research reports reflected their desire to remain as scientific as possible. They followed a positivist linear model –widely accepted in the 18th century-- of observe-report-analyze-conclude. To maintain neutrality yet still experience the “exotic” cultures that they studied, many researchers assumed the role of a participant-observer, which allowed them to interact with the groups they wished to observe. The problem with this 19th and early 20th approach? method is that the power dynamic between researcher and participant was often skewed in favor of the researcher
. This is not to say that the early works of Malinowski
, Mead, and Spindler did not make significant contributions to the field of  anthropology, but as Erickson, (2006) points out, “Malinowski lived next door to the natives, he didn’t live with them” (p. 242). This distance, both physical and metaphorical, between researchers and those they observed influenced how ethnographic researchers interpreted and reported their findings. It became evident that they were more likely to do so through one view, their view, of reality. This helped to keep the 19th century definition of culture “clean and tidy,” but it came at the expense of those being observed. Their view of reality was often misinterpreted or misunderstood (Erickson, 2006).

During the mid 1950s, there was a confluence of issues that began to have an effect on American society. The decade after World War II saw an increase in world views and the GI Bill contributed to an increase in the number of college bound students, including those from minority groups. Early
 investigations of school educational?  issues and problems were split between sociologists and anthropologists. The former conducted primarily quantitative research in urban areas? s, and the latter conducted ethnographic studies in tribal and peasant  schools. In both cases, diagnoses were made with little involvement on the part of the researchers. Defining culture in relation to schools was still very clean and tidy. But, as Eisenhart (2001) notes, 


Although the view of culture as a relatively enduring, coherent and bounded ‘way of living’ was prevalent in anthropology and public discourse at that time, some anthropologists of education had already realized its limitations, especially in situations of group contact, such as schools (p. 17). 
What was becoming apparent was that social groups within schools, and therefore the greater society, could no longer be viewed as having only one voice, or one reality that could be neatly defined by an outsider. The civil rights movement of the 1960s sparked numerous educational reforms. Suddenly, the marginalized voices of minority groups were being heard, paving the way for the breakdown of American culture that took place in the 1970s. It was then, that culture became less tidy. It became a muddle (Eisenhart, 2001).

The combination of the Civil Rights Movement and the
  untidiness of culture in the 1970s raised awareness during the 1980s of the social inequities and injustices that were taking place in American schools. The work of Shirley Brice Heath (1983/ 2000) with two communities in the Piedmont Carolinas provided a model that demonstrated that home cultures can be very different from the culture at the school and in the classroom. The difference between these two cultures is often the cause of a disconnection between minority students and their teachers. Work with minority students, such as that done by John Ogbu during the mid- to late 1970s greatly contributed to a new understanding that not all minority groups share the same characteristics or social identities. Ogbu (2000) noted differences in the attitudes and dispositions between minority groups who immigrated to the U.S. voluntarily and minority groups who were brought to the U.S. against their will. He recommended that “teachers and interventionists learn about the students’ cultural backgrounds and use this knowledge to organize their classroom programs” (Ogbu, 2000, p. 201). Although the seminal works of Ogbu and Heath should have sparked a major change in how educators approached the achievement gap between minority students and their White middle-class peers, the
 majority of the solutions created to address educational inequities were based on deficit models. And, most of the ethnographic studies in schools during the 1950s and 1960s  were still focusing on how to tidy up their definition of culture. However, there was a gradual shift taking place from positivism, with only one view of reality, to interpretivism which acknowledges multiple realities. 



By the late l990s, educational researchers, such as Jan Nespor and Margaret Eisenhart, began viewing school culture and issues surrounding the achievement gap a having multiple layers, each with their own reality. These layers included (and still include) not only the students and teachers, but also the parents, the administrators, the policy-makers, their homes, their communities and their histories of interaction. It was a time when practicing ethnographers were questioning whether or not classroom research was an adequate means to truly understanding educational issues (Eisenhart, 2001; Nespor, 1997). Missing transition 

Nespor (1997) noted this in his introduction of Tangled Up in School, stating “I want to give school its due, but not on its own terms—to treat it not as the focus of study, but as the point of entry to the study of economic, cultural, and political relations shaping curriculum, teaching, and kids’ experiences “(p. xiii). In addition to studying the intersections and networks of school, community and individuals, Nespor investigated the socio-political events and outcomes of urban revitalization projects, the de-industrialization of American cities, and the lasting effects of school integration policies dating back to the 1960s. It was within this framework that he was able to break free from the traditional linear, lock-step model of observe-report-analyze-conclude that had prevailed in ethnographic research for over a century.

Upon reading Nespor’s 1997 work, I found myself questioning the type of researcher I wanted to become. I respected his bold move to begin a research study without a clearly defined agenda and list of research questions because he wanted to collaborate with his participants to create an agenda that addressed their needs. However, what he admittedly failed to realize and later discovered  is that there is a complex relationship of power that existed between him and his participants. Their
 perception was that he should have developed and imposed a research agenda. He found that by not imposing an agenda, he came across as “a vague time-waster” (p. 213). This left me wondering how I would be perceived by the teachers in my study. Would they be willing to collaborate with me?  Do I have the skills to facilitate that kind collaboration in my first full-scale research study?  How might I change the power relationship that may (or may not) exist between me and the language teachers with whom I wish to work?  


The call for change in the power relations between researcher and participant recently come from Frederick Erickson, Hugh Mehan, and Jerry Rosiek. Erickson’s (2006) insight regarding the need for deeper collaboration between researchers and participants, particularly teacher-participants, began over three decades ago when he realized that his role as a qualitative? researcher was not much different from that of Malinowski, who he had criticized for not truly living with those he observed. He calls for a “side by side” model where teacher-participants are actively involved in the all aspects of the research. I see this as a hybrid of teacher-action research that includes a trained ethnographer. Yet, the ethnographer does not necessarily work for or with the teacher. As Erickson (2006) notes, although this model helps to make power relations more visible it does not eliminate them completely. The researcher may mimic the life of the classroom teacher, but the difference is that the researcher has the power to leave the classroom at will (Erickson, 2006). 


Similar to Erickson’s (2006) call for a side-by-side model is Rosiek’s (2006), call to the close the gap between what he calls teacher-knowledge research and educational ethnography. Rosiek (2006) says that “where the ethnographer’s task is to understand the relationship between schooling and the broader cultural dynamics, a teacher-researcher’s task is to understand their own actions in a cultural context” (p. 275). How will I bridge the gap between the ways that the teacher’s in my study perceive their classroom practices and the ways that I connect their beliefs about languages and cultures to a larger web of trajectories across time and space?  And, how will I address with my participants the intersection of these trajectories when they include issues of prejudice and social inequities?  

Mehan’s (2008) work with both the Preuss School and Gompers Charter School illustrates a counter-hegemonic research design model that builds upon both Erickson’s (2006) side-by side model and Rosiek’s (2006) idea to bridge the gap between teacher knowledge research and educational ethnography. Mehan (2008) has worked collaboratively with teacher-participants, parent-participants school-administrator-participants and policy-makers to create schools and school programs that replace educational inequities with equitable educational environments. Although this type of research is complex, challenging, and demands long-term commitments on the part of all involved, the benefits are enormous
. As Mehan (2008) notes, this model for research has allowed him to do more than write about educational inequities, it has allowed him to work collaboratively to create better learning environments for populations of students who historically have been marginalized. He says that “the challenge for such collaborations is, however, to respect the local needs of practitioners, while on the other to develop more useable and generative knowledge for the field” (Mehan, 2008, p. 88). But I believe that it also requires a transition in one’s thinking about the nature of educational research. This transition is necessary for both the researcher and the participants.

Carol Lee has shared her own experiences from practitioner to researcher as a transition from “a practice-oriented examination … to theorizing the relationship between culture and learning in terms of the underlying mechanisms that help to explain how culture operates both to facilitate and to constrain learning” (p. 267). This transition is not always easy, especially when one realizes the existence of an intellectual apartheid evidenced by the lack of a multidisciplinary, unified theory of culture and human development (Lee, 2008). The problem according to Lee (2008) is that there is “a legacy of persistent normative assumptions of White supremacy and class-based hegemony that today is largely tacit rather than explicitly public” (p.268). Lee calls for collaboration among the disciplines to challenge these normative assumptions about culture and learning in order to address the true range of diversity in our society. 

Ladson-Billings (2006) has offered a similar argument for a multidisciplinary approach to educational research that is necessary to reduce what she refers to as our nations’  “education debt.” Using economic theory as a backdrop, Ladson-Billings creates a metaphor for the multilayered class-based hegemony that has had a strong-hold on our society. She says that our education debt is tied to our historical debt that has grown due to the inequities based on race, class, and gender differences; our economic debt that has accrued due to years of funding disparities for schools with large minority populations; our sociopolitical debt due to the lack of equal access to legislative power; and our moral debt that continues to grow as those who have power fail to act upon their social responsibilities. As with any economic system, we may succeed in running a fiscal surplus, but that does not guarantee a reduction in our overall education debt. How will we  overcome the hegemony that continues to build our education debt?  And as I think about my own research, I wonder how I might help to reduce what Ladson-Billings refers to as our moral debt. 

The idea of working with world language teachers using a hybrid research design of Erickson’s (2006) side-by-side design and Mehan’s (2008) counter-hegemonic design research model is very appealing. Like Nespor (1997), I would like to explore the complex web of communities, schools, and individuals and I would like to do so by working collaboratively with the language teachers in my study. It is important to me that these collaborative efforts yield more than a contribution to the existing scholarship on the study of ICC in the FL/WL classroom. I would like to make a small payment against the nation’s moral debt by helping my teacher-participants create more equitable educational environments, where CLC diverse language learners can develop the skills and dispositions to be cultural mediators
. 
Research Questions


The present proposal is for a participatory qualitative study based on a counter-hegemonic model. This collaborative approach will allow me to contribute to the existing scholarship on teaching languages and cultures to today’s diverse language learners by extending the work of Sercu (2006) and Byram (1997, 2008) by answering the following questions:
1. What are FL/WL teachers’ beliefs about languages and cultures?  

2. How did they develop these beliefs?

3. How do their beliefs influence their teaching of languages and cultures? 

4. To what extent does intercultural communicative competence take place in the FL/WL classroom with respect to teachers’ beliefs towards the teaching of culture?

Proposed Methods
Design


In this qualitative study I will follow a counter-hegemonic participatory approach. The participants in this study will constitute a purposeful, homogeneous sample of how many? full-time FL/WL teachers in the K-12 setting. As Maxwell (2005) notes, purposeful samples in this type of studies are preferred in qualitative studies as they allow the researcher to select participants who are the most-likely to provide them with the information they seek to obtain. For this study, I will select participants from a pool of recently licensed world language teachers who completed their licensure requirements at a large Mid-Atlantic university. 


The licensure program at this university consists of seven 3-credit courses that licensure candidates, or pre-service teachers, must complete prior to their 6-credit student-teaching internship. Typically, the student-teaching internship takes place over the course of a 15-week semester. In lieu of the 15-week internship, a licensure candidate may substitute a year-long on-the-job internship on the condition that s/he has completed the seven required courses. The coursework consists of two Methods
 classes, an assessment class, a multicultural education class, a course in second language acquisition research, a course in human growth and development, and a course for teaching reading and writing in world languages. 

I will make the selection of the final group of participants based on their willingness to participate in the study. Prior to making initial contact with the potential participants, all the necessary and required permission will have been obtained from the Office of Research Subject Protections, the Provost
, and local school districts where the participants are currently employed. Using the university’s data base of recently licensed foreign/world language teachers, I will make initial contact with the potential participants by email. This email will contain a summary of the research study along with the consent form. It is my hope to include all of the teachers who would like to participate. However, there may be some issues of gaining the proper permissions from the local school districts. Therefore, my final selection of participants may only include those teachers who are currently working in school systems who have consented to this research study. 

In qualitative research, the researcher is the main data collection instrument and the intervention is the actual study (Maxwell, 2005). However, in participatory educational research, both the researcher and the teacher-participants serve as data collection instruments and both are subjected to the intervention. Therefore, the details of my proposed data collection methods and procedures are subject to change as I begin to collaborate with the teacher-participants. Nevertheless, it is important to have an initial research plan that includes data collection procedures that connect directly to the preliminary research questions. 

Data collection will take place over a 10 week period that will coincide with full grading term of the local school systems. Over the course of four stages, I will collect data in the form of teacher-participant artifacts, researcher artifacts, semi-structured interviews, and classroom field observations. It is important to note that during the various stages of data collection, the participant-teachers and I will reflect upon how this study is affecting our thinking about the teaching and learning of languages and cultures.

Unlike quantitative research where data analysis does not begin until all the data are collected, Maxwell (2005) says that in qualitative studies, data analysis should begin with the first interview or field observation. This is especially true for my participatory design because my goal is to work with the teachers in my study to help them create equitable classroom environments. To fully understand how their beliefs about languages and cultures were formed, and how these beliefs influence their teaching practices, I will employ a constant comparative method that will allow me to analyze data and compare new analyses with prior ones. Although this type of analysis does address some threats to validity, there are other significant validity threats that I will have to address.


The next several sub-sections will provide a more detailed description of the participants, the data collection methods and procedures, the researcher perspective, data analysis and threats to validity.


Participants and Setting

The participants on this study are all currently teaching full-time in a K-12 classroom who have completed both their licensure coursework and their student teaching internship. They. They have all either lived abroad for over 6 months or they have completed at least one month-long study abroad program
. They are a homogenous
, purposeful sample as they have completed both their licensure coursework and their student teaching internship at the same university. Each participant has a Bachelors degree in a foreign/world language and some may also have a Master of Arts in linguistics or literature or a Master of Education in curriculum and instruction. 

The primary setting for data collection is the individual participant-teacher’s classroom. Other locations for conducting the interviews will be arranged with the teacher-participants as needed.
Researcher Perspective or Background


One of the primary threats to validity in qualitative research is researcher bias. For many years, qualitative researchers attempted to divulge themselves of their biases through the application of linear research methods rooted in positivism. As the paradigm shifted from positivism to interpretivism in the 1980s, ethnographers recognized that a researcher’s prior knowledge and experiences surrounding the topics of their research can and does greatly enhance their ability to interpret what is going on with the participants in their studies (Maxwell, 2005). Yet, these biases and prior experiences can also include stereotypes and presuppositions that may distort researcher’s ability to accurately interpret the data. The following is my story as a language learner, a teacher, and a teacher educator.

My interest in this topic has roots in my own study of a world language. I entered the world language classroom as an adult language learner with the goals of learning Spanish in order to become a teacher. While studying for my B.A. in Spanish, I became aware of the prejudices and stereotypes that exist between and among the various countries where Spanish is spoken. Would I speak the Spanish from Spain that my husband and his family spoke?  Or, would I speak a form of the general dialect that is found outside of the “mother country”?  Initially, I chose to speak using the pronunciation and grammar from Spain. But after hearing the family (my husband excluded) comment on the alleged? purity of Spain’s Spanish and their negative remarks about the dialects spoken in other Spanish speaking countries, I made a very conscious decision to abandon my use of the “vosotros” and the “ceta” as an act of rebellion against what I considered to be their elitist views.


After several years of working as a private tutor and a Spanish instructor with two local adult education programs, I returned to the university to pursue a professional teaching license. During a course in multicultural education, I remember learning that our public schools are based on a post-colonial, Western educational system that favors the culture of the White middle-class. I also learned about the achievement gap between minority students and the White middle-class peers. Yet, I would not become aware of my own stereotypes and biases towards minority students until the very end of the program, during my student-teaching. It was there that I witnessed how my perceptions of minority students can greatly impact their behavior, their self-esteem, and their academic achievement. It was then that I also experienced the benefits of practices that are rooted in culturally responsive pedagogy
.

I am bothered by the fact that it took me so long to acknowledge the disconnection between how I want to teach, and how my students want to learn
. My own language learning experiences included a personal struggle to understand the role of power and dominance with regards to the value placed on different dialects and cultures. Yet, I could not see the same struggle taking place within my own students. And, even thought I took a course in multicultural education, it would be two years before I’d realize my contribution to the academic failure of minority students in my classroom. Through my doctoral coursework, I have learned that these experiences, though not all good, have a purpose. They have allowed me to see the language learning process through the perspective of a student as well as a teacher. Most recently, I have had the opportunity to work as a teacher educator. In this new role, I began to wonder how teacher education programs might better prepare FL/WL teachers to use the resources in their classrooms, their schools and their communities to teach for ICC.


As I begin to work with FL/WL teachers in this study, it is imperative that I acknowledge my biases that stem from my educational training and my life experiences. I must remember that the goal of my research is to gain an understanding of the beliefs of FL/WL teachers and that their beliefs may differ quite significantly from my own. Because I cannot completely separate my strong convictions regarding the teaching for ICC , I have to be aware of the ways that my biases can influence how I collect and interpret the data. While conducting interviews, I may encounter teachers with stereotypes and prejudices regarding the students in their classrooms and/or the cultures of the target language. It is my responsibility as a researcher to provide these teachers with the opportunity to speak freely and to report their words as they intended. It is through their words that I hope to gain insight to the current realities of teaching for ICC in the FL/WL classroom.
Data Collection Methods

Data collection and data analysis will take place concurrently over a 10 week period that will coincide with full grading term of the local school systems. Data analysis will be covered in more detail in the next section.


The first stage of data collection will be for the teachers to update their teaching philosophy statement. Through email, I will provide the teachers with a set of guidelines for writing their philosophy statements. The guidelines will include their beliefs about teaching and assessing language learners, how they have formed these beliefs through their licensure programs and/or their teaching experiences, and how these beliefs influence their current instructional practices. The will also be asked to provide a few valuable lessons that they have learned since entering the field as a full-time teacher and how these experiences have contributed to their current philosophy of teaching. Participant-teachers will be asked to email these statements to me within the first two weeks of the study. 

The second stage of data collection is to meet with each of the participants for a one-on-one semi-structured interview. The interview protocol will include general questions about the languages the participant-teachers speak, their classroom experiences as language learners, their beliefs about teaching languages and cultures, examples of typical cultural lessons that they use with their students, some of the challenges they face in teaching languages and cultures, and how they may have overcome these challenges.


The third stage of data collection includes two classroom field observations and two follow-up semi-structured interviews with each participant-teacher. Classroom observations will be pre-arranged with each teacher to avoid the stress and anxiety that may occur with unannounced classroom visits. During each observation, I will take field notes on the activities that take place in the classroom as well as how the teacher and students interact with one another. The follow-up interview with the teachers will allow them time to discuss any reactions or reflections that they may have had thus far in the study. By treating the teachers in this study as active participants in the research, I hope to create a continuous dialogue with them throughout the 10 week period in order to document any changes that may occur in their thinking about the teaching of languages and cultures.


The final stage of data collection is a final written reflection that I will ask each participant to write. As with the teaching philosophy, I will provide guidelines for the reflection that will ask the teachers to focus on their own reactions to participating in this study. What, if any, changes have occurred in their thinking and/or teaching practices?  Has this study helped them to overcome any prior challenges they were having in their classrooms?  Has this study presented them with new challenges in either their teaching or their thinking?  I will also ask the participants if there is anything else that they would like to share with me about this research that I have neglected to ask.
Data Analysis


One of the initial steps in the analysis of the data is code the teaching philosophies and to transcribe the initial interviews. Using a constant-comparative method, I will begin to code each interview immediately after it is transcribed. As I expand and collapse codes, I will work to identify emerging themes through each stage of data collection. In doing so, I hope to connect the themes that I identify in the teaching philosophies and the interviews with what I was able to observe in the classroom teaching practices of each teacher-participant. To aid in the data coding process, I will use a data matrix in order to examine and compare themes in the participant’s teaching philosophies with the themes in their interviews. As part of the participatory research design, I will ask my teacher-participants to do member-checking of my interpretations throughout the four stages of data collection and analysis. Their feedback is important, not only to make sure that my interpretations are accurate, but also because I want my teacher-participants to have a voice in the direction of the study. Therefore, with each stage of member-checking, there is a possibility that I will change my direction or my focus in order to better meet the needs of my participants.
Threats to Validity


How will I know that what my teacher-participants say and do is actually representative of their true beliefs and perspectives?  How will I know that my interpretations of their stories are accurate and representative of their realities?  Triangulating data is one way to address validity as it will help me to identify any inconsistencies between what my teacher-participants say and do. It also will allow me to gain a deeper understanding of their beliefs about languages and cultures through a variety of sources over time. Table 1.1 provides an illustration of how each research question is connecting to each data source. However, triangulation is not the only way to address validity as my interpretations may still be wrong. This may be due to my own biases and experiences, not only as a researcher, but as a language learner, a language teacher, and a language teacher-educator. To address my own biases and how they might misguide me in my interpretations, I will ask my teacher-participants to take part in member-checking, where they will be able to read my analysis and provide me with their feedback.

Table 1.1
Triangulation of Data Sources

	Research Question #1:  
What are FL/WL teachers’ beliefs about languages and cultures?  

Data Sources:

Teaching philosophy and the initial interview on the teacher-participant’s individual language learning experiences and living and study abroad experiences 

	Research Question #2: 
How did they develop these beliefs?

Data Sources:
Initial interview with teacher-participants, follow-up interviews, final reflection

	Research Question #3

How do their beliefs influence their teaching of languages and cultures? 

Data Sources:

Teaching Philosophy, Initial Interview, Classroom observations, follow-up interviews, final reflection

	Research Question #4

To what extent does intercultural communicative competence take place in the FL/WL classroom with respect to teachers’ beliefs towards the teaching of culture?

Data Sources:

Teaching Philosophy, Initial Interview, Classroom observations, follow-up interviews, final reflection


Limitations


The findings from this study will shed light on the beliefs and perspectives of these particular FL/WL teachers-participants. My intention is not to generalize my findings to the general  population of FL/WL teachers. However, I believe that these findings will be useful to teacher educators and professional development specialists as well as to other reserachers who would like to extend or replicate this study. Although my purposeful homogeneous sample of teacher-participants were selected based on their completion of a licensure program at the same university, I believe that this sample does adequately represent a significant range of the variations that one would expect to find in similar populations of FL/WL teachers. 

Other limitations of these findings include my interpretations of the data. As mentioned earlier, I cannot divulge myself of my biases and prior experiences that have clearly influenced my interest in this topic. My preconceived notions about what is happening in today’s FL/WL classrooms may skew my interpretations of what is really going on in the classrooms I observe. Lastly, my ability to form collaborative relationships with my teacher-participants greatly depends on our individual ability to transition our thinking from practitioner to researcher during the process of data collection and analysis and then from researcher to practitioner during the process of creating chage towards a more culturally responsive pedagogy. With these limitations in mind, I ask that reader of my study interpret my findings as the current realities of these individual teachers and not to use this study as a scalable model for improving classroom instruction.
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�Great opening quotation for this type of proposal. 


�Are you familiar with Language and Culture: Global Flows and Local Complexity by Karen Risager (2002) �[Multilingual Matters, Clevedon]


�Remember the old Sapir-Whorf  hypothesis? 





It states that there is a systematic relationship between the grammatical categories of the language a person speaks and how that person both understands the world and behaves in it.





Today researchers disagree—often intensely—about how strongly language influences thought. However, this disagreement has sparked increasing interest in the issue and a great deal of innovative and important research.


� Would you agree that the foreign language classroom should be one of the crucial sites where young people encounter serious discourse about cultural difference. 





Most of us would agree that few things are more important to the educational process, but does it means to teach “culture?”


�Also,  the shrinking of the world through the acceleration of information and media transfer.


�Not sure.  I don’t think they ever met. Bakhtin, a contemporary of Vygotsky  


�Remember Dell Hymes?  See Gumperz and Hymes 1964 The Ethnography of Communication.  Why after so many years we are returning to this issue?


�Do you believe this difficulty may also have something to do with changes in the way we see and define culture?


�Their own? Other world cultures?


�May this be due to a “mono-cultural,” “ethnocentric” treatment of communicative competence?


�The multidimensional relationship between? 


�Global society?


�Sure … remember the old ways how foreign languages were taught?


�Acknowledged? Awareness? 


�What did they mean by foreign language competency?


�May want ot refer to the Ladson Billings paper on the educational deficit.


�This assertion requires some additional comment form you.


�What was it aimed at?


�Anti-hegemonic?


� Participant observation method … living and interacting in those societies for a limited period of time. 


�Ethnocentrism? – Us vs. them


�In 1873, Edward Tylor, sometimes called the "father of anthropology" introduced the concept of culture as an explanation of the differences among human societies.  





Tylor defined culture as "that complex whole which includes knowledge, belief, art, law, morals, custom, and any other capabilities acquired by man as a member of society."  He defined anthropology as the study of culture.





�Beginnings of the civil rights movement. 


�Discovery? Raising of our awareness of? 


�Both were well ahead of their times. 


�Who is “their”?


�Totally agree with you!


� Good luck and God speed!


�Why capital M?


�Human subjects is part of the Provost’s office. 


�Need to explain this – foreign and world language teachers. 


�Please explain what you mean by homogeneity in this context.  


�Congratulations!  Good for you. 


�It does take time. 


�Will you work with NVivo?


�Combining research question with the data sources is an excellent method.


�In APA style book and journal titles always go in italics.





