7 CONCLUSION

In this chapter I draw the main points of the study together. Section 7.1 is an
evaluation of the curriculum from a broader (‘bird’s eye view’) set of perspectives
than in Chapter 6, including a summary of the main points emerging from data
analysis of learner interaction (section 7.1.1); a summary of learner testimonials
(section 7.1.2) and a summary of teacher perspectives (section 7.1.3). Section 7.2
closes the study with a discussion, including the limitations of the data and the
reasons for the somewhat ‘thin’ data component of the study (section 7.2.1); the
overall significance of the study (section 7.2.2) and finally, suggestions for further

research (section 7.2.3).

7.1 EVALUATING THE CURRICULUM

The following sections (as far as 7.2) summarise and bring closure to the data

analysis parts of the study.

7.11 SUMMARY OF INTERACTION

Following Halliday’s (1978) modelling of language as social semiosis, the essential
aim of the curriculum was to engender the collaborative co-construction of meaning
in the L2 by the learners, rather than conceiving of the classroom primarily as a site
for the ‘learning/acquisition’ of aspects of L2 phonology and lexico-grammar
(although this doubtless occurs), as SLA-based approaches would assume. It is the
‘discursive identity’ (Chapter 2) of the learner in the innovative curriculum that is at
stake here and the research component of the study (Chapter 6) empirically explores

how the different stages of the syllabus cycle differentially afford and constrain
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‘participatory appropriation’ (Rogoff 1995) and hence available discursive identities

for the learners, under the conditions engineered in the syllabus (Chapter 3).

The discourse types and discursive practices described in Chapter 6 were driven by a
dynamic and dialectical relationship between the activities that learners constructed
from task instructions and outlines, and the discourse that the learners deployed to
mediate the completion of the activities. This relationship or dialectic between
activity and discourse is a central element of Wittgenstein’s (1958) later work and
more recently has been re-articulated by Sarangi (2000) as ‘interactional hybridity’. It
is the empirical description and interpretation (according to the multi-methodology
outlined in Chapter 5.4) of this situated discourse that makes up the culture of the
Kanda classroom in the sense of Breen’s (1985) metaphor; though Breen’s usage of

the term was admittedly much broader than the way I have used it.

Given the fact that the interpretation of classroom discourse in Chapter 6 was
complex, involving (at once) aspects of text, process and social practice; it is difficult
to assign precedence to any one of these perspectives. However, I feel that from the
participants’ point of view, the most salient would have been ‘process’ (Chapter
5.4.2) since the largely ‘thin syllabus’ (van Lier 1996) required considerable
interactional initiative from the learners in most of the stages, particularly Stage 2 of
the syllabus cycle (project work, preparation for presentations). In this way, the
discourse of the classroom and indeed the curriculum itself, cohered through the

strategic resources available to learners.

The demands placed on discursive strategy, in the sense of managing and shifting
(Hasan 2000) the development of the on-line context (of situation, or ‘register’;
Halliday 1985) of talk, were greatest when learners were confronted with complex

activities, as in section 2, that had not been pre-analysed into short and clearly

442



defined pedagogic tasks (in contrast with the self-assessment ‘tasks’ in Chapter 6.4,
which were of a more ‘pedagogic’ nature). As the textual analysis showed, for
example in the “Yumiko’ transcript in 6.2.1, the learners had to break down the “piece
of work’ into three main contexts/activities, when only general guidelines were
given for the preparation of project work. In order to successfully complete the
activities (such as agreeing on a script for interviewing Yumiko, or deciding on the
allocation of roles within the group for the interview), each main context/activity
needed to be facilitated by sub-con/texts including: clarification, instructing peers,
negotiating procedural action, etc. In cases like this, the interactional achievement by
learners lay in the deployment and management of contextual shift across such
‘complex” activities. By ‘complex’, I do not mean a cognitive level of difficulty in the
on-line processing of information; rather, I mean the collaborative solving of a

problem which must be analysed into smaller component (discursive contexts) parts.

Stage 2 was the ‘loosest’ (and definitely the longest) of the stages of the syllabus cycle
and so placed the greatest demands on learners’ discursive initiative, but this does
not mean that the other stages were less significant. The earlier chapters (Chapters 1,
2 and 3) of the study have theorised discourse in multi-layered and complex ways,
implying a concomitant interdisciplinary and multi-methodological approach to the
interpretation of data. I believe that the three-part interpretive framework (Chapter
5.4) that I have adopted from Candlin and Plum (1999) captures the complexity of
three related yet distinct perspectives on data of interaction, very effectively.
According to Candlin and Plum'’s analytic scheme, the three co-constructed stages of
the syllabus cycle (excluding Stage 3: public performance, which is scripted), each
differentially contributed to the curriculum in significant ways (discussed at length
in Chapter 6). This affirms the pedagogic goal set out in Chapter 1.2 at the start of
the study, that the syllabus should not prioritise one mode of interaction, but rather

engender a range of discourse/activity types and hence modalities of participation
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for learners. The three-part analysis of data at the end of each section (6.1, 6.2, 6.3,

6.4) comprises the research summary of interaction in the curriculum: namely the

describing and interpreting of each stage of the syllabus in terms of its efficacy for

discursive interaction and hence pedagogic identity, for participants.

I summarise the findings of the three-part analysis of data from Chapter 6 as follows.

*Stage 1: re-construction of dictated text.

Text

Many short turns with ellipsis and tendency
towards modality reduction; fast transition of
turns with some degree of overlapping and
latched speech. Primary texts construe main
contexts of guessing lexical items and negotiating
a re-constructed text; sub-texts construe
dependent contexts of instructing other learners

and resolving disagreements.

Process

Restricted range of speech functions, largely

concerned with re-constructing a dictated text.

Practice

Activities were generally restrictive in terms of
affording opportunities for critical negotiation of
value, like scope for creativity. With more
difficult dictated texts, tendency for learners of
lower L2 proficiency to be restricted to marginal

and responsive discourse roles.

*Stage 2: preparation for project work.

This actually consisted of a much wider range of potential activities and hence

associated ‘discourse games’ than other stages of the syllabus.

Text

Tendency for longer turns and less
latching/overlap than in Stages 1 and 3 of the

syllabus. The main contexts/activities in which
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learners were engaged, tended to be abandoned
or suspended and then re-visited at a later time:
seemingly a function of learners struggling to
cope with multiple demands where pre-analysed
‘tasks’ are not provided for them. Apart from
main contexts of planning and preparing
elements of project work, facilitating sub-texts
included ‘clarifying’, ‘instruction’, ‘procedural

negotiation’ and ‘personal narrative’.

Process

This stage was the least structured in terms of
scaffolding through task instructions; learners
had to co-construct discourse in a bottom-up
sense, setting and responding to the context of
the talk with minimal external parameters on the
context of the talk itself. This stage is potentially
the most confusing but also the most useful in
terms of affordances for learner ‘control’ of

discourse, in the sense of strategic action.

Practice

The most ‘open’ stage for the critical negotiation
of value by learners implicating greater scope for
intrinsic motivation and ‘control’ of discourse in a
Foucaultian sense. Given the less pedagogical
nature of the activities (less text-based), less
proficient learners were able to participate more

symmetrically than in Stage 1, above.

*Stage 3: presenting work to peers.

In this stage, there was no formal analysis

of discourse as learner ‘talk’ consisted of

scripted presentations. This obviates the need to discuss ‘text’ and ‘process’ but

Stage 3 is significant in terms of social practice.

Practice

The presentation acts as a public record of the
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group’s work in the earlier stage and in this sense
serves as an agent of extrinsic motivation,
providing public accountability and
opportunities for audience reaction/feedback on

performance.

*Stage 4: self-assessment with peers.

Text

Many short turns showing ellipsis and
overlap/latching, as a result of many local
agreements. Significantly, a glaring absence of
the con/textual integration, evident in Stages 1
and 2. The learner’s single-mindedly attended to
the main business of of negotiating scores for the
self-assessment, without diversions into
‘facilitating’ sub-contexts. This was doubtless in
part due to the ‘tight’ task instructions but may
well have also been connected to the (low) time
and effort that learners were prepared to invest.
Hence, a need to consider affective reactions by
learners and not only cognitive factors associated

with tasks.

Process

Little need for much ‘procedural negotiation’ as
the task instructions are ‘tight’. ‘Negotiating’ for
the group generates simple speech functions as
long as there is little controversy or disagreement.
Differences of opinion or misunderstandings
generate more complex speech functions, in the

few instances where these occur.

Practice

The accountability engendered by self-assessment
is a very valuable part of the curriculum and a
radical change to the educational experience of

most of the Kanda learners. Of perhaps lesser
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importance, self-assessment served as the basis of
counselling and discussion with the teacher (not

recorded) to provide support and feedback.

The data in Chapter 6 is consistent with Ellis’ (2000) ‘fundamental correlation’
between task type and resulting activity /discourse but focusing only on learners’
cognitive resources is misguided; data from Chapter 6 demonstrates that much
depends on the extent to which learners are prepared to ‘invest’ in classroom
activities and there is evidence (both positive and negative; the latter concerning F3)
that the history of shared interactions (Mercer, 2000) shapes the group dynamics of
participants, too. Breen’s (2001c: 172) rhetorical question: asking how ‘research on
social and affective contributions of language learners might relate to research
concerning psycholinguistic contributions’ is certainly very difficult to answer.
However, the differential treatment by learners of similar activities (especially in
Chapter 6.4) and the testimonials by learners in Chapter 4.3, demonstrate clearly that
social and affective factors are integral to institutional L2 learning, at least in the case
of this study. This vindicates the way that I have modelled the classroom as a
‘culture’ (Breen 1985) rather than a laboratory (discussed in Chapter 2) throughout

this study.

Finally in this section, the curriculum aimed at a transformation of pedagogic
identities for participants, through radical changes to the speech exchange system
(Sacks et al. 1974) compared with their previous experience, and we can model such
change using Bourdieu’s (1991) metaphor of an economy, where participant
contributions are measured against the values of a particular speech exchange
system. As I have argued in Chapter 6.4 earlier, more than anything else, it was the

new assessment procedures that were responsible for instigating cooperation from
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learners by making explicit the norms of the new speech exchange system and,
probably more importantly, an enhanced degree of accountability through self-

assessment was a key factor.

7.12 LEARNER PERSPECTIVES

In Chapter 4.3 earlier, I gave short biographical sketches of each of the focus learners
and also reported on their initial reactions (through reflection worksheet and
interview) to the curriculum. In all, there were five occasions from early 1997 to
January 1998 when learners were given worksheets with focus questions to answer
in writing, and these were brought to a group (three persons plus myself as
interviewer) interview a few days later, for (hopefully) further discussion. In this
way, my intention was to triangulate data of classroom interaction by gaining

insights into the reactions of the different learners to the curriculum.

One year earlier, | had used learner diaries with a group of students with whom I
trialled a prototype of what would become the Kanda Curriculum and the results
were disappointing. Despite my requests for learners to write about their feelings,
what they liked and did not like, what was more and what was less useful, how they
would change activities, etc.; the result was little or no critical comment but merely a
log of the activities undertaken. Accordingly, I modified my approach with the focus
learners in this study and, following Bray and Harsch (1996) I set specific questions
on reflection sheets that I wanted to raise learners’ awareness about (such as: ‘what
was the most useful activity this last month, why?’). However, for the most part
(excepting F1), written responses throughout the data collection period remained
mostly single sentence and the focus learners usually had little to say in the

subsequent interview.
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A possible problem is that my questions and interviews were in English; using L1
would have been much easier for the learners (except perhaps F1) but my intention
was to follow the way that the self-assessment interviews were conducted between
teachers and learners, in English, thus giving the learners a significant L2 speech role.
While the use of English may have inhibited the learners in this case, more generally,
the data arising from the worksheets and interviews was somewhat disappointing,
probably for reasons that have been documented by other authors. As mentioned
earlier in Chapter 4.3, learners can only access factors of which they are consciously
aware and the reflections of sophisticated learners, especially self-reporting applied
linguists, will tend to yield the highest-quality data (Ellis 1985). The focus learners in
this study are mostly younger than, for example, the subjects in Norton’s (2000)
study which yielded rich insights into L2 immigrants struggling dealing with
sociocultural issues of identity as language learners; there are other more profound

differences, too.

Norton’s subjects were living the daily reality of coping with a new social
environment mediated through L2 and being positioned by others around them as
‘foreign’ and ‘other’, while the learners in this study were in a fairly ‘monocultural’
institutional setting in their ‘own’ society. Lantolf and Pavlenko’s (2001: 148) point
that not all L2 students in classrooms necessarily share the same goal of ‘learning the
language’ is very apt here. My own observation over working at the research site for
five years was that the primary goal of most learners was to graduate successfully
from the institution and then seek employment, in a general clerical role, in Japan.
Issues of learning a language were generally subordinate to this and most learners
also assigned high priority to the socialisation process (especially participating
actively in a range of clubs and circles) of attending university in Japan, as discussed

earlier in Chapter 4.2. Whatever the reasons, with the exception of F1, several of the
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learners expressed mild annoyance at being repeatedly asked the same questions and
could apparently, like Lor’s (1998) study, see little point in these kinds of questions

(see M1’s comments in section 7.2).

At the final interview session, the members of Group 1 presented me with a cassette
recording of a Japanese musician in whom I had earlier expressed interest, while F1
apologised for the group’s minimal engagement with the reflection worksheets and
interviews over the course of the year. The three teenagers felt they had
disappointed me but, their attitude throughout the year was instructive in showing
me the (limited) significance for them of my attempts to gauge a developing self-

awareness and critical reaction to the course.

The reflection/interview process was certainly not a total failure and it did afford
useful insights into the learners’ reactions, even if (especially in one case: F3) only to
highlight the apparent lack of critical engagement of the individual with her course
of study. Accordingly, in a similar format to Chapter 4.3, I have compiled comments
from the focus learners over the course of the data collection period, using especially
those from the final set of data and these are accompanied by my own interpretive
remarks. For reasons of space, I have not included copies of the reflection
worksheets given out to learners: I altered the format slightly when particular
questions failed to elicit much comment and so there is no one prototype. In the data
below, I use written comments (from the reflection worksheets) by learners since
these tended to be more detailed than spoken remarks in the ‘interviews” and there
was very little additional material from the recorded data of the interviews, anyway.
The comments below complement the data in Chapter 4.3, taken after completing the

first syllabus cycle, some nine months earlier.

*GROUP 1
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F1

F1 was the most useful informant in that she provided more information than the
others, both positive and negative, and her comments were generally more elaborate
than those of the other five teenagers. Throughout the data collection period she
indicated that her personal goals were closely aligned with those of the Kanda
Curriculum and she repeatedly reported her happiness at being able to express her
‘opinions’. For F1, the class was clearly a social site and not merely a kind of
cognitive laboratory; as borne out by the data of classroom interaction in Chapter 6,
earlier.

‘...at the beginning of the course I wanted to be able to speak out my opinions exactly and

fluently to other person.’

‘In my first class, [ still remember that Mark [teacher] said, “this class is a class to help

each other, to improve each others’ English” and I remember that I felt very happy and [
was moved. This class was a fantastic class for me, because we always could help each
other. I spent a very precious time during this freshman year and one more amazing thing
was that INEVER felt sleepy... my most big goal is to be good at speaking out my opinion

in front of everyone.’

F1's comments give voice to the ideas of learner-agency and creative self-
determination that underpin Bernstein’s (1996) competence models of pedagogy but
not all the learners shared her enthusiasm. F1 wrote and (in interview) discussed her
classmate (not one of the focus learners) who:

’...says the freshman English class makes no use. She wants to be a diplomat in future, and
she always felt very awful; I was very shocked and sad to hear it, because I like this class

very much... she says she is going to another university .’

When asked to elaborate on her friend’s opinion, F1 indicated that the other learner

had expected smaller classes (very unusual in Japanese universities) and more direct

451



interaction with the teacher who could be used for grammatical re-casts and as a
source of native speaker ‘input’. This is an interesting example of someone who
expresses preferences that are diametrically opposed to the design of the curriculum.
It is possible that the learner in question did not ‘understand’ the goals of the
curriculum; however it is also possible that she did understand, but did not accept

this agenda.

Not all of F1’s comments were positive. She was generally very pleased with the

curriculum but when pushed for negative points:

‘Sometimes, when we talked to each other, we use wrong way of English and both of us don’t

realise. I think is no use.’

However, this concern with a focus on structure was not something that seemed to
be a priority for her. F1 was the only one of the six teenagers who (several times)
commented on the problems of ‘time’ (see Bernstein’s account of issues of ‘time’ in
Chapter 2.3) or the weak and implicit sequencing of activities in competence-based

curricula such as this (Bernstein 1996: 59).

‘we often finished it [activities] and talked, chat other things.’

In tightly-paced classrooms based on ‘transmission’ or ‘performance’ models, there
are far fewer problems of learners starting and finishing activities at different times
and ‘pacing and time’ were the main problems encountered by teachers in the

innovative curriculum, as discussed in section 7.1.3, following.

F1 appeared to have the clearest ideas of the focus learners as to what she wanted

from the class and she expressed satisfaction:

‘llived in a foreign country so I can speak English a little, but 7 years has passed since I came
back to Japan and I was always worrying that my speaking skill has been low. I didn’t want

to think in Japanese and then talk in English. I wanted to think in English and speak in
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English. So 1 could practice a lot in this freshman class.’

F2

The data of interaction in Chapter 6 show F2 in a generally responsive role to F1 (and
to a lesser extent, M1), restricted to fairly simple speech functions, with a very warm
tenor between herself and her two peers. F2 seemed to be one of the less
sophisticated of the six focus learners and generally expressed contentment with the
curriculum while having little to say about specific points. On one occasion, in a
focus interview, when pushed to define her personal goals for the year, she became
visibly irritated and replied “I don’t care.” The question had been put to her on
several previous occasions and it seemed to be an issue that was not overly

significant to her.

The views that F2 did express remained consistent over the period of data collection,
from the beginning (see Chapter 4.3) to the end.

‘I think that presentation and role-play were most useful because I had to prepare the
script, visual aids and so on, and to co-operate with other people... presentation was very
hard to prepare or announce but presentation had many good aspects, for example write

script, discuss, presentate and so on.”

She enjoyed and derived a sense of achievement from ’‘co-constructing’ the
curriculum and identified the collaborative planning, creation and completion of
project work as the most significant part. When asked on several occasions for
negative feedback, F2 replied that there was nothing in particular. In her final
reflection worksheet, she only commented that thirty students in one class (actually
not so large by the standards of Japanese universities) was too many and she did not

make any negative evaluations about the curriculum itself.
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Ml

As in his initial reactions to the curriculum (Chapter 4.3), M1 was positive about the
course and specifically stated that social interaction in the classroom was a priority
for him. His comments throughout the course showed little if any change, though he
did become weary when asked repeatedly about his personal goals for the year,
writing that he had ‘...answered this question many times.” The following best

summarises the position that he consistently put forward:

‘One [most important activity] is presentation. Because we had many time to speak English
for preparation or something... I want to have a chance communicate and interact each

other.’

The last point above is interesting; M1 stated that he wanted to interact with the
other students. Again, this bears out Breen’s point (2001c) that learners generally
have social needs that cannot be divorced from the cognitive. M1’s comments
contrast strongly with F3 (below), who seemed to underplay social factors, and
understood L2 communication as something that should occur between herself and

native speakers.

M1 had no strong criticisms of the course but when asked about anything negative

on his worksheet, he wrote:

‘We cant learn some new thing. That means the thing which we have done in this course can

be done by high school student.’

His comments here (as it turned out, in the subsequent interview) referred to the
cognitive complexity of the structure and vocabulary that the learners encountered in
the text-based materials on the course. Traditionally and still to a great extent,

English courses in Japanese universities tend to be more focused on literature and
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linguistics (Koike and Tanaka 1995) and proficiency components of courses generally
foreground reading (this is less true at the research site than most other comparable
institutions). Achievement in the latter case would usually mean learning or
acquiring complex vocabulary and/or structure and this could well be the context of

MT1’s remarks.

*GROUP 2

M2

After the initial reflection worksheet and interview (Chapter 4.3) M2 proved to be the
second most taciturn subject, after F3 (below). As shown by the data of interaction in
Chapter 6, his ‘communicative proficiency’ was fair although his speech tended to be
grammatically simple, but his responses to questions on the worksheet generally
amounted to a few words and sometimes simple sentences; in interviews he tended
to remain quiet unless directly questioned. He was not resentful or particularly
uncooperative; the problem seemed to be that the type of questions and the process
of revealing ‘reflections’ to the researcher had little interest or meaning for him. He
cooperated to what he saw as a minimal degree and did not ‘invest’ anything of
himself in the activity, unlike F1, above. An important factor in M2’s disinterest in
dwelling on the first year English proficiency course could have been that he was
(according to several accounts) always deeply tired as he had a punishing schedule

of part-time work outside of the university.

M2 expressed satisfaction with the high level of ‘group discussion’ but when asked
about negative and positive points of the course, would typically respond with less-

than-revealing comments such as ‘I don’t know’ or ‘I'm not sure.” In his final
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reflection worksheet, M2 was asked what his goals in English were for the future and

his reply had nothing to do with the philosophy of the Kanda Curriculum:

‘To get certification as much as possible’.

He seemed to mean the accumulation of high scores in prestige tests of English
proficiency (such as the TOEFL) and this was an interesting response in the light of
the way that L2 learning in Japan has traditionally been evaluated largely in view of
scores on normative tests (Chapter 4.2), creating a large industry around the
marketing of tests and the sale of preparation materials. This of course does not
mean that M2 was necessarily ‘misguided’ by seemingly taking a contrary position to
that articulated by F1 above; if employment opportunities and corporate assessment
of potential employees does indeed focus on test scores, then this is a fact that young
people would be foolish to ignore. M2’s comment here demonstrates well that in any
classroom there will be a wide array of agendas: as Lantolf and Pavlenko (2001) put
it, learners approach the classroom differently and are not all involved in the same

cognitive activities and in many cases, the term ‘learner’ may even be a misnomer.

M3

Unlike his friend M2, above, M3 was a good source of feedback and reactions to the

curriculum. As an overall final statement, he wrote:

‘This class was very difficult and hard class, but it was more effective, useful

and interesting.’

His comments were often original and his choice of the most useful activity was
different to the other focus learners:

‘I think the best activity is dictogloss. It is difficult but its very useful and effective because
we have to concentrate on listening the tape, discussing with the partner, and making it

correct in grammar.’
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Like F3 (following), he seemed to understand ideal ‘communication’ in terms of
interaction with native speakers:

‘I became a better English speaker than before, because I talked and communicated with
native speakers... I noticed that the best way to learn English is to communicate with native

speakers.’

Apparently this referred to the ‘conversation lounge’ at the research site where
learners could go for advice on studying or conversation with native speakers of
English. This service was mostly shunned by students who (being teenagers or early
twenties) were mostly concerned with building peer relationships, outside of class.
However, M3 was not dismissive of peer collaboration in group work and wrote that

one of the best points of the class was:

‘...that most topics or works are done by students themselves. It can brush

up our ability of cooperating or group work.’

M3’s comments on assessment and his own goals showed some degree of meta-
cognition and the realisation that there is more to learning a learning a language than
being the recipient of ‘teaching’:

‘...if we make great efforts in our own time, it isn’t assessable by teachers... students should
assess whether they are making an effort for their own goal or not. .. as I wrote before, I had
a lot of opportunities to communicate with native speakers and I made an effort to try to

speak English as much as possible during the class.’

M3 had no particular negative evaluation of the curriculum.

F3

Finally, F3’s feedback was the least sophisticated of the six learners and this was

consistent with her participation in the class, which was discussed earlier in Chapter
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4.3. F3 did not speak in the group interviews unless directly addressed and her
responses on her reflection worksheets were generally restricted to a few words per
item (unlike F1 who usually wrote a paragraph) and a simple sentence at most. In a
similar way to M2, F3 did not appear particularly resentful about participating in the
study; it seemed instead that the persistent questions were aimed at things of which
she was not particularly ‘conscious’ (Ellis 1985). In short, the researcher’s agenda

had very little connection with her own ‘lifeworld’.

The minimal responses that F3 did make however, indicate a contrary position to the
goals of the curriculum. When asked if she thought that working in collaborative

groups with her peers was useful:

‘It wasn’t useful compared with talking to ELI [conversation lounge: native speakers]

teachers because sometimes our grammar was not correct.’

When asked to write some negative point about the curriculum, her response was the

opposite of F1:

‘It was bad that communication among students was too much.’

On other occasions, F3 wrote that she was happy with the class in general and had
no particular complaints; neither were there any activities which she felt were not
useful. Her class teacher felt that F3 was indifferent rather than negative about the
course and like a lot of her peers, was focused on the immediate goal of graduating
successfully from the institution, rather than developing critical reflection on her

learning of English.

The above accounts show a diversity of attitudes and reactions to the course, ranging

from the expressive and highly positive (F1) to the curt and more negative (F3). This
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bears out Breen’s 1985 point that (among other things) the culture of the classroom is
always ‘differentiated’: although the classroom appears as one social unit it is
actuaily made up of many social realities with often conflicting views of language
and of learning [see also similar comments by Lantolf and Pavlenko (2001), cited
above]. The obvious implications of this are that firstly, it is important that the
learners be made explicitly aware of the goals of the curriculum design, in so far as
they are obliged to conform with these when in class. The second point is that even
if learners are aware of the philosophy and goals underpinning the syllabus design,

they may not ‘buy into’ them.

Finally, all the learners at some point (comments not necessarily re-produced above)
stated that compared with the beginning of the year, they felt that their ability to
function in English had increased dramatically since starting the course.
Interestingly, the student who reported greatest gains was the one who had the
highest starting proficiency and who had used some English when living outside

Japan as a child for several years: F1.

7.1.3 TEACHER PERSPECTIVES

Bernstein (1996) discusses the relative demands of ‘performance’ and ‘competence’
models of pedagogy (Chapter 2.3) on teachers and institutional resources, using an
‘economic’ metaphor. This is a useful framework with which to discuss the teachers’

perspectives on the curriculum and so I adopt it here.

As discussed earlier, the two teachers who participated in the trialling of the Kanda
Curriculum were chosen for a variety of reasons. Both were experienced and

generally rated above average by their peers but the most important quality was that
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both were judged to be highly flexible. Unlike ‘performance’ models which are
‘received’, competence models such as the Kanda Curriculum must be constructed
on an ad hoc basis and the transmission costs of these models are likely to be much
higher than those of performance models. According to (Bernstein 1996: 62), teachers
generally need to be trained in the theoretical base of competence models and this
was so in the case of the Kanda Curriculum. There was a constant need for meetings,
discussions with other teachers who were supposed to be involved with writing
classroom materials and to complicate matters further, in the absence of the explicit
guidelines of what is supposed to be acquired in transmission models, there were
differences of opinion concerning what the outcomes should be for the learners: this
point is alluded to in Candlin’s (1984) differentiation between the ‘provisional’ and

the ‘emergent’ process syllabus.

As Bernstein (1996) points out, the hidden ‘costs’ of developing a competence model
are time based. Extensive meetings between myself and the teachers, the teachers
and senior levels of the institution (for reasons of explanation and justification), the
two teachers between themselves to plan and monitor, were exhausting and both
teachers estimated that involvement in the project nearly doubled their work load at
the institution. In both cases, they were career teachers and what sustained them
was interest in developing their range of experience and knowledge through

involvement in an innovation like this.

Apart from planning, monitoring and making changes to classroom materials after
using them in class, a further cost on time was imposed by the new assessment
procedures for learners. Competence modes of assessment require that teachers
establish profiles of each learner and this is a time consuming process. Apart from
the self-assessment in peer groups that was the subject of Chapter 6.4, teachers made

individual appointments with learners (to discuss their development) throughout the
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year and these were usually conducted during lunch time or ‘office hours’ when the

teachers were at the institution but not in class.

Besides all these demands outside of the class, there were other time-based issues
that arose inside the class, too. As mentioned in F1’s reflections on the curriculum in
section 7.1.2 above, there were several occasions during the preparation of project
work (presentations) when some groups completed their activities and sat chatting
‘off-task’ for extended periods of time. Also (recounted by F1 on another occasion)
some groups completed a lot of their preparation outside of class, using L1. These
problems arise when the classification of pacing and time are weak: a paradox exists
since the teacher does not lead the learners in lockstep fashion and control pacing;
yet the class must cohere to some extent along a time continuum, in order for the
various groups to be ready to present their work in Stage 3 (public peformance) at
the same time in the syllabus cycle. These are some of the complications that arise

with the implementation of competence models.

By way of comparison, Bernstein notes (1996: 63) that the transmission costs of
performance models are relatively less than those of competence models, involving a
less elaborate theoretical base and accountability procedures that are made simple by
the ‘objectivity’ of the performance. Performance models are more susceptible to
external control and the economies of such control; planning and monitoring tend to
be simpler than competence models because of the explicit structures of the
transmission. Despite the difficulties mentioned above in implementing the Kanda
Curriculum, both participating teachers were generally positive about the experience
as they felt that the involvement was a learning experience for themselves and they
generally received positive feedback from the learners. Not only the syllabus itself
but also the theorising of the curriculum has been an ‘emergent’ process and

hopefully this study will contribute to greater clarity in similar projects.
461



7.2 CONCLUDING REMARKS

7.2.1 LIMITATIONS OF DATA

The process of data collection (discussed briefly in Chapter 5.5.2, earlier), especially
parts involving recordings of classroom interaction, was dogged by certain
difficulties from the beginning. I had planned with the participating teachers to
record classroom periods with the focus learners, in each stage of the syllabus cycle
(Diagram 3.1) for a total of at least three complete cycles, stretching over a period of
about six months. It was felt that this would provide a comprehensive picture of the
focus learners in various kinds of interaction in the curriculum. However, as
discussed earlier in Chapter 5.5.2, I was not working at the research site for most of
the time and the result of this ‘loose’ arrangement was several instances of
miscommunication with the teachers concerned, leading to crucial recordings being
missed; this was compounded by some technical problems with recording
equipment, also leading to loss of data. As a result, it was not possible to trace each
group of learners through each and every stage of the syllabus cycle, across a
common theme of work, since recorded data of some stages of the syllabus were
always missing. This was a pity and gave a fragmented quality to the number of

transcripts that were available for analysis in Chapter 6.

The second disappointment concerned the interviews and worksheet reflections of
learners, that I had originally hoped would provide a lot (I had estimated about 30%,
see Chapter 5.5.2) of the data which could be used to evaluate the curriculum. Here,
the problem was more one of methodology and also (as became apparent) certain
naive assumptions that I held about the capacity for, and interest in, critical reaction

to the syllabus (elaborated in section 7.1.2, below) on behalf of the learners.
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Under ideal conditions, higher quality data using more comprehensive feedback and
comments from both teachers and learners would have enhanced the findings of the
study. However, at the time of data collection, a research culture had not yet been
firmly established at the research site and management support for the project was
not as effective as had been hoped, once data collection was underway. As a result, it
was difficult to coordinate responses to unforeseen problems, between management,
focus teachers and learners and myself; this was exacerbated by the fact that I was

working mostly at another site.

However, despite the shortfalls in the way that the data collection unfolded, I believe
that the data is still very adequate for the purpose of evaluating the ‘emergent
curriculum’ (Candlin 1984) in terms of a contextualised and situated case study of
discursive practice (Chapter 5.3, earlier) in an innovative curriculum. The data of
classroom interaction (Chapter 6) is comprehensive enough to allow for the
researcher to discern clear recurrent themes and patterning in the interaction, and the
interview /reflection worksheet data do, to a fair extent, afford insights into the
learners’ (in most cases rather unsophisticated) reflections and critical reactions to

the curriculum.

7.2.2 SIGNIFICANCE OF THE STUDY

A concern with discourse in the sense of social practice (Candlin 1997b; Fairclough
1992; Sarangi and Coulthard 2000) lies at the core of the study and this focus on
social interaction, rather than language per se, necessarily entails an engagement with
social theory (Habermas 1972). This social theoretical orientation is consistent
throughout the thesis, from the conceptualisation of the object of study (Chapter 1);

the theorising of the discursive practitioner (Chapter 2); the theorising of the
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curriculum (Chapter 3); a sociocultural and sociohistorical account of L2 language
learning in Japan (Chapter 4); the research philosophy, approach and methodology

(Chapter 5); to the interpretation of interaction in the curriculum (Chapters 6 and 7).

Following Layder’s (1993) ‘realist approach’, the study reconciles macro and micro
levels of analysis: the macro level concentrates on overarching general features of
society such as organizations, institutions and culture, while the micro analysis on
the other hand addresses more immediate face-to-face encounters and the situated
contexts in which they occur. Cicourel’s (1992) metaphor of an ‘ecology’ is helpful in
modelling the linkage between these two layers by showing how subject behaviours
are constrained not only by factors in the immediate interaction order but also by
forces external to it. I have adopted Cicourel’s perspective and the study moves
between accounts of the overarching social order and institutional experiences of the
learners, and an ethnographic and situated interpretation of interaction at the

research site.

The conceptualisation of interaction in terms of discourse (social practice) implies the
foregrounding of social relations of interaction (Bourdieu 1997). The crucial issue then
becomes the translation of control into principles of communication, which become
their carriers (Bernstein 1996: 93). An understanding of these control relations is
fundamental to the interpretation of the organization and rules of institutional
discourse: the framing of discourse that I have used in the title of the study. The Kanda
Curriculum aims for change in the institutional experience of participation in L2
education for the learners and this process involves radical change to the economy of
the interaction order of the classroom (Bourdieu 1991): the governing rules of the
speech exchange system (Sacks et al. 1974), with a shift of the locus of control of

discourse away from teachers to learners.
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Following Hasan (1999b, 2000) I have theorised ‘learner control of discourse’ in terms
of the management, development and shift of the ‘context of situation’ (systemic
functional linguistics, Halliday 1985) by learners in classroom interaction. The
analysis of data of interaction (Chapter 6) focuses on the ways, subject to empirical
description using Candlin and Hyland'’s (1999) three-part framework, that the main
activities in the syllabus differentially afford and constrain the discursive activity of
the learners. In this way, discourse in the classroom is modelled as a series of
‘language games’ (Wittgenstein 1958), foregrounding a dialectic between activity and
| language (Sarangi 2000) with a non-arbitrary link between the two. ‘Context’ is a
metaphor that is integral to the study and besides a linguistic analysis of learner
control of context (Hasan 1999b, 2000) in on-line interaction, the sociocultural
(situated, institutional) and sociohistorical (norms of the wider society) also involve

considerations of ‘context’, in different ways.

Finally, this thesis serves as a case record of the ‘emergent syllabus’ (Candlin 1984)
and more generally, an innovative curriculum in L2 pedagogy. I have earlier
(Chapter 5.5.1) situated the study within the interpretive tradition (van Lier 1988: 2)
of educational research and as discussed earlier (Chapter 5.2) the centrality of
‘context’ in the study means that it is not possible to claim generalisability to larger
populations. However, this is not a negative point and the evidence here may
contribute to accumulated knowledge gathered by researchers across sites and
contexts. As Stenhouse (1979) argues, applying the results of experimental research
in classrooms is always difficult, since teachers must deal with ‘cases’ and not
samples. A study such as this can provide documentary reference for the discussion

of practice, providing points of comparison with the teacher’s own particular case.

In this way, the study is best understood in terms of a ‘science of the particular’

rather than a ‘science of the general’ and perhaps its value lies precisely in the details
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of its situation and context. While an interpretative study of this nature can never be
replicated, I believe that in its entirety it has internal consistency and provides
sufficient information that others reading it may draw informed conclusions.
Writing in 1993 of a crisis of representation of the ‘other’ in qualitative research,
Lincoln predicted that the search for grand narratives would be replaced by more
local, small-scale theories fitted to specific problems and specific situations. It is in

this spirit that I submit the thesis.

7.2.3 SUGGESTIONS FOR FURTHER RESEARCH

The original inspiration for the research project came from van Lier’s study of
educational micro-ethnography (1988) and his theoretical discussion of L2 learning
curricula (1996) and these ideas very frame the current study. Leading on from my
own work and looking to the future, I see two broad directions for further research
that might be profitable for other novice researchers interested in the evaluation of

educational curricula.

The first concerns a primary analytical focus on micro-ethnography. It might be
useful to conduct a similar study in another context, hopefully with tighter controls
on data gathering than was possible in my case, where the data was relatively ‘thin’
and disappointing in some respects. Such a study would not constitute a
‘replication’ in a positivistic sense, since for reasons discussed in Chapter 5, the
‘context’ of a study, in terms of broad culture, institutional and even classroom
culture, along with biographies and value systems of both teachers and learners,

would necessarily be quite different to my own.

While the focus of my own research methodology is the three-part frame of

text/ process/practice, as a way of interpreting interaction in the emergent
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curriculum, at least two alternative perspectives suggest themselves. I have referred
throughout the study to the Foucaultian notion of ‘power’ and the way that this is
con-constructed with others. However, the development of this notion in my own
study is rather weak. It would be interesting to track the interaction between
learners in small groups in a longitudinal study and explore the dynamics of intra-
group identity in terms of dominance, resistance and shifting alliance. This could be
captured through the lens of constructs such as gender, age, ethnicity and relative

proficiency.

Another perspective is a Vygotskyan exploration of Private Speech (Lantolf and
Appel 1994) by learners in a curriculum similar to this. However, a study of this
kind would perhaps be situated more under the banner of educational psychology,
rather than educational linguistics. The two perspectives mentioned so far both
constitute a genre of SLA, very different to the mainly laboratory-based studies of
cognition that constitute mainstream SLA (see earlier discussion in Chapter 5) and I
would assume that ‘situated’ studies of this nature would implicate an interpretive

approach, similar to the kind outlined in Chapter 5, earlier.

Concerning the second possible direction of future research, a similar study could be
conducted but with a research emphasis on the acceptance or otherwise of an
innovative curriculum in cultural/institutional terms. Here, Holliday’s (1994)
‘appropriate methodology’ might be useful to explore how particularisation of
innovations could be approached in specific settings. This would presumably

involve a longitudinal study of the eventual outcomes of such an innovation.

I have glossed these two broad directions, the micro-ethnographic and the

managerial, as being essentially different but this is of course simplistic and there is
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no reason why the two cannot be combined in the sense of micro and macro aspects

of context, as discussed in Chapter 2, earlier.
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APPENDIX 1A

DIANA DEAD IN PARIS (full text)

31" August 1997, Paris.
Diana Spencer, Princess of Wales, died in hospital early this morning, four hours
after a car crash in Paris, after leaving the Ritz Hotel. Also killed were her
companion, Dodi al Fayed and the driver of the car, Henri Paul. Diana’s
bodyguard, Trevor Rees-Jones, lies seriously injured in hospital. The French police
are not sure exactly what caused the driver Paul to smash into the wall of the tunnel
at a speed of about 160 kph, killing himself and Mr al Fayed instantly; but angry
people all around the world are blaming the paparazzi, photographers who sell
photos of celebrities to newspapers and gossip magazines. However blood tests
show that Paul had drunk an illegal amount of alcohol that night, and he had also

taken medicine usually used for depression, which might have increased the effects

of the alcohol.

The rented Mercedez carrying the princess and others had left the Ritz soon after
midnight , pursued by the paparazzi. About ten paparazzi were following the car on

motor cycles. There is some confusion about what happened next.

A French motorist who was driving with his family that night, says he entered the
tunnel two cars ahead of Diana and Dodi. He says that the motor cycles were just
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behind the car and then one cut in front of the Mercedez and there was a large white
flash. However, when questioned by police, the photographers say they were at

least a hundred metres behind the fast moving car.

It is also reported that Fayed often commanded drivers to speed up or move
unexpectedly, to avoid photographers. Other reports indicate that police found

cocaine in the car. Is it likely that Fayed pushed the driver to go at such high speed?

So who is responsible for the deaths? Did the paparazzi chase the Princess to her
death? One person who may be able to give some explanation of what really
happened is Rees-Jones, the only survivor and the only person who was wearing a
seat belt. However, he is too weak to respond to questions at the moment; and if he

survives, doctors believe that he may remember little or nothing about the crash.
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'APPENDIX 1B

Student copy
1 First read the newspaper report and try to guess the missing swords. When you
have done this, discuss your answers with the others in your group, and change your

answer if someone else has a better idea.

DIANA DEAD IN PARIS

31st August 1997, Paris.
Diana Spencer, Princess of Wales, died in hospital early this morning, four hours
after a car in Paris, after leaving the Ritz Hotel. Also killed were her -

Dodi al Fayed and the driver of the car, Henri Paul. Diana's bodyguard,

Trevor Rees-Jones, lies seriously injured in hospital. The French police are not sure
exactly caused the driver Paul to smash into the wall of the tunnel at a
speed of about 160 kph, killing himself and Mr al Fayed instantly; but angry people
all around the world are blaming the paparazzi, photographers who sell photos of
to newspapers and gossip magazines. However, blood tests show that
Paul had drunk an amount of alcohol that night, and he had also taken

usually used for depression, which might have the effects of

the alcohol.

2 Now listen to the report, were you right? If you have used different words that make

sense, your answer is fine.
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3 Nouw listen to the rest of the report. You will hear the tape played twice at normal
speed. On a piece of paper, take notes and write down the important words.
[important: you will not have time to write down everything you hear - only write the
'key’ words] When the tape stops, share your answers with others in your group and
write out the rest of the report. It does not matter if you use different words to th

e tape, so long as the facts are the same and your report makes sense.

Before you begin, look at the following words and, with the  others in your group,

circle the words you expect to hear:

motor cycle airplane Mercedez Benz

tunnel police suicide cocaine suitcase

Now listen and remember, you must be very fast when you take notes.
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APPENDIX 2A

Living in Tokyo Student's copy

A teacher who used to work in the ELI is talking about his experiences when he first came to

Japan.

- 1 Read the first paragraph carefully and, in your groups,

a discuss what you think are suitable words for each blank

and

b fill in the blanks.
My happiest are of Tokyo in summer. I was very surprised to find there
were lots of parks and trees, I had thought that Tokyo was all ..and I

used to go to Kamakura with friends, walk around and go to the beach...Kamakura

is still my place. This was the 'bubble’ time and there was this great

of confidence, it was easy to find work and no one worried about the

. Although I couldn't speak Japanese, it was easy to make

and I often went to Shinjuku to play, after work.

Now listen to the tape. Did you use the same words as the speaker? If you used different

words which make sense, that is OK.

2 You will now hear the second part where the speaker talks about some probems that he

had. Look at the following words and circle the ones you expect to hear.
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disease communication style apartment

neurotic fight money frustration

Now listen to the second part of the tape and make notes. There will only be time to write
down key words. When the tape stops, with the others in your group, write out your version
in full sentences. Do not worry if your version is a little different to the tape, the important

point is that it should make sense.

474




APPENDIX 2B

Living in Tokyo Teacher's copy

1 Have the students do the gap fill in groups. Allow time for conferencing and

then play the tape (only this first paragraph) one or two times.

2 After predicting what words they will hear in the remainder (schema
building), play the tape, normal speed, two or three times. Stress that all in

the same group must write the same version (therefore need to conference).

3 Suggestion: give deadline for final edited version (maybe one draft is
enough?) and have groups exchange and critique each other's for

grammatical errors.

This is the full text:

My happiest memories are of Tokyo in summer. 1 was very surprised to find that
there were lots of parks and trees, I had thought that Tokyo was all concrete...and |
used to go to Kamakura with friends, walk-around and go to the beach...Kamakura
is still my favourite place. This was the 'bubble' time and and there this great
feeling of confidence, it was easy to find work and no one worried about the future.
Although I couldn't speak Japanese, it was easy to make friends and I often went to

Shinjuku to play, after work.
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My early experiences were mostly positive but after two years, I started feeling
neurotic in my small apartment. The other problem was communicating with my
Japanese co-workers. I had difficulty understanding the Japanese communication
style where people hide their real feelings, and this was causing me a lot of

frustration. So...after three years, I went back to Sydney.

Looking back, there were some problems, but I was lucky to be able to live in

another society, and those three years were some of the happiest times of my life.

476



REFERENCES

Abbs, B, A. Ayton and 1. Freebairn. 1975. Strategies. London: Longman.

Acton, W. 1998. “Future (language) learning: some nonessential or
pre-postmodernist comments — a response to McGroarty.” Language Learning
48:4 pp. 623-629.

Adelman, C., S. Kemmis and D. Jenkins. 1980. “Rethinking case study: notes from
the second Cambridge conference”in (ed.) H. Simons.

Alderson, C. and A. Beretta (eds.) 1992. Evaluating second language education.
Cambridge: Cambridge University Press.

Alderson, C. and L. Hamp-Lyons. 1996. “TOEFL preparation courses: a study of
washback.” Language Testing. 13, pp. 280-297.

Alderson, C. and D. Wall. 1993a. “Does washback exist?” Applied Linguistics. 14, 2,
pp- 115-129.

Alderson, C. and D. Wall. 1993b. “Examining washback: the Sri Lankan impact
study.” Language Testing. 10, pp. 41-69.

Amano, I. 1997. “Education in a more affluent Japan.” Assessment in Education, 4, 1,
pp- 51-66.

Anderson, F. (1993). “The enigma of the Japanese classroom: nails that don’t stick
up” in (ed.) C. Wadden.

Appel, G. and ]. Lantolf. 1994. “Speaking as mediation: a study of L1 and L2 text
recall tasks” The Modern Language Journal, 78, pp. 437-52.

Ashizawa, 5. 1997. “Kodomo-tachi wa naze boryoku ni hashiru noka” (Why are
children driven to violence?) in Sekai, August: pp. 221-31.

Aston, G. 1986. “Trouble shooting in interaction with learners: the more the

merrier?” Applied Linguistics 7: pp. 123-143.

477



Aston, G. 1988. Negotiating service: studies in the discourse of bookshop encounters.
Bologna: Editrice CLUEB.

Aston, G. 1993. “Notes on the interlanguage of comity” in (eds.) G. Kasper and S.
Blum-Kulka, Interlanguage pragmatics. Oxford: Oxford University Press.

Atkinson, J. and J. Heritage (eds.) 1984. Structures of social action: studies in
conversation analysis. Cambridge: Cambridge University Press.

Atkinson, M. 1986. “Learnability theory” in (eds.) P. Fletcher and M Garman,
Language acquisition. Cambridge: CUP.

Austin, J. 1962. How to do things with words. Oxford: Oxford University Press.

Bailey, K. and D. Nunan (eds.). 1996. Voices from the language classroom. Cambridge:
Cambridge University Press.

Bakhtin, M. M. 1973. Marxism and the philosophy of language. (transl.) L. Matejka and
I. Titunik. New York: Seminar Press.

Bakhtin, M. 1984. Esthétique de la création verbale. Paris: Gallimard.

Bakhtin, M. M. 1986. Speech genres and other late essays. (eds.) C. Emerson and M.
Holquist. Austin: University of Texas.

Bakhtin, M. M. and P. Medvedev, 1985. The formal method in literary scholarship: a
critical introduction to sociological poetics. Cambridge, Mass.: Harvard
University Press.

Barnes, D. 1975. From communication to curriculum.London: Penguin.

Barone, T. 1992. “On the demise of subjectivity in educational inquiry” in Curriculum
Inquiry, 22, 25-38.

Bateson, G. 1980. Mind and Nature: a necessary unity. Glasgow:Fontana/Collins.

Bateson, G. 1987. Steps to an ecology of mind. Northvale, N. J.: Jason Aronson Inc.

Bellack, A., H. Kliebard, R. Hyman and F. Smith. 1966. The language of the classroom.

New York: Teachers’ College Press.
Benjamin, G. R. 1997. Japanese lessons. New York: New York University Press.

Benson, P. 1996. "Concepts of autonomy in language learning” in

478



(eds.)R.Pemberton, E. S. L. Li, W. Or and H. Pierson. Taking control: autonomy
in language learning. Hong Kong: Hong Kong University Press.

Benson, P. 2001. Teaching and researching autonomy in language learning. Harlow,
Essex: Longman.

Benson, P. and P. Voller (eds.) 1997. Autonomy and independence in language learning,
Harlow, Essex: Longman.

Beretta, A. 1990. “implementation of the Bangalore Project.” Applied Linguistics 11
pp. 321-337.

Berger, A and T. Luckmann. 1967. The social construction of reality: a treatise in the
sociology of knowledge. New York: Anchor.

Bernstein, B. 1990. The structuring of pedagogic discourse: class, codes and control. Vol.
IV. London: Routledge.

Bernstein, B. 1996. Pedagogy, symbolic control and identity: theory, research, critigue.
London: Taylor and Francis.

Bernstein, B. 1999. “Official knowledge and pedagogic identities” in (ed.) F. Christie.

Bernstein, R. 1976. The restructuring of social and political theory. Philadelphia:
University of Pennsylvania Press.

Berwick, R. 1988. The effect of task variation in teacher-led groups on repair of
English as a Foreign Language. Ed. D. thesis, University of British Columbia.

Berwick, R. 1993. ‘Towards an educational framework for teacher-led tasks’ in (eds.)
G. Crookes and S. Gass.. Tasks in a pedagogical context: integrating theory and
practice. Clevedon, Avon: Multilingual Matters.

Best, 5. and D. Kellner. 1991. Postmodern theory: critical interrogations. London:
Macmillan.

Bialystok, E. 1984. “Strategies in interlanguage learning and performance” in (eds.)
A. Davies, C. Criper and A. Howatt, Interlanguage. Edinburgh: Edinburgh
University Press.

Biesecker, B. A. and L. P. Mc Daniel. 1996. "The other" in (ed.) T. Enos.

479



Encyclopaedia of rhetoric and composition: communication from ancient times to the
information age. New York: Garland.

Block, D. 1994. “A day in the life of the class: teacher /learner perceptions of task
purpose in conflict” in System, 22 /4, pp. 473-486.

Boud, D. 1993. Developing student autonomy in learning. London:

Kogan Page.
Bourdieu, P. 1977. "The economics of linguistic exchanges. "Social Science Information
xvi, 6.
Bourdieu, P. 1990. The logic of practice. R. Nice (transl.). Stanford University Press.
Bourdieu, P. 1994. In other words: essays towards a reflexive sociology. Cambridge:
Polity Press.
Bourdieu, P. and Jean-Claude Passeron. 1977. Reproduction in education, society and
culture. (transl.) R. Nice. London: Sage.
Bowcher, W. 1999. “Investigating institutionalisation in context” in (ed.) M.
Ghadessy.
Bowers, C. A. and D. ]. Flinders 1990. Responsive teaching: an ecological approach to
classroom patterns of language, culture and thought. New York: Teachers'
College Press.
Bowers, R. 2000. “Talking shop with Christopher Candlin” in ELT Journal 54/3
pp- 291-296.
Bray, E. and K. Harsch. 1996. “Using reflection/review journals in Japanese
classrooms” in The Language Teacher, 20: 12, pp 12-17.
Breen, M. P. 1984. "Process syllabuses for the language classroom” in (ed.) C. J.
Brumfit.

Breen, M. P. 1985. "The social context for language learning - a neglected situation?"
Studies in Second Language Acquisition, 7, pp 135-158.

Breen, M. P. 1987. "Learner contributions to task design” in (eds.) C. N. Candlin and

D. F. Murphy.

480



Breen, M. P. 1996. "Constructions of the learner in second language
acquisition research.” Georgetown University Round Table on Languages and
Linguistics. pp 84-107.

Breen, M. P. 2001a. (ed.) Learner contributions to language learning.
Harlow, Essex: Longman.

Breen, M. P. 2001b. “Overt participation and covert acquisition in the language
classroom” in (ed.) M. P. Breen, 2001a.

Breen, M. P. 2001c. “Postscript: new directions for research on learner contributions”
in (ed) M. P. Breen, 2001a.

Breen, M. P. and C. N. Candlin 1980. "The essentials of a communicative curriculum”
in Applied Linguistics 1:2 pp. 89-111.

Breen, M P. and A. Littlejohn. 2000. (eds.) Classroom decision-making: negotiation
and process syllabuses in practice. Cambridge: Cambridge University
Practice.

Bremer, K., C. Roberts, M. Vasseur, M. Simonot and P. Broeder. 1996. Achieving
understanding: discourse in intercultural encounters. Harlow, Essex: Longman.

Bronfenbrenner, U. 1993. “The ecology of cognitive development: research models
and fugitive findings.” In (eds.) R. Wozniak and K. Fischer.

Bronfenbrenner, U. and S. Ceci. 1994. “Nature ~ nurture reconceptualised in
developmental perspective: a bioecological model.” Psychological Review, 101,
4. pp 568-586.

Brooks, J and M. Brooks. 1993. In search of understanding: the case for constructivist
classrooms. Alexandria, VA: Association for Supervision and Curriculum
Development.

Brown, G. and G. Yule. 1983. Discourse analysis. Cambridge: Cambridge University
Press.

Brown, R. 1991. “Group work, task difference, and second language acquisition” in

Applied Linguistics 11, pp 1-12.

481



Browne, C. and M. Wada. 1998. "Current issues in high school English teaching in
Japan: an exploratory survey." Language, Culture and Curriculum 11:1 pp 97-
112.

Brumfit, C.]. 1984. "General English syllabus design", pp 47-60 in ELT Documents

118. Oxford: Pergamon/British Council.
Brumfit, C. 1988. “Applied linguistics and communicative language teaching” in
(ed.) W. Grabe.
Brumfit, C. and K. Johnson. (1979). The communicative approach to language teaching.
Oxford: Oxford University Press.

Brumfit, C. ]. and R. Mitchell (eds.) 1990. "Research in the language classroom" ELT
Documents 113. Houndmills Basingstoke Hants, UK: Modern English
Publications.

Budd, R. and T. Wright. 1992. “Putting a process syllabus into practice” in (ed.) D.
Nunan.

Bullock, A. and S. Trombley (eds.) 1998. The Fontana dictionary of modern thought.
London: Fontana Press.

Busch, M. 1999. "A sociocultural view of washback in Japanese university entrance
exams." In press. Paper submitted as partial requirement for PhD Second
Language and Education program, Ontario Institute of Studies in Education,

Toronto.

Bussman, H. 1996. Routledge dictionary of language and linguistics. (transl.) G. Trauth
and K. Kazzazzi. London: Routledge.

Bygate, M. 2000. “Introduction” in Language Teaching Research, 4, 3, pp. 185-192.

Bygate, M., P. Skehan and M. Swain (eds.). 2001. Researching pedagogic tasks: second

language learning, teaching and testing. In press.

Byrnes, H. (ed.) 1998. Learning foreign and second languages: perspectives in research

and scholarship. NYC: MLA.

Calhoun, C. 1993. "Habitus, field, and capital: the question of historical

482



specificity” in (eds.) C. Calhoun, E. Li Puma and M. Postone.
Calhoun, C., E. Li Puma and M. Postone (eds.) 1993. Bourdieu: cultural perspectives.
Oxford: Polity Press.

Canagarajah, A.S. 1999. Resisting linguistic imperialism in English teaching. Oxford:
Oxford University Press.

Canale, M. and M. Swain. 1980. “Theoretical bases of communicative approaches to
second language teaching and testing” in Applied Linguistics 1: 1-47.

Candela, A. 1999. “Students’ Power in Classroom Discourse” Linguistics and
Education 10 (2) pp 139-163.

Candlin, C. N. 1984. "Syllabus design as a critical process” in (ed.) C. J. Brumfit.

Candlin, C. N. 1987a "Towards a task-based language learning" in (eds.)C.N.Candlin
and D. F. Murphy.

Candlin, C. N. 1987b. "What happens when applied linguistics goes critical?” in
(eds.) M. A. K. Halliday, J. Gibbons, H. Nicholas, Learning, keeping and using
language. Volume II. Selected papers from the 8th World Congress of Applied
Linguistics, Sydney, 16-21 Aug. 1987.

Candlin, C. N. 1997a. Discourses of the classroom and discourses of social life. Plenary
address at Japan Association of Language Teaching National Conference,
Hamamatsu, Japan.

Candlin, C. N. 1997b. General editor’s preface. In (eds.) B-L. Gunnarsson, P. Linell
and B. Nordberg.

Candlin, C. N. 2000. General editor’s preface. In B. Norton.

Candlin, C. N. 2001a. “Afterword: taking the curriculum to task”in Bygate et al.

Candlin, C. N. 2001b. General editor’s preface. In (ed.) M. Breen.

Candlin, C. N,, C. J. Bruton, J. H. Leather and E. G. Woods. 1981. "Designing
modular materials for communicative language learning; an example: doctor-
patient communication skills” in (eds.) L. Selinker, E. Tarone and V. Hanzeli,

English for academic and technical purposes. Rowley, Mass: Newbury House.

483



Candlin, C. N. and C. Edelhoff. 1982. Challenges: teachers’ guide. London: Longman.

Candlin, C. N. and J. Lucas. 1986. “Interpretations and explanations in discourse:
modes of ‘advising’ in family planning” in (eds.)T. Ensink, A. Van Essen and

T. van der Gust, Discourse analysis and public life. Dordrecht: Foris, 13-38.

Candlin, C. N. and D. F. Murphy (eds.) 1987. "Language learning tasks" in Lancaster

Practical Papers in English Language Education 7. Hemel Hempstead: Prentice
Hall International.

Candlin, C. N. and G. Plum. 1999. “Engaging with the challenges of interdiscursivity
in academic writing: researchers, students and tutors” in (eds.) C. N. Candlin
and K. Hyland, Writing: texts, processes and practices. London: Longman.

Candy, P. 1991. Self-direction for lifelong learning.San Francisco: Jossey-Bass.

Canfield, J. (ed.) 1997. Philosophy of meaning, knowledge and value in the twentieth
century. London: Routledge.

Celce-Murcia, M., Z. Dornyei and S. Thurrel. 1995. "Communicative competence: a
pedagogically motivated model with content specifications.” Issues in Applied
Linguistics 6:2 pp.5-35.

Celce-Murcia, M., Z. Dornyei and S. Thurrel. 1997. "Direct approaches in L.2
instruction: a turning point in communicative language learning?" in TESOL
Quarterly, 31:1,pp.141-152.

Cheng, L. 1996. “How does washback influence teaching? implications for Hong

Kong.” Language Testing, 13, pp. 38-55.

Chomsky, N. 1965. Aspects of the theory of syntax. Cambridge, MA: MIT Press.

Christie, F. (ed.) 1984. Children writing: reader, Geelong, Vic.: Deakin University
Press.

Christie, F. and J. R. Martin (eds.) 1997. Genre and institutions. London: Cassel.

Christie, F. (ed.) 1999. Pedagogy and the shaping of consciousness: linguistic and social
processes. London: Cassel.

Christie, F. 2000. “The language of classroom interaction and learning” in (ed.) L.

484



Unsworth. Researching language in schools and communities: functional linguistic
perspectives. London:Cassel.

Cicourel, A. 1992. “The interpretation of communicative contexts: examples from
medical encounters” in (eds.) A.Duranti and C. Goodwin.

Clark, G. 2001 “Japan’s roadblock to reform” in Japan Times, July 2.

Clarke, D. F. 1991. "The negotiated syllabus: what is it and how is it likely to work?"

in Applied Linguistics 12:1, pp 13-28.

Cohen, L., L. Manion and K. Morrison. 2000. Research methods in education. London:
Routledge Falmer.

Cole, M and Y Engestrom. 1993. "A cultural-historical approach to distributed
cognition.” in (ed.) G. Saloman.

Constas, M. 1998. "The changing nature of educational research and a critique of
postmodernism.” Educational Researcher 27:2, pp 26-33.

Coughlan, P and P. Duff 1994. “Same task, different activities: analysis of a SLA task
from an activity theory perspective”in (eds.) J. Lantolf and G. Appel.

Coupland, N., S. Sarangi and C. N. Candlin (eds.) 2001. Sociolinguistics and social
theory. London: Longman.

Crabbe, D. 1993. “Fostering autonomy from within the classroom: the teacher’s
responsibility” in System 21, 4 pp. 443-452.

Crookes, G. 1997. "SLA and language pedagogy: a socioeducational perspective."
Studies in Second Language Acquisition 19, pp. 93-116.

Csikszentmihalyi, M. and K. Sawyer 1995. "Creative insight: the social dimension of
a solitary moment" in (eds.) R. J. Sternberg and J. E. Davidson. The nature of
insight. Boston: MIT Press.

Cummins, J. 1996. Negotiating identities: education for empowerment in a diverse society.
Ontario: California Association for Bilingual Education.

Cunningham, D. J. 1992. "Beyond educational psychology: steps toward an

educational semiotic." Educational Psychology Review 4:2 pp 165-194.

485



Dam, L. 1995. Learner autonomy 3: from theory to classroom practice. Dublin:
Authentik.

Davis, K. 1995. “Qualitative theory and methods in applied linguistics research.”
TESOL Quarterly, 29:3, pp. 427-453.

Dechert, H. 1983. “How a story is done in a second language” in (eds.) C. Faerch
and G. Kasper.

Deci, E. and R. Ryan. 1985. Intrinsic motivation and self-determination in human
behaviour. New York: Plenum Press.

Denzin, N. and Y. Lincoln (eds.) 1998a. The landscape of qualitative research: theories and
issues. Thousand Oaks, CA: Sage.

Denzin, N. and Y. Lincoln (eds.) 1998b. Strategies of qualitative inquiry. Thousand
Oaks, CA: Sage.

Denzin, N. and Y. Lincoln. 1998c. “Introduction: entering the field of qualitative
research” in (eds.) N. Denzin and Y. Lincoln, a.

Denzin, N. and Y. Lincoln. 1998d. Collecting and interpreting qualitative materials.

Thousand Oaks, CA: Sage.

Dewey, J. 1933. How we think. MA: D. C. Heath.

Dewey, J. 1938. Experiences of education. New York: Collier Press.

Dickinson, L. 1995. "Autonomy and motivation: a literature review."System 23:2,
pp 165-174.

Donato, R. 2000. “Sociocultural contributions to understanding the foreign and
second language classroom” in (ed.) J. Lantolf.

Dornyei, Z. 1998. "Motivation in second and foreign language learning." Language
Teaching. 31, pp 117-135.

Dornyei, Z. 2001. Teaching and researching motivation. Harlow, Essex: Longman.

Dornyei, Z and J. Kormos. 2000. “The role of individual and social variables in oral
task performance” in Language Teaching Research 4, 3, pp. 275-301.

Dreitzel, P. E. (ed.)1970. Recent sociology. London: Macmillan.

486



Drew, P and A. Wooton (eds.) 1988. Erving Goffman: exploring the
interaction order. Cambridge: Polity Press.

Drew, P and J. Heritage. (eds.) 1992. Talk at work. Cambridge:

Cambridge University Press.

Duff, P. 1986. “Another look at interlanguage talk: taking talk to task” in (ed.) R.
Day. Talking to learn. Rowley, Mass.: Newbury House.

Duff, P. 1996. “Different languages, different practices: socialisation of discourse
competence in dual-language school classrooms in Hungary” in (eds.) K.

Bailey and D. Nunan.

Dunn, W. E. and J. P. Lantolf. 1998. "Vygotsky's zone of proximal development and
Krashen's i + 1: incommensurable constructs; incommensurable theories.”
Language Learning 48:3 pp. 411-442.

Duranti, A. 1997. Linguistic anthropology. Cambridge: Cambridge University Press.

Duranti, A and C. Goodwin. 1992. Rethinking Context: language as an interactive
phenomenon. Cambridge: Cambridge University Press.

Durkin, K. 1986. Language development in the school years. London: Crook-Helms.

Edelsky, C. 1981. “Who's got the floor?” Language in Society 10: pp. 383-421.

Edwards, D. 1997. Discourse and cognition. London: Sage.

Edwards, D. and N. Mercer. 1987. Common knowledge: the development of
understanding in the classroom. London: Routledge.

Eggins, S. and D. Slade. 1997. Analysing casual conversation.London: Cassel.

Elias, N. 1991. The society of individuals. (ed.) M. Schroder, (transl.) E. Jephcott.
Oxford: Blackwell.

Elkonin, D. 1972. “Toward the problem of stages in the mental development of the
child” in Soviet Psychology, 10, pp 225-251.

Ellis, R. 1985. Understanding second language acquisition. Oxford: Oxford University
Press.

Ellis, R. 1994. The study of second language acquisition. Oxford: Oxford University

487



Press.
Ellis, R. 1997. "SLA and language pedagogy: an educational perspective.” Studies In
Second Language Acquisition 19, pp 69-93.
Ellis, R. 1998. "Discourse control and the acquisition-rich classroom" in (eds.)
W Renandya and G. Jacobs. Learners and Language Learning. Anthology
Series 39, Singapore: RELC. |
Ellis, R. 2000. “Task-based research and language pedagogy” in Language Teaching
Research 4, 3, pp. 193-221.
Engestrom, Y. 1990. Learning, working and imagining: twelve studies in activity theory.
Helsinki: Orienta-Konsultit Oy.
Engestrom, Y. 1991. “Activity theory and individual and social transformation” in
Activity Theory, 7/8: 6-17.
Engestrom, Y. 1992. “Interactive expertise: studies in distributed working
intelligence” in University of Helsinki, Dept. of Education. Research Bulletin, 83.
Engestrom, Y. 1999. “Activity theory and transformation” in (eds.) Y. Engestrém, R.
Miettinen ef al.
Engestrom, Y. and R. Miettinen. 1999. “Introduction” in (eds.) Y. Engestrom,
R. Miettinen et al.
Engestrom, Y, R. Miettinen and R. Punamaki (eds.) 1999. Perspectives on
activity theory. Cambridge: Cambridge Univerisity Press.
Enright, D. 1984. "The organisation of interaction in elementary classrooms" in
(eds.) J. Handscombe et al.
Erickson, F. 1981. “Some approaches to inquiry in school-community ethnography”
in (eds.) H. Trueba, G. Guthrie and H. Au. Culture and the bilingual classroom:
studies in classroom ethnography.Rowley, MA: Newbury House.
Erickson, F. 2001. “Co-membership and wiggle room: some implications of the
study of talk for the development of social theory” in (eds.) N. Coupland et

al.

488



Faerch, C. and G. Kasper (eds.) 1983. Strategies in interlanguage communication.
London: Longman.

Fairclough, N. 1998. Discourse and social change. Cambridge: Polity Press.

Farr, R. 1981. "The social origins of the human mind: a historical note" in
(ed.)J. Forgas. Social cognition: perspectives on everyday understanding.

London: Academic Press.

Feez, S. 1998. Text-based syllabus design. Sydney: NCELTR.

Feinberg, W. 1993. Japan and the pursuit of a new American identity. London:
Routledge.

Finkelstein, B., A. E. Imamura and J. J. Tobin (eds.) Transcending stereotypes:
discovering Japanese culture and education. Yarmouth, ME: Intercultural Press.

Firth, A. and J. Wagner. 1997. “On discourse, communication and (some)
fundamental concepts in SLA research”. Modern Language Journal. 81
pp 285-300.

Firth, A. and J. Wagner. 1998. “SLA property: No trespassing!” Modern Language

~ Journal. 82 pp 91-94.

Firth, J. 1948/57. “The techniques of semantics.” Transactions of the Philological
Society, repr in Papers in linguistics 1934- 1951. London: Oxford University
Press.

Firth, J. 1950/1957. “Personality and language in society”. The Sociological Review:
Journal of the Institute of Sociology, xlii. Section Two in Papers in Linguistics
1934-1951. London: Oxford University Press.

Flick, U. 1992. “Triangulation revisited: strategy of validation or alternative?” in
Journal for the Theory of Social Behaviour, 22, 175-198.

Forrester, M. 1992. The development of young children’s social-cognitive skills. Hove,
East Sussex: Lawrence Erlbaum Assoc. Ltd.

Foster, P. 1998. "A classroom perspective on the negotiation of meaning.” Applied

Linguistics 19, 1. pp 1-23.

489



Foster, P. and P. Skehan. 1999. “The influence of source of planning on task-based
performance” in Language Teaching Research 3, 3 pp 215-247.

Foucault, M. 1969. The archeology of knowledge. New York: Random House.

Foucault, M. 1977. Discipline and punish: the birth of the prison. Harmondsworth:
Penguin.

Foucault, M. 1980. Power/knowledge: selected interviews and other writings 1972-1977.
Edited by C. Gordon. Brighton:Harvester.

Fukuzawa, R. 1996. "The path to adulthood according to Japanese middle schools"
in (eds.) T. Rohlen and G. LeTendre Teaching and learning in Japan pp 295-320.

New York: Cambridge University Press.

Gadamer, H. G. 1975. Truth and method. (transl.) G. Barden and J.Cummins.
London: Sheed and Ward.

Gadamer, H. G. 1976. Philosophical Hermeneutics. (transl.) D.

Linge. Berkeley, CA: University of California Press.

Gadamer, H. G. 1981. Reason in the age of science. Cambridge, MA: MIT
Press.

Gadamer, H. G. 1987. "Hermeneutics as practical philosophy" in (eds.) K. Baynor,
J. Bohman and T. McCarthy. After philosophy: end or transformation?
Cambridge, MASS: MIT Press.

Gardner, H. 1985. The mind’s new science. New York: Basic Books.

Gardner, R. 1994. “Conversation analysis: some thoughts on its applicability to
applied linguistics” in Australian Review of Applied Linguistics, Series S, 11:
pp- 97-118.

Garfinkel, H. 1952. The perception of the other: a study in social order. Unpublished
doctoral dissertation, Harvard University.

Garfinkel, H. 1967. Studies in enthnomethodology. Eaglewood Cliffs, N.].: Prentice
Hall.

Garfinkel, H and H. Sacks. 1970. “On the formal structures of practical

490



actions” in (eds.) J. McKinney and E. Tiryakian. Theoretical sociology. New York:
Appleton-Century-Crofts.
Gass, S. and C. Madden (eds.). 1985. Input in second language acquisition.
Rowley: Newbury.
Gee, J. 1990. Social linguistics and literacies: ideology in discourses. London: Falmer.
Gee, J. 1999. “The future of the social turn: social minds and the new capitalism.”
In Research on Language and Social Interaction”, 32, (1&2) pp. 61-68.
Geertz, C. 1973. The interpretation of cultures. New York: Basic.
Ghadessy, M. 1999. Text and context in functional linguistics. Amsterdam:
John Benjamins.
Gibson, ]J.J. 1966. The senses considered as perceptual systems. Boston:Houghton
Gibson, J.J. 1979. The ecological approach to visual perception. Boston:Houghton
Giddens, A. 1976. New rules of sociological method. London: Hutchinson.
Giddens, A. 1979. Central problems in social theory: action, structure and contradiction in
social analysis. Berkeley: University of California Press.
Giddens, A. 1984. The constitution of society. Cambridge: Polity Press.
Glaser, B. and A. Strauss. 1967. The discovery of grounded theory. Chicago: Aldine.
Goffman, E. 1974. Frame analysis. New York: Harper and Row.
Goffman, E. 1981. Forms of talk. Oxford: Basil Blackwell.
Goodwin, C. 1984. “Notes on story structure and the organisation of participation”
in (eds.) J. Atkinson and J. Heritage.
Goodwin, C. and A. Duranti. 1995. "Rethinking context: an introduction” in (eds.)
A. Duranti and C. Goodwin.
Goodwin, M. H. 1990. He-said-she-said: talk as social organization among black children.
Bloomington: Indiana University Press.

Grabe, W. (ed.) 1988. Annual Review of Applied Linguistics:communicative language

491



teaching. New York: Cambridge University Press.
Greene, J. 1998. “Qualitative program evaluation” in (eds.) N. Denzin and
Y. Lincoln d.
Gregory, M. 1967. “Aspects of varieties differentiation”. Journal of Linguistics 3
pp. 177-198.
Grenfell, M. 1998. "Language and the classroom" in (eds.) M. G Grenfell and
D. James.
Grenfell, M. and D. James (eds.) 1998. Bourdieu and education. London: Falmer Press.
Guba, E and Y. Lincoln. 1989. Fourth generation evaluation.Newbury Park, CA: Sage.
Guba, E and Y. Lincoln. 1998. "Competing paradigms in qualitative research” in
(eds.) N. Denzin and Y. Lincoln, 1998a.
Gumperz, J. 1981. "The linguistic bases of communicative competence” in (ed.)
D. Tannen. Analysing discourse: text and talk 323-334. Washington D. C.:
Georgetown University Press.
Gumperz, ]. 1982. Discourse strategies. Cambridge: Cambridge University Press.
Gumperz, ]. 1992. “Contextualization and understanding” in (eds.) A. Duranti and
C. Goodwin.
Gunnarsson, B-L, P. Linell and B. Nordberg (eds.) 1997. The construction of professional
discourse. London: Longman.
Gutierrez, K. 1994. "How talk, context and script shape contexts for learning: a
cross-case comparison of journal sharing." Linguistics and Education 5,
pp 335-365.
Habermas, ]. 1970. "Toward a theory of communicative competence” in (ed.)
P. Dreitzel.
Habermas, J. 1972. Knowledge and human interests.[translator: J. Schapiro]. London:
Heinemann.
Habermas, ]. 1984. Reason and the rationalisation of society. Volume 1.

(transl.) Thomas Mc Carthy. Beacon Press: Boston.

492



Habermas, J. 1987. The critique of functionalist reason.Cambridge: Polity Press.
Hall, D. and E. Beggs. 1998. “Defining learner autonomy” in (eds.) W.
Renandya and G. Jacobs.
Hall, D. and B. Kenny. 1988. “An approach to a truly communicative methodology:
the AIT pre-sessional course” in English for Specific Purposes, 7: pp. 19-32.
Hall, J. K. 1993. "The role of oral practices in the accomplishment of our everyday
lives: the sociocultural dimension of interaction with implications for the
learning of another language." Applied Linguistics, 14, 2. pp.145- 165.
Hall, ]. K. 1995a. "(Re)creating our worlds with words: a sociohistorical perspective
of face-to-face interaction." Applied Linguistics, 16, 2. pp. 206-232.
Hall, J. K. 1995b. "Aw, man, where you goin'?": classroom interaction and the
development of L2 interactional competence.” Issues in Applied Linguistics,
6, 2. pp 37-62.
Hall, J. K. 1997. "A consideration of SLA as theory of practice: a response to Firth
and Wagner." Modern Language Journal, 81, iii, pp. 301-306.
Halliday, M. A. K. 1961. “Categories of the theory of grammar.” Word. 17 (3)
pp. 241-292.
Halliday, M. A. K. 1978. Language as social semiotic: the social interpretation of language
and meaning. London: Edward Arnold.
Halliday, M. A. K. 1985. Introduction to functional grammar. London: Edward Amold.
Halliday, M. A. K. 1999. “The notion of “context” in language education” in (ed.)
M. Ghadessy.
Halliday, M. A. K., A. McIntosh and P. Strevens. 1964. The linguistic sciences and
language teaching. London: Longman.
Halliday, M. A. K. and R. Hasan (eds.) 1985. Language, context and text: aspects of
language in a social-semiotic perspective. Oxford: Oxford University Press.
Hammersely, M. and P. Atkinson. 1998. Ethnography: principles in practice. London:

Tavistock.

493



Handscombe, J., R. Orem and B. Taylor (eds.) 1984. On TESOL ’83: the question of
control. Washington DC.: TESOL.

Harré, R. 1987. “Persons and selves” in (eds.) A. Peacock and G. Gillet.

Harré R. and G. Gillet. 1994. The Discursive Mind. Thousand Oaks, CA: Sage.
Hasan, R. 1981. “What'’s going on: a dynamic view of context in language” in (eds.)
J. Copeland and W. Davis. The Seventh LACUS Forum 1980. Columbia,

S. C., Hornbeam.

Hasan, R. 1985. “Context of situation” in (eds.) M. A. K. Halliday and R. Hasan.

Hasan, R. 1992. “Speech genre, semiotic mediation and the development of higher
mental functions” in Language Sciences 14, 4: 489-528.

Hasan, R. 1998. “The disempowerment game: Bourdieu and language in literacy.”

Linguistics and Education 10:1, pp 25-87.

Hasan, R. 1999a. “Society, language and the mind: the meta-dialogism of Basil
Bernstein’s theory” in (ed.) F. Christie.

Hasan, R. 1999b. “Speaking with reference to context” in (ed.) M. Ghadessy.

Hasan, R. 2000. “The uses of talk” in (eds.) S. Sarangi and M. Coulthard.

Heath, C. 1982. “The display of recipiency: an instance of sequential
relationship between speech and body movement”. Semiotica, 42.

Heath, C. 1984. “Talk and recipiency: sequential organization in speech and body
movement” in (eds.) J. Atkinson and ]. Heritage, Structures of social action,
pp- 247-266.

Hedegaard, M., S. Chaiklin and U. Jensen. 1999. “Activity theory and social practice:
an introduction” in (eds.) S. Chaiklin M. Hedegaard and U. Jensen. Activity
theory and social practice. pp 12-30 Headington, Oxford: Aarhus University
Press.

Heideggar, M. 1962. Being and time transl.) J. Macquarrie ad E. Robinson. New
York: Harper and Row. (0 .al published 1927)

Heritage, ]. 1984. Garfinkel and ethnomethodology. Oxford: Polity Press.

494



Hiley, D., ]. Bohman and R. Shusterman. 1991. The interpretive turn. Ithaca: Cornell
University Press.

Hitchcock, G. and D. Hughes. 1989. Research and the teacher.London: Routledge.

Holliday, A. 1994. Appropriate methodology and social context. Cambridge:
Cambridge University Press.

Holquist, M. 1990. Dialogism: Bakhtin and his world. London:Routledge.

Holstein, G. and ]. Gubrium. 1998. “Phenomenology, ethnomethodology and
interpretive practice” in (eds.) N. Denzin and Y. Lincoln b.

Hoopes, J. (ed.) 1991. Peirce on signs: writings on semiotic. Chapel Hill and
London: University of North Carolina Press.

Husserl, E. 1970. Logical investigation. New York: Humanities Press.

Hymes, D. 1972. “Models of the interaction of language and social life” in
(eds.) J]. Gumperz and D. Hymes. Directions in sociolinguistics: the ethnography of
communication. New York: Holt, Rinehart and Winston.

Hymes, D. 1974. “The ethnography of speaking” in (ed.) B. Blount. 1974. Language,
culture and society. Cambridge, MA: Winthrop.

Imamura, 5. 1981. "Critical views on TEFL: Criticism on TEFL in Japan.” The teaching
of English in Japan. Tokyo: Eichosha.

Jacoby, S. and E. Ochs. 1995. "Co-construction: an introduction.” Research on
Language and Interaction 28, 3. pp 171-183.

Jefferson, G. 1978. “Sequential aspects of storytelling in conversation” in
(ed.) ]. Schenkein.

Jefferson, G. 1984. “On stepwise transition from talk about a trouble to
inappropriately next-positioned matters” in (eds.) ]. Atkinson and J. Heritage.

Johnston, M. 1987. "Understanding learner language" in (ed.) D. Nunan.

Kapila, 5. 1997. "Other” in E. Kowaleski-Wallace (ed.), Encyclopaedia of feminist literary
theory pp 296-297. New York: Garland.

Kariya, T. 1995. Taishu kyoiku shakai no yukue [The destination of a mass education

495



society]. Tokyo: Chuokoron.
Kariya, T. and J. Rosenbaum. 1987. “Self-selection in Japanese junior high schools: a
longitudinal study of students’ educational plans”, Sociology of Education,
60: 168-80.
Kasper, G. 1997. “’A’ stands for acquisition: a response to Firth and Wagner”.
Modern Language Journal. 81 pp 307-312.

Kasper, G. and E. Kellerman (eds.). 1997. Communication strategies. London:
Longman.

Kaufmann, F. 1958. Methodologies of the social sciences.London: Thames and Hudson.

Kawamura, N. 1980. "The historical background of arguments emphasising the
uniqueness of Japanese society.” Social Analysis, 5:6, pp 44-62.

Kenny, B. 1993. “For more autonomy” in System, 21, 4: 431-442.

Kenny, B. and M. Laszewski. 1997. “Talkbase in Vientiane” in (eds.) B. Kenny and
W. Savage. Language development: teachers in a changing world. London:
Longman.

Kess, J. 1992. Psycholinguistics. Amsterdam: John Benjamins.

Kirshner, D. and J. A. Whitson. 1997. Situated cognition: social, semiotic and
psychological perspectives. Mahwah, NJ: Lawrence Erlbaum Associates.

Kohonen, V. 1992. “Experiential language learning: second language learning as

cooperative learner education” in (ed.) D. Nunan. Collaborative language
learning and teaching. Cambridge: Cambridge University Press.

Kohonen, V., R. Jaatinen, P. Kaikkonen and J. Lehtovaara (eds.) 2001. Experiential

learning in foreign language education.London: Longman.

Koike. I and H. Tanaka. 1995. "English in foreign education policy in Japan: toward
the twenty-first century.” World Englishes 14:1, pp. 13-25.

Kouraogo, P. 1987. "EFL Curriculum renewal and INSET in difficult circumstances"

in ELT Journal 41:3 pp 171-178.

Kozulin, A. (ed.) 1996. Thought and language. Vygotsky, L. (author). Cambridge,

496



MA: The MIT Press.

Kramsch, C. 2000. “Social discursive constructions of self in L2 learning” in
(ed.) ]. Lantolf, 2000a.

Krashen, S. 1981. Second language acquisition and second language learning. Oxford:
Pergamon.

Krashen, S. 1985. The input hypothesis. Oxford: Oxford University Press.

Kumaravadivelu, B. 1991. “Language-learning tasks: teacher intention and learner
interpretation” in ELT Journal, 45/2, pp. 98-107.

Kumaravadivelu, B. 1992. "Macrostrategies for the second/foreign language
teacher" in Modern Language Journal, 76, pp. 41-49.

Kumaravadivelu, B. 1993. “Maximising learning potential in the
communicative classroom” in ELT Journal, 47, pp. 12-21.

Kumaravadivelu, B. 1994. "The postmethod condition: (E)merging strategies or
second/foreign language teaching" in TESOL Quarterly, 28, pp. 27-48.

Labov, W. 1972. Language in the inner city. Oxford: Basil Blackwell.

Labov, W. and D. Fanshel. 1977. Therapeutic discourse: psychotherapy as conversation.
New York: Academic Press.

Lantolf, J. P. (ed.) 2000a. Sociocultural theory and second language learning. Oxford:
Oxford University Press.

Lantolf, ]. P. 2000b. “Second language learning as a mediated process” in Language
Teaching 33, pp. 79-96.

Lantolf, ]. P. 2000c. “Second language learning as participation” in (ed.) J. P. Lantolf,
2000a, pp. 155-177.

Lantolf, ]. P. and W. Frawley. 1988. "Proficiency: understanding the construct.”
Studies in Second Language Acquisition 10, pp. 181-195.

Lantolf, J. P. and A. Pavlenko. 1995. "Sociocultural theory and second language
acquisition." Annual Review of Applied Linguistics 15, pp 108-124.

Lantolf, J. P. and G. Appel (eds.). 1994. Vygotskian approaches to second language

497



research. Norwood, NJ: Ablex Publishing Corporation.

Lantolf, J. P. and A. Pavlenko. 2001. “(S)econd (L)anguage (A)ctivity theory:
understanding second language learners as people” in (ed.) M. P. Breen,
pp- 141- 158.

Lave, J. 1991. "Situating learning in communities of practice” in (eds.) L. Resnick,
J. Levine and S. Teasley. Perspectives on socially shared cognition. Washington
DC: American Psychological Association.

Lave, J. and E. Wenger (eds.) 1991. Situated learning: legitimate peripheral participation.

New York: Cambridge University Press.

Layder, D. 1990. The realist image in social science. London: Macmillan.

Layder, D. 1993. New strategies in social research. Oxford: Polity Press.

Layder, D. 1994. Understanding social theory. London: Sage.

Lazerton, A. 1995. "Qualitative research in applied linguistics: a progress report” in
TESOL Quarterly, 29:3 pp 455-472.

Lebra, Sugiyama. T. 1976. Japanese patterns of behavior. Honolulu: University of
Hawaii Press.

Lee, S., T. Graham and H. Stevenson. 1996. "Teachers and teaching: elementary
schools in Japan and the United States” in (eds.) T. Rohlen and G. Le Tendre
Teaching and learning in Japan. pp 157-189. New York: Cambridge University
Press.

Legutke, M. 1984. “Project Airport, Part 1” in Modern English Language Teacher
11:4, pp. 10-14.

Legutke, M. and H. Thomas. 1991. Process and experience in the language classroom.
Harlow, Essex: Longman.

Leontiev, A. N. 1981. "The problem of activity in psychology." In (ed.) J. Wertsch.

Lessard-Clouston, M. 1998. "Perspectives on language learning and teaching in
Japan: an introduction.” Language, Culture and Curriculum 11:1 pp 1-8.

Lévi-Strauss, C. 1966. The savage mind. Chicago: University of Chicago Press.

498



Levinson, S. C. 1988. "Putting linguistics on a proper footing: explorations in
Goffman's concepts of participation” in (eds.) P. Drew and A. Wooton.

Lincoln, Y. 1990. “The making of a constructivist: a remembrance of
transformations past” in (ed.) E. Guba (ed.) The alternative paradigm dialogue.
Newbury Park: Sage.

Lincoln, Y. 1993. Notes toward a fifth generation of evaluation: lessons from the
voiceless, or, toward a postmodern politics of evaluation. Paper presented
at the Fifth Annual Meeting of the Southeast Evaluation Association,
Tallahassee, FL.

Lincoln, Y and E. Guba. 1985. Naturalistic enquiry. London: Sage.

Linder, P. 2000. “Is a negotiated syllabus feasible within a national curriculum?”
in (eds.) M. Breen and A. Littlejohn.

Linell, P. and I. Markova. 1993. “Acts in discourse: from monological
speech acts to dialogical inter-acts.” Journal for the Theory of Social Behaviour 23:
173-195.

Linell, P. 1998. Approaching dialogue: talk, interaction and contexts in dialogical
perspectives. Amsterdam: John Benjamins.

Little, D. 1995. "Learning as dialogue: the dependence of learner autonomy on
teacher autonomy”. System 23:2 pp 175-181.

LoCastro, V. 1996. "English language education in Japan" in (ed.) H. Coleman.
Society and the language classroom. Cambridge: Cambridge University Press.

Long, M. 1981. “Input, interaction and second language acquisition”. In (ed.)
H. Winitz, Native and foreign language acquisition. Annals of the New
York Academy of Sciences, 379, pp. 259-278.

Long, M. 1989. “Task, group, and task-group interaction” in University of Hawaii
Working Papers in English as a Second Language 8, pp 1-26.

Long, M. 1996. “The role of the linguistic environment in second language

acquisition.” In (eds.) W. Ritchie and T. Bhatia, Handbook of second

499



language acquisition, pp. 413-468.
Long, M. 1997. “Construct validity in SLA research: a response to Firth and
Wagner”. Modern Language Journal. 81 pp 318-323.
Long, M. and G. Crookes. 1992. “Three approaches to task-based syllabus design”
in TESOL Quarterly 26: 27-56.
Long, M. and P. Robinson. 1998. “Focus on form: theory, research, and practice”
in (eds.) C. Doughty and J. Williams. Focus on form in classroom second language
acquisition. Cambridge: Cambridge University Press.
Lor, W. 1998. Studying the first-year students’ experience of writing their
Reflection journals with the use of a web-based system. MA dissertation,
University of Hong Kong.
Luria, A.R. 1979. The making of mind: a personal account of Soviet psychology.
Cambridge, MA: Harvard University Press.
Lynch, T. and J. Maclean. 2000. “Exploring the benefits of task repetition and
recycling for classroom language learning” in Language Teaching Research 4, 3,
pp- 221-251.
Mabuchi, H. 1995. "The problem of Japanology" in (ed.) K. Kitao Culture and
communication, pp 33-47. Kyoto: Yamaguchi Shoten.
Macey, D. 1996. "Other, the" in A dictionary of cultural and critical theory. pp 392-393.
Oxford: Blackwell.
Malinowski, B. 1922. Argonauts of the western pacific. London: Routledge and Kegan
Paul.
Malinowski, B. 1923. “The problem of meaning in primitive languages”.
Supplement I in (eds.) C. Ogden and 1. Richards.. The Meaning of meaning.
London: Kegan Paul.
Malinowski, B. 1935. Coral gardens and their magic. Volume 2, London: Allen and
Unwin.

Marcus, G. 1998. “What comes (just) after “post”? The case of ethnography” in

500



(eds.) N. Denzin and Y. Lincoln, a.

Markee, N. 1997. Managing curricular innovation. Cambridge: Cambridge
University Press.

Markova, I. 1992. “On Structure and Dialogicality in Prague Semiotics” in
(ed.) A. Wold.

Markova, I. and K. Foppa. (eds.) 1991. Asymmetries in dialogue. Hemel Hempstead:
Harvester Wheatsheaf.

Martin, J. R. 1984. “Language Register and Genre” in (ed.) F. Christie.

Martin, J. R. 1985. Factual writing: exploring and challenging social reality. Geelong,
Vic.: Deakin University Press.

Martin, J. R. 1992. English text: system and structure. Amsterdam: John Benjamins.

Martin, J. R. 1999. “Modelling context” in (ed.) M. Ghadessy.

Martinec, R. 1998. “Cohesion in action” in Semiotica 120-1/2, pp- 161-180.

Martinec, R. 2000a. “Types of process in action” in Semiotica 130-3/4, pp. 243-268.

Martinec, R. 2000b. “Construction of identity in Michael Jackson’s Jam” in Social
Semiotics, 10:3, pp. 313-329.

Marx, K. 1962. Capital. (transl. from the 4th German ed.) Eden and
Cedar Paul. London: Dutton.

Matusov, E. 1996. "Intersubjectivity without agreement" in Mind, Culture and
Activity: an international journal 3:1 pp 25-45.

Matusov, E. 1998. "When solo activity is not privileged: participation and
internalisation models of development." Human Development, 41: 326-349.

Maynard, D. 1980. “Placement of topic changes in conversation” in Semiotica 30, 4:
Pp- 263-290.

Maynard, D. and S. Clayman. 1991. “The diversity of ethnomethodology”. Annual
Review of Sociology, 17, pp. 385-418.

McCarthy, M. 1998. Spoken language and applied linguistics. Cambridge: Cambridge

University Press.

501



McCarthy, T. 1984. The critical theory of Jurgen Habermas. Cambridge: Polity Press.

McGroarty, M. 1998. "Constructive and constructivist challenges for applied
linguistics." Language Learning, 48:4, pp. 591-622.

MclIntyre, D. 1988. "Designing a teacher education curriculum from research and
theory on teacher knowledge" in (ed.) J. Calderhead. Teachers’ professional
learning. London: Falmer.

Mehan, H. 1979. Learning lessons: social organisation in the classroom. Cambridge,
Mass.: Harvard University Press.

Mercer, N. 1992. “Talk for teaching and learning” in (ed.) K. Norman. Thinking
voices: the work of the National Oracy Project. (pp. 215-223). London: Hodder
and Stoughton for the National Curriculum Council.

Mercer, N. 2000. Words and minds. London: Routledge.

Mehan, H. 1998. "The study of social interaction in educational settings:
accomplishments and unresolved issues." Human Development 41, pp. 245-269.

Merritt, M. 1976. “On questions following questions in service encounters” in
Language and Society 5: 315-357.

Merton, R. 1967. On theoretical sociology. New York: Free Press.

Messick, S. 1996. “Validity and washback in language testing.” Language Testing 13,
pp. 241-256.

Ministry of Education. 1989. Course of study for junior high schools: foreign languages
- English. Tokyo: Shoseki.

Ministry of Education. 1990. Course of study for senior high schools: foreign languages
- English. Tokyo: Shoseki.

Mitchell, T. F. 1957. “The language of buying and selling in Cyrenaica: a situational
statement” in Hésperis XLIV pp. 31-71.

Naiman, N., M. Fréhlich, M. Stern, and A. Todesco. 1978. "The good language
learner.” Research in Education Series No. 7. Toronto: The Ontario Institute

for Studies in Education.

502



Newman, D., P. Griffin and M. Cole. 1989. The construction zone: working for cognitive
change in school. Cambridge: Cambridge University Press.

Norton, B. 1997. "Language, identity and ownership of English." TESOL Quarterly
31:3, pp. 409-429.

Norton, B. 2000. Identity and language learning: gender, ethnicity and educational
change. Harlow, Essex: Pearson Educational Ltd.

Nunan, D. (ed.) 1987. Applying second language acquisition research. Adelaide, SA:
National Curriculum Research Centre.

Nunan, D. 1988. The learner-centred curriculum. Cambridge: Cambridge University
Press.

Nunan, D. 1989. Designing tasks for the communicative curriculum. Cambridge:
Cambridge University Press.

Nystrand, M. 1992. "Social interactionism vs. social constructionism” in (ed.)
A.H. Wold.

Ochs, E. and B. Schiefflin (eds.) 1979. Developmental Pragmatics. New York:
Academic Press.

Ochs, E. 1979/1999 (reprinted in eds. Jaworski and Coupland) “Transcription as

theory” in (eds.) E. Ochs and B. Schiefflen.

Ochs, E., E. Schegloff and S. A. Thompson. 1996. Interaction and grammar.
Cambridge: Cambridge University Press.

O' Malley, . and A. Chamot. 1990. Learning strategies in second language acquisition.
Cambridge: Cambridge University Press.

Outhwaite, W. 1994. Habermas: a critical introduction.Cambridge: Polity Press.

Oxford, R. 1990. Language learning strategies: what every teacher should know.
Rowley, Mass,: Newbury House.

Palincsar, A.S. 1998. "Social constructivist perspectives on teaching and learning."
Annual Review of Psychology 49, pp. 345-375.

Parsons, T. 1968. The structure of social action. New York: Free Press.

503



Peacock, A. and G. Gillet (eds.) 1987. Persons and personality: a contemporary inquiry.
Oxford: Blackwell.

Peirce, B. N. 1995. "Social identity, investment and language learning." TESOL
Quarterly, 29:1, pp 9-30.

Pennycook, A. 1989. “The concept of method, interested knowledge, and the
politics of language teaching” in TESOL Quarterly, 23:4, pp 589-618.

Pennycook, A. 1994. The cultural politics of English as an international language.

London: Longman.

Pennycook, A. 1998. English and the discourses of colonialism. London: Routledge.

Penuel, W. R. and J. Wertsch. 1995. “Vygotsky and identity formation: a
sociocultural approach” in The Educational Psychologist 30: 83-92.

Peters, M., ]. Marshall and P. Fitzsimons. 1999. “Poststructuralism and curriculum
theory: neo-liberalism, the information economy, and the crisis of cultural
authority” in Journal of curriculum theorizing, Summer 1999.

Piaget, J. 1965. The moral judgement of the child. New York: Harcourt Brace.

Pica, T. 1987. “Second language acquisition, social interaction and the classroom” in
Applied Linguistics 7:125.

Pica, T. 1992. “The textual outcomes of native speaker — non native speaker
negotiation: what do they reveal about second language learning?” in (eds.)
C. Kramsch and S. McConnell-Ginet. Text and context: cross-disciplinary
perspectives on language study. Lexington, VA: Heath.

Pica, T. 1994. “Research on negotiation: what does it reveal about second-language
learning conditions, processes and outcomes” in Language Learning 44
pp- 193-527.

Pica, T. and C. Doughty. 1985. “Non-native speaker interaction the ESL. classroom”
in (eds.) S. Gass and C. Madden.

Pica, T., R. Young and C. Doughty. 1987. “The impact of interaction on

comprehension.” TESOL Quarterly 21 pp. 737-758.

504



Plough, Iand S. Gass. 1993. “Interlocutor and task familiarity: effect on interactional
structure” in (eds.) Crookes and Gass.

Polanyi, L. 1981. “Telling the same story twice” in Text 1, 4: pp. 315-336.

Politzer, R., A. Ramirez and S. Lewis. 1981. "Teaching standard English in the third
grade: classroom functions of language" in Language Learning 31, pp 171-193.

Poole, D. 1992. "Language socialization in the second language classroom."
Language Learning, 42: 4. pp 593-615.

Popper, K. 1972. Objective knowledge. Oxford: Oxford University Press.

Potter, J. 1998. "Cognition as context (whose cognition?)." Research on Language and
Social Interaction 31:1 pp. 29-44.

Prabhu, N. 1987. Second language pedagogy. Oxford University Press.

Rampton, B. 1995. "Politics and change in research in applied linguistics." Applied
Linguistics, 16:2. pp 233-254.

Rampton, B. 1997. "Second language research in late modernity: a response to Firth
and Wagner." Modern Language Journal 81, iii, pp. 329-333.

Reddy, M. 1979. "The conduit metaphor - a case of frame conflict in our language
about language” in (ed.) A. Ortony. Metaphor and thought. Cambridge:
Cambridge University Press.

Redfield, R. 1962. Human nature and the study of society. Chicago:
University of Chicago Press.

Redfield, R. 1993. “A closer look at the Japanese university entrance examination.”

Unpublished manuscript.

Ribé, R. 2000. “Introducing negotiation processes: an experiment with creative
project work” in (eds.) M. Breen and A. Littlejohn.

Richards, ]. and T. Rodgers. 1986. Approaches and methods in language teaching:
a description and analysis. Cambridge: Cambridge University Press.

Roebuck, R. (1998). Reading and recall in L1 and L2. A sociocultural approach.
Stamford, CT: Ablex.

505



Roebuck, R. (2000). “Subjects speak out: how learners position themselves in a
psycholinguistic task” in (ed.) ]. Lantolf.

Rogoff, B. 1994. “Developing understanding of the idea of communities of
learners”. Mind, Culture, Activity 1:4, pp 209-229.

Rogoff, B. 1995. "Observing sociocultural activity on three planes: participatory
appropriation, guided participation and apprenticeship” in (eds.) ]. Wertsch,
P. Del Rio and A. Amarez.

Rohlen, T. 1983. Japan’s high schools. Berkeley: University of California Press.

Rohlen, T. and G. LeTendre. (eds.) 1996. Teaching and Learning in Japan.

Cambridge: Cambridge University Press.

Rommetveit, R. 1974. On message structure: a framework for the study of language and
communication. London: Wiley.

Rommetveit, R. 1979. The role of language in the creation and transmission of social
representations. Unpublished manuscript.

Rommetveit, R. 1992. “Outlines of a dialogically based social-cognitive approach to
human cognition and communication.” In (ed.) A. H. Wold.

Ross, S. 1992. “Program-defining evaluation in a decade of eclecticism” in
(eds.) C. Alderson and A. Beretta.

Rubin, J. 1975. "What the 'good language learner’ can teach us.” TESOL Quarterly,
9, pp 41-51.

Russel, D. 1997. "Rethinking genre in school and society: an activity theory
analysis." Written Commnication, 14:4, pp 504-554.

Ryan, ]. 1974. "Early language development: towards a communicational
analysis” in (ed.) M. P. Richards. The integration of a child into a social world.
Cambridge: CUP.

Sacks, H. 1963. "On sociological description” in Berkeley Journal of Sociology 8: 1-16.

Sacks, H., E. Schegloff and G. Jeffreson. 1974. “A simplest systematics for the

organization of turn-taking for conversation” in Language 50, 4: pp. 696-735.

506



Sacks, H. , E. Schegloff and G. Jeffreson. 1978. "A simplest systematics for the
organisation of turn-taking in conversation” in (ed.) J. Shenkein. Studies in the
organization of conversational interaction. New York: Academic Press.

Saloman, G. (ed.) 1993. Distributed cognitions: psychological and educational
considerations. Cambridge: Cambridge University Press.

Sarangi, S. 2000. “Activity types, discourse types and interactional hybridity: the
case of genetic counselling” in (eds.) S. Sarangi and M. Coulthard.

Sarangi, S. 2001. “A comparative perspective on social theoretical accounts of the
language-action interrelationship” in (eds.) N. Coupland et al.

Sarangi, S. and M. Baynham. 1996. “Discursive construction of educational
identities: alternative readings” in Language and Education, vol. 10, Nos. 2&3,
pp- 77-81.

Sarangi, S. and M. Coulthard (eds.) 2000. Discourse and social life. Harlow, Essex:
Pearson Education.

Sarangi, S. and C. N. Candlin. 2001. “Motivational relevancies: some
methodological reflections on social theoretical and sociolinguistic practice” in

(eds.) N. Coupland et al.

Sarantakos, S. 1993. Social research. Melbourne: Macmillan Education Australia.

Sarup, M. 1988. An introductory guide to post-structuralism and
postmodernism. Hemel Hempstead: Harvester Wheatsheaf.

Sartre, J. P. 1968. Search for a method. (transl.) H. E. Barnes. New York: Vintage
Books.

de Saussure, F. 1978. Course in general linguistics, (ed.) C. Bally and A. Sechehaye in

collaboration with A. Riedlinger, Glasgow: Fontana/Collins.

Schegloff, E. 1984. “On some gestures’ relation to talk” in (eds.) ]. Atkinson and
J. Heritage.

Schegloff, E. 1991. "Conversation analysis and socially shared cognition” in

(eds.) L. Resnick, J. Levine, S. Teasley.

507



Schegloff, E. 1995. "Discourse as an interactional achievement
ITI: the omnirelevance of action." Research on Language and Social Interaction
28:3 pp. 185-211.

Schegloff, E. and H. Sacks. 1974. “Opening up closings” in Semiotica 8 (4): 289-327.

Schenkein, J. (ed) 1978. Studies in the organisation of conversational interaction. New
York: Academic Press.

Schmidt, R. (1990). “The role of consciousness in second language learning” in
Applied Linguistics, 11, pp. 129-158.

Schutz, A. 1962. Collected papers I: the problem of social reality. Ed. A Brodersen. The
Hague: Martinus Nijhoff.

Schutz, A. 1964. Studies in social theory. The Hague:Martinus Nijhoff.

Schutz, A. 1970. On phenomenology and social relations. Chicago: University of
Chicago Press.

Schwandt, T. 1998. "Constructionist, interpretivist approaches to human inquiry" in
(eds.) N. Denzin and Y. Lincoln, 1998, a.

Scollon, R. 2001. Mediated discourse: the nexus of practice. London: Routledge.

Searle, J. 1969. Speech acts. Cambridge: Cambridge University Press.

Searle, J. 1975. “A classification of illocutionary acts.” Language in Society 5, pp. 1-23.

Searle, J. 1992. “Conversation” and “Conversation reconsidered” in J. Searle et al.
Searle on conversation. Papers compiled and introduced by Hermann Parret
and J. Verschueren. Amsterdam: John Benjamins

Serrano-Sampedro, 1. 2000. “Refining negotiated classroom work in a
Spanish secondary school” in (eds.) M. Breen and A. Littlejohn.

Sfard, A. 1998. "On two metaphors for learning and the dangers of choosing just
one." Educational Researcher 27:2 pp. 4-13.

Shohamy, E., S. Donitsa-Schmidt and I. Ferman. 1996. “Test impact revisited:
washback effect over time.” Language Testing 13, pp. 298-317.

Silverstein, M. 1981. “The limits of awareness” in Sociolinguisti Working Paper 84,

508



pp- 1-30. University of Austin, Texas.

Simmons, D. and S. Wheeler. 1995. The process syllabus in action. Sydney: Macquarie
University, National Centre for English Language Teaching and Research.

Simons, H. (ed.) 1980. Towards a science of the singular. Centre for Applied Research

in Education, University of East Anglia, pp. 45-61.

Sinclair, ] and M. Coulthard. 1975. Towards an analysis of discourse: the English used

by teachers and pupils. Oxford: Oxford University Press.

Sinha, C. 1988. Language and representation. London: Harvester Wheatsheaf.

Skehan, P. 1996. "A framework for the implementation of task-based instruction” in
Applied Linguistics, 17:1, pp. 38-62.

Skehan, P. 1998. A cognitive approach to language learning. Oxford: Oxford University
Press.

Skehan, P. and P. Foster. 1997. “The influence of planning and post-task activities on
accuracy and complexity in task-based learning” in Language Teaching
Research 1, 3.

Smith, J. 1989. The nature of social and educational inquiry: empiricism versus
interpretation. Norwood, NJ: Ablex.

Smith, L. 1978. “An evolving logic of participant observation, educational
ethnography and other case studies” in (ed.) L. Shuman. Review of research
education, vol. 6, Itasca, IL: Peacock.

Smolka, A. L., M. De Goes and A. Pino. 1995. "The constitution of the subject: a
persisent question” in (eds.) J. Wertsch, P. Del Rio and A. Alvarez.

Stake, R. 1998. “Case studies” in (eds.) N. Denzin and Y. Lincoln, b.

Stenhouse, L. 1975. An introduction to curriculum research and development. London:
Heinemann.

Stenhouse, L. 1984. "A note on case study and educational practice" in
(ed.) R. Burgess. Field methods in the study of education. London: Falmer.

Still, A and A. Costall. (eds.) 1991. Against cognitivism. Hemel Hempstead, Herts.:

509



Harvester Wheatsheaf.

Sugimoto, Y. 1997. An introduction to Japanese society. Cambridge: Cambridge
University Press.

Susser, B. 1998. "EFLAfs othering of Japan: orientalism in English language
teaching." JALT Journal 20:1, pp 49-82.

Swain, M. 1985. "Communicative competence: some roles of input and
comprehensible output in its development” in (eds.) S. Gass and C. Madden.

Swain, M. 1995. “Three functions of output in second language learning” in (eds.) G.
Cook and B. Seidlhofer. Principle and practice in applied linguistics. Cambridge:
Cambridge University Press.

Swain, M. 1997. The role of output in second language learning.Paper given at seminar,
Temple University, Tokyo; February 1997.

Swain, M. and S. Lapkin 1995. “Problems in output and the cognitive processes they
generate: a step towards second language learning” in Applied Linguistics 16,
3 pp 371-391.

Swain, M. and S. Lapkin 2000. “Task-based second language learning: the uses of the
first language” in Language Teaching Research 4, 3, pp. 251-275.

Swartz, D. 1997. Culture and power: sociology of P. Bourdieu. Chicago: University of
Chicago Press.

Takeuchi, Y. 1995. Nihon no meritokarashi [The meritocracy in Japan]. Tokyo: Tokyo
University Press.

Tannen, D. 1986. That's not what I meant!: how conversational style makes or breaks
relationships. New York: Ballantine Books.

Tarone, E. 2000. “Still wrestling with ‘context’ in interlanguage theory”. Annual
Review of Applied Linguistics. 20 pp 182-198.

Taylor, C. 1985. Human agency and language. Philosophical papers I. Cambridge:
Cambridge University Press.

Taylor, C. 1987. "Interpretation and the sciences of man" in (eds.) P. Rabinow and

510



W. Sullivan. Interpretive social sciences: a second look. Berkeley: University of
California Press.

Taylor, C. 1991. “The dialogical self” in (eds.) Hiley et al.

Thomas, J. 1995. Meaning in interaction. London: Longman.

Tizard, B. and M. Hughes. 1984. Young children learning.London: Fontana.

Todorov, T. 1984. Mikhail Bakhtin: the dialogical principle. Minneapolis: University of
Minnesota Press.

Toohey, K. & E. Day. 1999. “Language learning: the importance of access to
Community.” In TESL Canada Journal, 17(1), pp. 40-52.

Tracy, K. and N. Coupland. 1990 (eds.) Multiple goals in discourse. Clevedon:
Multilingual Matters.

Tsuchida, I. and C. Lewis. 1996. "Responsibility and learning: some preliminary
hypotheses about Japanese elementary classrooms" in (eds.) T. Rohlen and G
Le Tendre Teaching and learning in Japan, pp. 190-212. New York: Cambridge
University Press.

Tsui, A. 1996. “Reticence and anxiety in second language learning” in
(eds.) K. Bailey and D. Nunan.

Tuchman, G. 1998. “Historical social science” in (eds.) N. Denzin and Y. Lincoln,
1998b.

Tudge, J. 1992. "Processes and consequences of peer collaboration: A Vygotskian
analysis" in Child Development 63: 1364-1379.

Tudge, J. and P. A. Winterhoff. 1993. “Vygotsky, Piaget, and Bandura: perspectives
on the relations between the social world and cognitive development” in
Human Development, 36: 61-81.

Turner, J. 1988. A theory of social interaction. Cambridge:Polity Press.

Ushioda, E. 1996. Learner autonomy 5: the role of motivation.Dublin: Authentik.

Van Lier, L. 1988. The classroom and the language learner: ethnography and second

language classroom research. Harlow, Essex: Longman.

511



Van Lier, 1990. "Ethnography: bandaid, bandwagon or contraband" in
(eds.) C. Brumfit and R. Mitchell

Van Lier, L. 1996. Interaction in the language curriculum: awareness, autonomy and
authenticity. Harlow, Essex: Longman.

Van Lier, L. 1998. “Constraints and resources in classroom talk” in (ed.) H. Byrnes.

Van Lier, L. 2000. “From input to affordance: social-interactive learning from an
ecological perspective” in (ed.) J. Lantolf.

Van Lier, L. and N. Matsuo. 2000. “Varieties of conversational experience: looking
for learning opportunities” in Applied Language Learning, 11:2, pp. 265-287.

Ventola, E. 1987. The structure of social interaction: a systemic approach to the semiotics of
service encounters. London:Pinter.

Volosinov, V. 1973. Marxism and the philosophy of language. Translated by L. Matejka
and I. Titunik. London: Seminar Press.

Vygotsky, L. 1981. "The genesis of higher mental functions" in (ed.) J. Wertsch

Vygotsky, L. 1996. Thought and language. Kozulin, A. (ed.) Cambridge, Mass: The
MIT Press.

Wadden, C. (ed.) 1993. A handbook for teaching English at Japanese colleges and
universities. Oxford: Oxford University Press.

Wagner, J. 1983. “Dann du tagen eineeee — weisse Platte — An analysis of
interlanguage communication in instructions”in (eds.) C. Faerch and
G. Kasper.

Wagner, J. and A. Firth. 1997. “Communication strategies at work” in
(eds.) G. Kasper and E. Kellerman.

Wajnryb, R. 1990. Grammar dictation. Oxford: Oxford University Press.

Walkerdine, V. 1997. “Redefining the subject in situated cognition theory” in
(eds.) D. Kirshner and J. Whitson .

Watanabe, Y. 1992. “Washback effects of college entrance examinations on

language learning strategies.” JACET Bulletin 23, pp. 175-194.

512



Watanabe, Y. 1996. “Does grammar translation come from the entrance
examination? Preliminary findings from classroom-based research. Language
Testing 13, pp. 318-333.

Wells, G. 1993. "Reevaluating the IRF sequence: a proposal for the articulation of
theories of activity and discourse for the analysis of teaching and learning in
the classroom." Linguistics and Education 5, pp 1-37.

Wells, G. 1994. "The complementary contributions of Halliday and Vygotsky to a
'language-based theory of learning.” Linguistics and Education, 6:1 pp 41-90.

Wells, G. 1996. "Using the tool-kit of discourse in the activity of learning and
teaching." Mind, Culture and Activity. 3:2. pp. 1-22.

Wells, G. 1999. Dialogic inquiry: toward a sociocultural practice and theory of education.
Cambridge: Cambridge University Press.

Wendon, A. and J. Rubin (eds.) 1987. Learner strategies in language learning.

Englewood Cliffs, N.J.: Prentice Hall.

Wertsch, J. 1981. (ed.) The concept of activity in Soviet psychology. Armonk, NY: M. E.
Sharp.

Wertsch, J. 1985a. Vygotsky and the social formation of mind. Cambridge, MA: Harvard
University Press.

Wertsch, J. (ed.) 1985b. Culture, communication and cognition:Vygotskian
perspectives. Cambridge: Cambridge University Press.

Wertsch, J. 1991a. "A sociocultural approach to socially shared cognition”
in (eds.) L. Resnick, J. Levine and S. Teasley.

Wertsch, J. 1991b. "The need for action in sociocultural research” in (eds.) J. Wertsch,
P. del Rio and A. Almarez.

Wertsch, J. 1991c. Voices of the mind: a sociocultural approach to mediated action.

Cambridge, MA: Harvard University Press.
Wertsch, J, P. del Rio and A. Alvarez. 1995. "Sociocultural studies: history, action,

and mediation." in (eds.) Wertsch, del Rio, Amarez.

513



Wertsch, J, P. del Rio and A. Alvarez (eds.) 1995 Sociocultural studies of mind.
Cambridge: Cambridge University Press.

Wertsch, J. 1998. Mind as Action. New York: Oxford University Press.

White, M. 1988. The Japanese overseas: can they go home again? Princeton, N. J.:
Princeton University Press.

White, R. 1988. The ELT curriculum: design, innovation and management. Oxford:
Blackwell.

Widdowson, H. 1978. Teaching language as communication. Oxford: Oxford University
Press.

Wilkins, D. 1976. Notional syllabuses. Oxford: Oxford University Press.

Willis, D. 1996. "Accuracy, fluency and conformity” in (eds.) J. Willis and D. Willis.
Challenge and change in language teaching. Oxford: Heinemann.

Wilson, T. 1971. “Normative and interpretative paradigms in sociology” in (ed.) J.
Douglas. Understanding everyday life: toward the reconstruction of sociological
knowledge. London: Routledge and Kegan Paul.

Winch, P. 1958. The idea of a social science. London: Routledge and Keegan Paul.

Wittgenstein, L. 1958. Philosophical investigations. (eds.) G. Anscombe and R. Rhees
and G. Anscombe (transl.). Oxford: Blackwell.

Wold, A. H. (ed.) 1992. The Dialogical alternative: towards a theory of language and mind.

Scandinavian University Press, distributed by Oxford University Press.

Wozniak, R. and K. Fischer (eds.) 1993. Development in context: acting and thinking in

specific environments. Hillsdale, NJ: Erlbaum.

Yoneyama, S. 1999. The Japanese high school: silence and resistance. London:
Routledge.

Yoshino, K. 1992. Cultural nationalism in contemporary Japan: a sociological enquiry.

London: Routledge.

Yule, G. 1990. “Interactive conflict resolution in English” in World Englishes 9

pp- 53-62.

514



Zinchenko, V. 1985. “Vygotsky’s ideas about units of analysis for the analysis of
mind” in (ed.) J. Wertsch.
Zinchenko, V. 1995. “Cultural-historical psychology and the psychological theory of

activity: retrospect and prospect” in (eds.) J. Wertsch et al.

515



