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ABSTRACT

The main purpose of this study was to develop a measurement instrument for
pedagogical knowledge in English Language Teaching (ELT). Using the developed
instrument of pedagogical knowledge, this study also aimed to examine the relationship
of teachers' knowledge with reflective teaching and student learning. In the first phase
of the study, the findings of a comprehensive review of the literature, along with
empirical data from English teachers and Subject Matter Experts, gave way to a ten-
component model of pedagogical knowledge. Then, Mulaik and Millsap's (2000)
validation framework consisting of Exploratory Factor Analysis, Confirmatory Factor
Analysis and Model Evaluation was used on the data from 336 filled out and returned
instruments of pedagogical knowledge. Overall, a nine-factor model with 50 items
emerged from the model validation analyses. The nine components of the validated
instrument included: knowledge of subject matter, knowledge of learners, knowledge of
second language learning, knowledge of second language teaching, knowledge of
assessment/testing, knowledge of classroom management, knowledge of educational
context, knowledge of equity and diversity, and knowledge of (professional) self.
Further analysis of the relationship between pedagogical knowledge and reflection
using Akbari et al's (2010) validated reflective teaching instrument showed a
meaningful, though weak, correlation between knowledge and reflection in ELT. In
addition, Multi-Level Modeling Analysis of the achievement data from 15 intact
English classes showed the positive impact of teachers' pedagogical knowledge on their
students' achievement. The implication of these findings for teacher education
research/policy are discussed at the end.

Key Words: Confirmatory Factor Analysis, Exploratory Factor Analysis, Model

Evaluation, Pedagogical Knowledge, Reflective Teaching
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Chapter One

Introduction



1.1. Introduction

A relatively recent development in studying language teachers’ knowledge started with
examining teacher cognition. Teacher cognition is a term which refers to “the
unobservable cognitive dimension of teaching - what teachers know, believe and think”
(Borg, 2003, p. 81). As such, teacher cognition research aims to examine all the aspects
that are related to “‘the mental lives’ of teachers (Walberg, 1977), elements which affect
teachers’ conceptions of teaching. Teacher cognition research, in fact, contextualizes
teaching and considers it as a complicated activity in which “teachers are active,
thinking decision-makers who make instructional choices by drawing on complex,
practically-oriented, personalized, and context-sensitive networks of knowledge,

thoughts, and beliefs” (Borg, 2003, p. 81).

Interest in examining teacher cognition started with the study of teachers' classroom
decision-making (Shavelson & Stern, 1981). Reducing the complexity of teachers’
mental lives to decision making was part of the continuation of behaviorist conceptions
of teaching. Within the behaviorist tradition of teacher education research, defining
teaching in terms of pedagogical decisions helped researchers to create “an easy, almost
quasi-behavioral, unit of analysis that could be applied across multiple classroom
settings, content areas, and levels of teacher expertise” (Freeman, 2002, p. 5). In this
context, teachers’ agency and mentality were totally ignored since teachers were
supposed to enter the teaching profession with a tabula rasa and through a training

program the required teaching skills and habits were to be mastered.

Unlike the socio-cognitive view, the behaviorist interpretation of teaching left little, if
any, room for teachers’ mentality and thought processes. The common perception in the

behaviorist tradition of thinking was that teachers’ internal mental world was
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“minimally sophisticated” (Freeman, 2002, p. 5). In fact, as Meijer, Verloop and
Beijaard (2001) have argued, in the context of behavioral thinking about teaching, and

learning to teach, teachers were mostly seen as:

... the executor and implementer of innovations that were devised by others.
Teachers were supposed to implement these innovations in accordance with the
intentions of the developers as much as possible, and, if there was additional time
and money available, it was spent on training the teachers to acquire the skills
needed in order to demonstrate the required behavior. The vast majority of the
educational innovations did not materialize at all or failed after some time because
the teachers, after a period of change, abandoned the new behavior and returned to
the old routines with which they were comfortable. There is a growing consensus
that educational innovations are doomed to fail if the emphasis remains on
developing specific skills, without taking into account the teachers’ cognitions,

including their beliefs, intentions, and attitudes. (p. 453)

During the past couple of decades, however, socio-cognitive conceptions of teaching
have gradually replaced the behaviorist views in teacher education. With the re-
orientation towards a socio-cognitive interpretation of teaching, more hermeneutic and
exploratory studies have started to emerge in the teacher education literature. As a
result, the research agenda has changed from studying pedagogical actions to
examining "how the teacher’s mental processes might shape her actions in teaching”
(Freeman, 2002, p. 2). That is, the focus of research has shifted from teaching
behaviors, to teaching beliefs, knowledge, and reasoning. More qualitative methods of
research have also been employed to tap into the hidden and cognitive dimension of
teaching. All these developments within the past couple of decades have led to a more
realistic understanding of teaching and moved our understanding of teaching and

learning to teach into a more mature direction.



1.2. Statement of the Problem

Today teacher education has outgrown the often-simplistic behaviorist views of the past
decades. Acknowledging the dynamic and situated nature of teaching and teaching
knowledge, teacher education research is now focused on the beliefs, reasoning, and
knowledge base of teachers. The introduction of various terms and concepts to describe
teacher cognition, along with the use of more hermeneutic and exploratory research
methods to capture this cognition, marks a re-orientation from the process-product
studies of teaching. In this context of growing interest in the complexities of teaching,
various labels, such as practical knowledge (Elbaz, 1983), personal practical knowledge
(Clandinin, 1986), pedagogical content knowledge (Shulman, 1986, 1987), pedagogical
maxims (Richards, 1996), and pedagogical knowledge base (Gatbonton, 2000, 2008;
Mullock, 2006; Akbari & Dadvand, 2011), are used to describe different dimensions of

teachers' knowledge of pedagogy.

Despite all the theoretical developments that teacher education research has witnessed
during the past couple of decades, some of the educational policies adopted by current
programs of teacher education worldwide are not inspired by solid and research-based
understanding of the teaching process. Rather, teacher education policy domain is
largely animated by popular perceptions and beliefs about how teachers go about
teaching (Freeman, 2002). Still, the theory-practice schism exists in the field of teacher
education and old-established perceptions are the driving force behind many teacher

education initiatives. According to Schulz (2000):

Our progress (i.e., any documented, measurable impact on quality, quantity or
both) in the area of teacher development has been disappointingly small. We are

still discussing many of the same issues that were discussed more than 80 years



ago, and we still have not found solutions to many of the problems that plagued
the development of FL [Foreign Language] teachers. FL teacher preparation is still
long on rhetoric, opinions, and traditional dogma and short on empirical research

that attempts to verify or test those opinions or traditional practices. (pp. 516-517)

An area within teacher education research which is in need of empirical examination is
that of language teachers’ pedagogical knowledge. Despite numerous recent studies
that have examined knowledge base in teaching, the concept of pedagogical knowledge
in English Language Teaching (ELT) has not yet been treated comprehensively.
Various terms and labels are used to describe teacher cognition and numerous
taxonomies exist as to what constitutes knowledge base in ELT (Borg, 2003). Yet, no
study has thus far operationalized pedagogical knowledge in ELT from a holistic point
of view. For this reason, defining what makes up knowledge base in ELT and
operationalizing the constructs/components that underlie English language teachers'

pedagogical knowledge marks an important area of research in applied linguistics.

Another related area in teacher education that needs further empirical examination is
reflective practice/teaching and its intersection with knowledge base of teachers. There
is no study or research evidence, to the best of my knowledge, which has looked into
the relationship between pedagogical knowledge and reflection in ELT. In the absence
of empirical evidence on how knowledge and reflection inter-relate in teaching, the
question remains as to the effectiveness of reflection as a professional development tool
for English language teachers. In other words, there is not any published piece of
research in applied linguistics to indicate that teacher reflection will have any positive
(or negative) effect on Second Language (L2) teachers’ thinking, knowledge and

performance (Griffiths, 2000; Akbari, 2007).



At the same time, there is no documented research in teacher education literature that
has focused on the relationship between teacher cognition, practices, and student
learning outcomes. This lack of attention to learning, in connection with teacher
cognition and mental lives, has probably been a reaction to the behaviourist models of
teaching and teaching research, which have over-emphasized outcomes and ignored
cognition. In these models, which dominated teacher education literature for many
decades, "learning outcomes were all that mattered, and the teachers’ active role in
shaping what happened in the classroom was ignored” (Borg, 2003, p. 98). However,
now that teacher cognition research has emerged as an established field of academic
inquiry within teacher education, it is essential to study how teachers' pedagogical

knowledge may influence students’ learning.

1.3. Research Objectives and Research Questions

The present dissertation follows three main objectives. The first objective is to develop
and validate a measurement instrument for pedagogical knowledge in ELT. The second
objective is to examine whether pedagogical knowledge and reflection correlate in
ELT. The third and final objective of this dissertation is to examine if teachers'
pedagogical knowledge can act as a predictor of their students' achievement. The

following research questions were formulated to address each of these objectives:

1. What are the components that constitute English language teachers’ pedagogical

knowledge base?

2. s there any relationship between the pedagogical knowledge base of English

teachers and their reflection in teaching?



