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3. KRXOEH

Important Developments and Trends B %72 %R & A

Emergence of L2 Teacher Education as a Field of Inquiry L2 #fii%#&E o1 0%

L2 BEREENED L S ITRELI-OMN?

1960 £ L2 B E L1, BH=RICBT2FEBENTIELEWI BT TLN o1z,

1970 HAX HECTIHTEDHEEE R THLT I a—F~E LN o7,

HEmoFESOE ML, EBEOHETIE 1258 ~DOe v b)) 288752 THY,
L2 ZMEE & HMEE L TCOREICITERN Yo T enol,

1980 41X

the publication of Richards and Nunan was significant in that it established L2
1990 4 teacher education as a field of inquiry and named it as such. (p 22 k& 7)

Richards & Nunan @ HRY 128 L2 ZE % L L2 ZLETEE OB & et L=,

P21 T 4

the emergence of L2 teacher education and development as a field of inquiry is much more recent
than the emergence of applied linguistics.

L2 ZEMZEE & BEORR PR R & o7z Did, HIBH L, ISHSEFR LV HBOZ L Th D,

P22 | 11
the concept of skill-oriented teacher training was replaced by cognitive oriented teacher
education. (Larsen —Freeman,1983)

MR E XA ER (skill-oriented) 2>HRBAEM (cognitive oriented) DHANHE ~ L BAT L7=,

Less dependence on linguistic and_language theory as a source of discipline for second language
teacher education, and more of an attempt to integrate sound, educationally based approaches.
(Richards&Nunan,1990 p.xii)

L2 ZENHE OHEE L L TERACEHEm~OERFEZHO L, LVERTHEHFTEZN—RE LT T r—
Fafit L,

Ea )
® L2 HAiZEBE L, BEEAEN &
®  HATHRE X, HFEm-RamER o~ SHERCHGE R L, EE

1 : [Second Language Teacher Education]



Theoretical Underpinning and Knowledge Base of L2Teacher Education
L2 FH#E ORI S 2 & Ak A

DRFORMEHF, fIT, BROBEOERELTLHIHOE, f[AIH?

What are the conceptual and theoretical bases that frame the research in this field?

P22 T 12

Z ORFNCHEEBE R TIX, 1960 4. 70 F L TEN R OBEFME S (behaviorist view) 725 1980 FiR A
FMOBL A (cognitivist view)~, X 512, 1990 FFRITHES LB (sociocultural perspective) ~ & /X7
2 A 57 b (paradigm shift) A2 &, ZDOZ &iE, L2 BETHABEIIEIC b ERE2 5 2 7-,

P22 T 1

Freeman and Johnson defined the scope of the field by stating that “language teacher education is
primarily concerned with teachers learner of language teaching rather than with students as
learner of language.

Freeman & Johnson IX. ZO4H % [SEHAMBEIL. FL LT, EE2FEEFAELVWWI LD, LA
SHEEBEZIHEMCE T bOTHD] EEHELE,

P23 k1
This new focus- - - - includes, not only the what but also the who, the where, and the how of

teaching---but also teacher’s conceptions and beliefs about teaching, their learning processes,
their contexts of teaching, and their pedagogical practices.

ZOFHUWERIT MTZ2EZ 50 72003 T2 (§En) T8Z2T) TEDXIT) BHZDNEED,
teaching| ([ZX T AHEMOME, BV —7, FE ot X (#Fxb), Xk, HAEEKPKETHD,

(Freeman and Johnson1998)

[}

5 3151 4

X 5 2. Freeman & Johnson |3, 5 SiHEFRHE0E SHEBBITELVICHEEN VX B SEYE

92 & ZERAER OBBEBRIT TWA LI Th o7, 2T, HAF L L TO L2 HEE LB LT

p=it

P23 T 12

Richard defined subject matter knowledge for L2 teachers as “what second language teachers
need to know about their subject-the specialized concepts, theories, and disciplinary knowledge
that constitute the theoretical basis for the field second language teaching”

Richard I, L2 %ﬁzﬁﬁﬁ W o TRERMFRE X, TEDOHEBHIZOWTTH D, Kb L& - 1.2
HESEDO-D MR AR LR Th D L ER LT, (Rlchard 1998)
P24 | 2

Tarone and allwright(2005)...They proposed that the framework for teachers’ knowledge base
should include “a clear understanding of learners, who they are, why they learn, what they need
to learn, what motivates them.

Tarone & allwright 13, [l I AERIC 78 & BE 2 8 T 8 3 13 & 72 0, 2 E T 500,
FETLMEN D DO BT IX RIS E BRI & 72) LR L7z, (Tarone and allwright 2005)



P24 I 16

The Knowledgebase of L12 teacher education will continue to be contentious. However, the
very fact that L2 teacher education is cross-disciplinary in nature suggests that the filed has
much to gain from a synergy between language leaning theories and general education theories.

L2 O FAEIFR IOV T, if:if“%—% DEMNPNHDHTEAHH, LR S, L2 HEMHEEFIL. AKEHIZ
FRNMAVFHATND Z D, ZONFIIEEHG & —RBABFHEGOHEIEA»LEL EZANRKE N
EEZD,

<EFELDH>
LSk L2 ZE R b5 Mk & 1%
1998  Freeman and Johnson teaching| (ZXIT DHETOHES, B —7, 7oL ('\
1998  Richards H 5> DHF
1998  Li and Tang Bx DNEOHM & HEF

B2 DNRIZEBAE LIz ux, BimiEEcETT 5,
HEFNR+0 THTME M RS2 D,

2005  Tarone and allwright 5% 3% ¥ fif

% Freeman and Johnson ® K 5 (8 EHERIE) 25

AN - ZOFEEEFO=—X - Fa - WA EM L, FSEE L BRI IS
BHAET DI LRI~ LEL

(KXW EHMER)

Major Research Strands +=zize#fs

P24 w7
Most of the research studies on L2 teacher education pertain to the first two dimensions:
substance and engagement.~is perhaps the least developed and researched.

L2 BB E IR T A2 RIIRORHE (LR T3 2L Tnsd TR - 5 - sk Tz & T8
G ICHETL2b0RZ, () B85 3FHD TR kb ERLTVWD

P24 T 17

The paucity of research could be due to the fact that evaluation assessment of outcomes of
teacher education cannot be easily established, and extrapolations of teacher quality from such
outcomes are problematic.

C OWIFRNE TR OVE, BETEE OEEFMAMENL LIC< < BETOE 2 BB TR 92 2 & i3, [
BN 6TH D,

P24 T 7

The what and the how are, in my view, closely linked, and it is the interplay between the two that
characterizes the nature of the research in the field of L12 teacher education and teacher
development.

O RMETIE, L2 ZEEE & BB R OSTFICB VT, HiN iz ] FENEIT TR, Ehlc, T8
DX S, ZDO2O00FBERERIEN, ZONHEREMTLLDOTHD EE 2D,



Teacher Cognition #tifioz 4

ZHEMEREN (Teacher Cognition) ETEDESITHEINEZIDOMN?

P25 £ 8

It was argued that other dimensions such at teacher’s beliefs, attitudes and knowledge were important in shaping
their classroom practices.

HEMOfEE&, RBEE, ML, AEERICBWTRELELTH D,

P25 3

However, a number of researchers have pointed out that teachers thinking beliefs and knowledge are interwoven,
and that it is not easy to tease them out in empirical investigations.

LirL, 2L ORI, BEO/BE - F& - Ml 26> T WT, BEMICHET 283 Th
 NECT ) Z R ciEien,

G0 IX7RE 0L RA e RS X,
eliefs, @ssumptions, @nowledge 725
BAK > CZ &izL &9,

P25 t

—MRANICE 2T FERRAIE. 2 DOEREN B L,

1 OHIE, L2 o — k78208 (general cognitive processes of L2 teachers) .

2 S BT L2 Ziil o BAKM) 72 20E (specifically focusing on L2 teaching)iZ & 56 D TH 5,

These studies are indicative of the research paradigm shift in L2 teacher education from the identification of
effective teaching behaviors to an understanding of the unobservable aspects of teaching from the participant’s
perspective, rather than from researcher’s perspective.

INSDWMIENL, DO TOMEEDORLTHLEN I (BEL YD) BHETEOHMENS, ZMED
BIEL AR WA ASOBEA~ L L2 HENHR BTN T A L7 LTI ERbND,

P26 I 2

Prospective and practicing L2 teacher’s pedagogical philosophies, classroom practices, and decisions were shaped
by their prior L2 leaning experience.

ST OBEYAPLH BRI, HOOH _FHPEHAFTICL > TEKEND,

P26 |7
Similarly, teacher’s teaching experience also impacted on teacher cognition.

[FERI, ZETOBIRIER S £ 7o, ZENORIEE 52 5,

P26 I 9

Many of these studies pointed out that teachers were unable to put their beliefs into the practice because of
contextual constraints, such as prescribed curriculum, a lack of resources, or the school culture.

BE-bRARTHOREEEFTICBELRVOEIREN U F 27 b« MEAR - FEEICED2 6D TH
DT ERDbhoT,



P26 T 7

Teacher cognition is evolving and fluid. Reconciling conflicting beliefs and practice lies at the center of learning
to teach and applies not only to novice teachers but also to experienced teachers.

HENOFBAIL, BRI THY, BN THL, FETLIESLERLZTMSEL Z LT BEROEWHED
T, BBREERAENCIENTHETIED,

<FEDH>

P26 T~ 5

HEEEICBNT, BHIOBEEE, MiIRKEREECHL, LA LZOMINCHEEICRD X0 b

D LAEMARR LI ESLHAREBEORVEVICE S L H T, BERMOMEE K E 2151 5% 5 &
IR ZWMT 51E9 A HNS LR,

Teacher Knowledge #iiio s (&)

The Nature of Teacher Knowledge #iio sigo A

Schon (1982, 1987) The Reflective Practitioner (PN HJSEEESE) Knowing-in-action (478 dichns)

Shulman (1986) - pedagogic knowledge — (EFHnik)
027 17 - content knowledge (N )

- pedagogic content knowledge (ZHFWNFHHK)

Teacher Knowledge Domain: #ifi%nssofaisk
Subject Matter Knowledge and Teacher Language Awareness
BRI S ARG & Fh O S EE B

L2 ZEh& LThD TEFBISEEANE] (Subject Matter Knowledge) & (&, R (TM?

P27 T 4
Prior to the 1990s teacher’s knowledge about language was neglected in L2 teacher education research.

1990 FELIREIE, L2 BETOMFEICE W T Eimc BT 2%, EEH I TR o T2,

P28 £ 8

Andrew’s study on prospective and practicing NS and NNS L2 teachers showed that the latter scored
substantially higher than the former in a test on knowledge of grammar and grammar terminology.( Andrew
1999)

Andrew |, XA T 4 THAE ) AT 4 THAENTIL, HBE D ESEO HFERGROT A S THIE XY
B EWAaT AR LI, LTS,

=i %D{ia KAL (Knowledge about Language) %, ZhHM=

At WARAIRE ESNTELEOT, ZOHRITRE 2R
%J:/vf:“o

HET ORI SRR OEMA SRR LT,

The concern resonated Shulman ‘s concern for the neglect of teachers’ subject matter knowledge

6



P28 £1 7

Researchers found that teacher’s subject matter knowledge was inextricably bound up with their beliefs about
grammar and grammar teaching.

MEE X, AT, BETOEMAMSFERR, UESREHEME S L ERICER W TTETWH I L
R LTz,

ExAEEgE - [BR = #moEMMEEMH

Bl 20X, BEMDSHEREIZ N2 AN DI, LRFFEEZGODDLILENTEHEEFELTWDLIOTIHARL, 4
NIEIREZ LA TNDH EIE LTS D, (Borg,1998)

<FEEDH>

More importantly, the relationship between L2 teacher’s subject matter knowledge and pedagogical content
knowledge is currently under-explored.

HERZ LT L2 BETOSEMHEMPMGE & ABFFOMBMOEEETHY | EFLREIEMAERLETH D,

Teacher Learning and Teacher’s Professional Development
HETOZF N OB & L CORE

ZEME L TORE (Development) EAEITH?

P29 |7

As Freeman points out,The concept of reflectine action as integral to teacher’s work was first proposed by John
Dewey.cher-learner signifies that teachers are learners of teaching throughout their career.

(B2 DN—F5N] EWVWHSET, #ENIMEZBLC #2525 N (FHxbZ EoE
&) HEWI 5, (Freeman,2009)

IOk v arTiE, 3ODOHEERIZOWTEHE

(D teacher as the reflective practitioner (BRI & LT o)

@ teacher as researchers (WF9e3E & L C D)

@ The development of teacher’s expertise in teaching (U HE (2 F1F 5 bl O &)

(1) Techers as Reflective Practitioners #%it3s & L <o £l

The concept of reflective action as integral to teacher’s work was first proposed by John Dewey.
BERIFT 213, Dewey (2 X o TRANIERE iz,

1996  Bailey Hiz HEFEEADE
1996 Knezevic & Scholl HBEME ZEHENTF—2 L LT, BWEZOLOEZFEVIRD 4 Fu75 L)
1998 Richards & Ho HiszfHT 2 LR &N EFNHEMEMEET D08, K oREIZ L vt

FIRNEEPMET LTz, 2RS0T %E (scaffolding)




One of the concerns in engaging teachers in reflective practice is how they can move beyond descriptive accounts
their work (Jarvis,1992) to reflect on their practice critically.

BN FERICH Y T BETORI.LFrd, &5 o THA D OEFEDOFEREY(H (Jarvis1992) Z 3V B
A ERICHHANC IR EEH Z LN TED ), ThHD,

@) Teacher as researchers W% & LCoO#NM (EBEHEEL LTO) 2

MR TEE & L COHEAEN &) HEEIE, 1960 4R, £ &b 1970 FFRWIBED U F = 7 LHF%E & BH3EIC
WA 5 2 7o stenhouse(1975)DFEEZ WU CHEL, 77 ar V¥ —F) NEEAE L,

<FELH>

P31 620702 a v Y—FOEHMDT

Lo LT 7y ary Vd—FnTbhd L BEMIMERE L Ao0EEEZMEL, IUELT-EEZE
BRAH T R 2 BER kT 5 £ 012 b, TaUE, ZEHEEIC & - T powerful educational tool (787)72> — /L)
27201557255, (burns, 2009)

B3 Teaching Expertise i o & sk

P32 T 18

For example, experienced L2teachers focused more on subject matter(i.e,language)than novice teacher, who
paid more attention to classroom management(Nunan,1992) were better able to respond to student’s needs and
improvise than novice teachers(Richards,1998) had a deeper understanding of subject matter knowledge; were
better able to present subject matter knowledge; more appropriately and from the student’s perspective; and were
better able to integrate language learning with other curricular goals (Richards,1998)

B2, BREBREEREEIL, BRAE (DFE VSR ICHEESOIR LT, BRI, PR ICHE
Baio, RBEERHEANL, HFEENL D LFEDOTR (student’s needs) (2 EF < AIELTIN X B4
5, BRENEOWNEGEZ D, FAEOBLA (student’s perspective) 725, HIFEIZHE R L, SiEFH
oA Y F=2T7 AEEEICRD ANDZ ENTESD,

k 2HEME MZRE (2012) (L AF o A"TZOHAVX2T A0 [FavRET V) FBE| IR B

HHFSE V1ob

“teacher as researcher” 1%, [ E L COHNN] ERINDHZ L HHMN, A (1996) 2 L4 &
LCOHAEN ERT &, BEIRFFOEKRE L L TORFEDBAHHEICR>TLES DT, [FEHEIEEHEL L TO
Bl CERLTEBEZW ] (p. 237) CZE LEEZ LICBRT A0, RIS TEERMZEE & L COZNN]
EVOREERMAT O LT 5, LEHEIL. HEWHWTnD,
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Teacher Identity #swio7 477 17 4

P32 T2

It has become increasing important in the field of teacher education because of the centrality given to teacher
identity formation as an integral part of teacher learning.

BENABE RIS T, ZEMABTORNT LR TERWES L LTHIMMOT AT T 4 7 4 RN EE
PEZ L CT& 7,

P33 L4

Thus indentity is not just relational,it is also experiential.

BEOT AT T 47 413, BREE (AODBBESDOZ L2 EIZEZXTNDN, MEDRE D
D72 T BB (FEOBBRNORHTL) RboThH D,

I/ TH

il

Research on teacher identity in the general teacher education literature clusters around three major themes

(Tsui,2007)
—IRBVRBE MRS BT DBEDOT AT T 4 T 4 IZBET DT T 3 5DT —< IR TE %,
T F—U—K FELS

The first o ] ) e

multi-dimensionality Wik T D 2 1 1
theme
The second relates to the personal and social dimensions of identity .

, fhex & OB

theme formation
The third relates to the relationship between agency and structure in =~ .

o , Tiets & OE O BRI
theme identity formation

(ZEHERR)

Issues for Future Research k0w (B

Pedagogic Content knowledge® of L2 teachers L2 %o s ik

This research strand has been inspired by Fernandez and Yoshida’s (1999) work on mathematics teaching in
Japan ,in which teachers collaboratively planned and taught lesson to deal with students’ conceptions and
misconceptions of the subject matter being taught.

Z OWF%E1%, Fernandez Yoshida® (1999) O A ADEK LT OMIFEN D, B AZ T 1=, ZlRITHF O
SRR LS B 72D DEGEN & L F THE L. B TWD,

* 3 @edagogical onten@nowledge PCK:

Vepg (1996) [#EJ7ik5) Tl Lee S. Shulman Z O 722235 THEIAERA L TV DHENEIZ OV TOH
ik (content knowledge) # . W& - EEDRESIRLY RO ZERNEIZIS U THEHEFHIC (pedagogically) 78 7/)
THERNIE O~ ERET D) BEIORES LERL TND,

H 20O AAGEO M &2 FE & DREN) « RO LIS L TER SE L HEND /) &

* 4 FH M (William Paterson University ) 2011 45 S22 K2 TR [HARORENZRICHNET 5 2 &)



Teachers and learner knowledge and beliefs #ifi. #5% & LTomis L Ea

ZORHOWMEITZLL BDH, L LEETE FEDOMG NG DT — & ZFFOM5E13d L Lo < #
Bl & AR E & DX ¥ v 7 (gap between the two sets of beliefs) 234 U 2 8F72130 7200,

Student learning *Eo0

Although it is problematic to draw causal relationships between teacher learning and student learning, as Freeman
& Johson (2005)have cogently argued, it is equally problematic if learner’s learning is left unconsidered. After all
the ultimate goal of L2 teacher education is to enhance the quality of student learning.

Freeman & Johson 239i< FiE L C& 7= K 912, HRIDOFOE FADOFOOBICINRBEFZ 2 H# < oxfM@E <
EH D, FEEOFOLZEML L CHLRBEOMEND 5, fEROE 2 A L2 BERHE OZEmO B, 4
DFEORDEBEr2@mbH L ThD,

4. EE

HZA, Bil=Bld, FEEO TRE] 00 [0 EEZMTN B THD, HAREHEIO FEE) O
OHLT—<FWnob [HFEE] THhb, LML, KigXORZIIHb-oTmL o1z, FEHEO [0 O-F
EEDDHT-0OIT, B BEAEN S FICKE L b n B,

® X, BW%Z [fE] SHAITFEZENISOLWVESTWVWDHIDEA D I,
FEBCBINT D c AzFide c FHEEAHRT D - MEOIREV IRV 2T 5

INONRRZLT [HEIOFEDY] Lo TNEDEAI D, FLTHEETE TWATEA DD,
(B4 — b/ I — ) BHFEETHOEAH ), FEHEA— N/ I—) OHEEYHTZ &N, BETDOEE
eI, T#HMiA—F/ 2 —] ZE0HTHE LT, TRER] EWIOBRBRKIISHEHLDEA D0,

5. EXM

FHFEE PRI AKRRE JEFHELE (2011) THEEHAETOMRE—RK® b5 HMM ] KEREE

Bl KHE (2012) (L AT AT Z20H IV F2TF750 [FavRET V) HE] [HATHENZ V1os]
IR

REMEA—ER (2010) [ 8 EAHFE—HA O R 4 BT HHET VA > ) WS (W) [SiE&fhs -
HAE] HaEE

BEILRL - (2005) T35 2 SEEEE 23T 2 BMZE WL OBEBl— I REGE AR BUREAN 2 Xt 52 & L2 fFgEi
EREYTC—) [EERmES AAREZHELE] F1751-19
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