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ABSTRACT

This study investigated the influence that intercultural teamteaching had on
participating teachers teacher efficacy. It was designed to examine: 1) change of the
participating teachers sense of efficacy after team teaching, 2) the reasons responsible
for such change, and 3) the reflection of teamteaching teachers efficacy beliefsin
their classroom practices.

A local English teacher and a native English-speaking teacher participated in this
study. Over the semester, the participating teachers team taught four 4'"-grade
classes that accumulated up to sixty collaborative teaching hours. A case study
approach was adopted, and the data was collected from multiple sources—
guestionnaire survey, interviews, teacher’ s reflective notes, and field notes.

The results showed that firstly, both teachers sense of teacher efficacy was
generally enhanced in team teaching except that the NEST felt less efficacious in the
area of student engagement due to her Chinese language ability. Next, mastery
experience and verbal persuasion were found to play major rolesin shaping
participating teachers sense of teacher efficacy. Mutual trust, respect, support, and

open mindedness were key to building successful experiences and a harmonious



cooperative partnership. Thirdly, the participating teachers shared much in common
yet differed in certain aspects of their classroom practices, reflecting different levels
of teacher efficacy. Based on the findings, pedagogical implications and research

limitations were discussed. Future research was suggested at the end of the study.
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CHAPTER 1

INTRODUCTION

Rationalefor the Study

Teacher efficacy, or ateacher’ s* judgment of his or her capabilities to bring
about desired outcomes of student engagement and learning, even among those
students who may be difficult or unmotivated” (Tschannen-Moran, & Woolfolk Hoy,
2001, p.783) is an important teacher characteristic that reliably predicts their
teaching behaviors and student achievement. Teachers high in efficacy are more
willing to implement instructional innovations to meet their students' needs (Guskey,
1988; Stein & Wang, 1988), more enthusiastic about teaching (Guskey, 1984), less
likely to refer students to specia education services (Podell & Soodak, 1993), and
less critical of student errors (Gibson & Dembo, 1984). Also, efficacious teachers
persist longer with struggling students (Gibson & Dembo, 1984), use more
humanistic and less controlling approach to teaching (Graham, Harris, Fink, &
MacArthur, 2001), and have higher level of professional commitment (Coladarci,
1992). Teacher efficacy is a smple idea yet with powerful effects. Thus for the
past quarter of century, the interest in teacher efficacy has kept on growing in
academic research, and the idea that “ teachers beliefs about their own competence
matter” has also been well received.

Ever since the introduction of English language education at the primary level
in 2001, the curriculum, teacher qualification, teaching materials, instructiona
methods, and instructional objectives have been under much discussion. Among
others, the issue of teacher qualification has become the center of discussion (Zhan,
2004; Xie, 2004; Shih, 2001). In the past few years, the government had made
efforts to increase the pool of qualified English teachers; nevertheless, there' s ill a
lack of qualified teachers (Butler, 2004). Therefore, the government announced in

late 2002 that it would recruit native English speaking teachers (NESTS) from
1



English speaking countries to team teach with local non native English speaking
teachers (NNESTs), partly to mend the shortage problem and to also boost cultural
and academic exchange. Despite the uncertainty of advantages and disadvantages on
English language education that this policy will render, for the success or failure of
Taiwan' s primary English education, al the NESTs and NNESTsinvolved play key
roles. Given the significant educational responsibilities that they assume and the
significant role that teacher efficacy has underlying teaching and learning, it is
worth-noting that what kind of impact this unprecedented practice will have on
participating teachers efficacy beliefs, especialy that of local English teachers. As
documented in research, NESTs and NNESTSs are different in terms of their use of
English, general attitude, attitude toward teaching the language, and attitude toward
teaching culture (Arva & Medgyes, 2000). When it comes to intercultural team
teaching, how do NESTs and NNEST s tackle the potential interpersonal, pedagogic,
and logistical problems and play to their strengths becomes a big challenge (Carless,
2004b). As educators al know, team teaching is not an easy task by nature. It is
already challenging enough to co-teach with someone from the same cultural
background but with different personality traits and teaching styles, let alone when
two people of different cultural backgrounds and mother tongues have to work
together. | speculate that their relative strengths and weaknesses may become a
complementary or contradictory force when it comes to cooperation between the
two, especially under the circumstance that both parties have no team-teaching
experiences. Therefore, it is of great concern to learn whether such cross-cultural
collaboration would enhance or undermine participating teachers sense of efficacy,
how their efficacy beliefs evolve and manifest themselves over the course of team
teaching, and what the possible reasons are accounting for their efficacy
devel opment.

Due to the availability of qualified participants and difficulty of negotiating
entries to the school in which team teaching was implemented, the researcher gained

access to one elementary school where both alocal English teacher and a foreign
2



American English teacher agreed to participate in this study. Therefore, the current
inquiry was proceeded by utilizing a case study approach to provide an in-depth and
detailed description of the two teachers. Although this study was exploratory in
nature and may not reach representativeness of similar cases, it is believed that the
sharing and documenting of team teachers efficacy evolvement in this study would
be able to yield valuable insights for researchers, educators, and schools concerned
withthe implementation of collaborative English teaching, and those who are going

to be involved in team teaching practices.

Resear ch Questions
More specifically, this study aimed to address the following questions:
1. How do the NEST and the non-NEST’ s efficacy beliefs evolve over the course
of sixteen-week team teaching?
2. What are the sources that contribute to participating teachers' efficacy belief
evolvement?
3. How are the NEST and the non-NEST’ s efficacy beliefs reflected in their

classroom practices over the course of sixteenrweek team teaching?



CHAPTER 2

LITERATURE REVIEW

This study is informed by four bodies of theory and research—the work on
teacher efficacy, the local EFL context, research on teamteaching, and the studies of
NESTs vs. non-NESTS, and the following sections present these four areas
successively. The first section details the definition of teacher efficacy,
developmental history in the conceptualization and measure of teacher efficacy, and
origins and consequences of teacher efficacy. The second section covers the issues
of English education at local level and the government policy of recruiting foreign
English teachers. The third section elaborates the challenges and benefits of team
teaching between native English speaking teachers (NESTs) and NNESTs. The last
section presents the respective strengths and weaknesses of NESTs and NNESTs
followed by arecap of the above four areas of studies and their relation to the

current study.

Teacher Efficacy Research

Definition of Teacher Efficacy

Over the past quarter of century, the construct of teacher efficacy has gained a
considerable amount of attention. A growing number of educational literature has
identified teachers perceived sense of efficacy as a powerful variable underlying the
effectiveness of teaching and learning. Used interchangesbly, the terms— teacher
efficacy, teachers sense of efficacy, and teacher self-efficacy, have been defined as
“teachers belief in their ability to have a positive effect on student learning”
(Ashton, 1985, as cited in Woolfolk A. E. et al., 1990, p.137), “the beliefs teachers
have about their skills and abilities to achieve desirable learning outcomes by
students’” (Sakloske D. H. et a., 1988, p.408), or “teacher’ s judgment of hisor her
capabilities to bring about desired outcomes of student engagement and learning,

even among those students who may be difficult or unmotivated” (Tschannen-Moran,
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& Woolfolk Hoy, 2001, p.783). Although different authors define the same term in
varying ways, the core value that “teachers beliefs about their own competence are
important” is the same, and continues to allure keen interest from educational
researchers. In the history of teacher efficacy research, different conceptualizations
and measureswere adopted to explore the antecedents and consequences of teacher

efficacy. The following sections present these issues accordingly.

The Developmental History in the Conceptualization and Measure of Teacher
Efficacy

The conceptualization of teacher efficacy is largely grounded within the
theoretical framework of Rotter’ slocus of control theory and Bandura s construct of
self-efficacy (Tschannen-Moran et al., 1998; Henson, 2001; Labone, 2004). In the
two Rand Corporation studies which evaluated innovative educational projects
funded by the U.S. government, the concept of teacher efficacy was first introduced
(Tschannen-Moran et al., 1998; Henson, 2001). In the Rand studies, the
researchers used Rotter’ swork as a theoretical base, conceptualizing teacher
efficacy asteachers' beliefs about the extent to which the outcomes of student
learning and motivation were in the hands of teachers. That is, teacher efficacy
referred to whether a teacher believed that student learning and motivation lied
within the teacher’ s control. To measure their efficacy, teachers were asked to rate
their level of agreement to two 5-point Likert scale statements:. (a) “ When it comes
right down to it, a teacher really can’ t do much because most of a student’ s
motivation and performance depends on his or her home environment”, and (b) “If |
try really hard, | can get through to even the most difficult or unmotivated students’.
These items guided most teacher efficacy research during the late 70s and early 80s
(Henson, 2001). Later on, following the same fashion, Rose and Medway (1981)
and Guskey (1981) also developed instruments named Teacher Locus of Control
(TLC) and the Responsibility for Student Achievement (RSA) respectively to

measure teacher efficacy. However, these two measures didn’ t receive wide
5



recognition and were found to be inapplicable in other teacher efficacy research
(Tschannen-Moran & Woolfolk Hoy, 2001).

While some researchers used Rotter’ slocus of control theory to conceptualize
and measure teacher efficacy, others turned to Bandura s socia cognitive theory of
self-efficacy (1977, 1997) to capture the notion, and at the same time attempted to
find balance between Rotter’ s and Bandura s theoretical formulation. According to
Bandura, there are two kinds of expectations that motivate human behaviors:
self-efficacy (or efficacy expectation) and outcome expectancy. Self-efficacy is
“beliefsin one’ s capabilities to organize and execute the courses of action required
to produce given attainments’” (Bandura, 1997, p.3). In other words, self-efficacy
istheindividual’ s belief about one' slevel of competence of performing a given task,
while outcome expectancy refers to one’ s estimation of the likely outcomes that this
performance would lead to. With this theoretical framework in mind, Ashton and
Webb were among the first to study teacher efficacy by applying Bandura s theory
(Soodak & Podell, 1996). They started the research by expanding upon the Rand
methodology, using their two items incorporating interviews ard classroom
observations (Woolfolk et al., 1990; Soodak & Podell, 1996; Henson et al., 2001).
Ashton and Webb believed that the two items previously employed by the Rand
researchers actually corresponded to Bandura s notion of self-efficacy and outcome
expectancy. That is, the first Rand item (“When it comes right down to it...)
measured outcome expectancy; the second Rand item (“If | try really hard...)
measured self-efficacy. Results of the research supported the existence of these
two independent dimensiors, being labeled teaching efficacy and personal teaching
efficacy so forth. Consistent with Ashton and Webb' s argument, Gibson and
Dembo (1984) also tried to reconcile these two conceptual strands and claimed,

If we apply Bandura’ s theory to the construct of teacher efficacy, outcome
expectancy would essentially reflect the degree to which teachers believed the
environment could be controlled, that is, the extent to which students can be

taught given such factors as family background, 1Q, and school conditions.
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Self-efficacy beliefs would indicate teachers evaluation of their abilities to
bring about positive student change (Gibson & Dembo, 1984, p. 570).

Based on this claim, Gibson and Dembo sought to extend the work of Ashton
and Webb to empirically develop a more reliable scale to measure teacher efficacy.
Hence, the Teacher Efficacy Scale (TES) was born which included 30 items on a
6-point Likert scale format. Factor analysis confirmed that it had two dimensions,
also labeled teaching efficacy (TE) and personal teaching efficacy (PTE),
conforming to Bandura' s formulation of two expectations and supporting Ashton
and Webb' s modd of teacher efficacy. Gibson and Dembo believed that TE
measured outcome expectancy and PTE assessed self-efficacy. Sample itemsin the
TE questions are “ The influences of a student’ s home experience can be overcome
by good teaching” and “ Teachers are not a very powerful influence on student
achievement when all factors are considered”, while the PTE dimension includes “ If
a student masters a new concept quickly, this might be because | knew the necessary
steps in teaching that concept” and “ When a student does better than usually, many
timesit is because | exert alittle extra effort”. Again, the former refers to beliefs
about whether teaching can outweigh external constraints to have positive impact on
student learning, whereas the latter has to do with one’ s own perceptions of
competence in teaching. These two dimensions were then considered to constitute
teacher efficacy.

Having pulled together the elements from both theoretical foundations, the
Gibson and Dembo’ conceptualization of teacher efficacy has thereafter served as
the basis for amajority of teacher efficacy research (Ho & Hau, 2004,
Tschannen-Moran & Woolfolk Hoy, 2001; Henson et al., 2001), and their scalein
the meantime has become the most popular instrument in this area. Studies
examining this measure have constantly supported the existence of these two
dimensions (Tschannen-Moran et al., 1998). However, serious questions about the
nature of the TE dimension began to rise as more research was conducted.

Woolfolk and Hoy (1990, 1993) pointed out a conceptual flaw in this dimension that
7



TE in fact did not represent Bandura’ s definition of outcome expectancy asGibson
and Dembo/Ashton and Webb originaly claimed. Instead, similar to the PTE, TE
belonged to Bandura s notion of self-efficacy for the items in this dimension
measured “ a general belief about the power of teaching to reach difficult children”
(Hoy & Woolfolk, 1993, p.357), rather than ateacher’ s assessment of the likely
consequences of a specific action. In addition, since it “ has to do with beliefs
about teachersin general, not oneself as a teacher” (Woolfolk & Hoy, 1990, p.138),
for this reason, Woolfolk and Hoy (1990) labeled this dimension general teaching
efficacy (GTE), and remained the same label (PTE) for the other dimension. The
lack of clarity about the meaning of this dimension resulted in the formation of
aternative labels such as “ externa influences’ and “ external factor”
(Tschannen-Moran et a., 1998; Ho & Hau, 2004).

Besides the construct validity problem aforementioned, Gibson and Dembo
items aso suffered reliability problem. Continued research indicated weak
discrimination ability of the PTE and GTE items and instable factor structure
(Coladarci & Fink, 1995; Guskey, 1987; Woolfolk & Hoy, 1990; Soodak & Podell,
1996), leading Henson (2001) to comment that “ not only were the theoretical
operationalizations of the TES constructs questionable, but scoresin Gibson and
Dembo’ s original validation study were psychometrically weak” (p.23). Seeing the
meaning and measure weaknesses that teacher efficacy long withstood,
Tschannen-Moran et al. (1998) proposed an integrated model of teacher efficacy in a
bid to clarify the conceptual confusion, and later developed the Teachers Sense of
Efficacy Scale (TSES) based on this proposed model. The model, presented in the
Figure 1 below, “weaves together both conceptua strands’ (p.227) in teacher
efficacy’ s developmental history and is an important advancement in this area

(Henson, 2001).
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Figure 1. The cyclical nature of teacher efficacy
“Teacher efficacy: Its meaning and measure”, by M. TschannenMoran, A. W. Hoy
& W. K. Hoy, 1998, Review of Educational Research, 68, p.228.

Compared with previous theoretical formulations of teacher efficacy, this new
model takes a more comprehensive view, skillfully bringing in both conceptual
foundations and |ooping together the elements critical for the construction and
processing of teacher efficacy. Particularly, the model exceeds the previous
conceptualization in two major areas—the sources of efficacy information, and the
analysis of teaching task and assessment of personal teaching competence. The
two important parts of this model are discussed below following the bottom-up
sequence as the figure presents.

Sources of Efficacy Information. As Henson (2001) indicated, prior
conceptualizations of teacher efficacy have al but neglected the importance of the
sources of efficacy information and their relationship to teacher efficacy and
ultimate performance. Since efficacy is a powerful influence on teacher behaviors
and student learning, it is equally important to pay attention to the factors that might
influence teacher efficacy.

According to Bandura (1977, 1997), there are four sources of efficacy building

information: mastery experiences, physiological arousal, vicarious experiences, and




verbal persuasion. Mastery experiences are identified as the most powerful source
in fostering one’ s sense of efficacy. Successful performances raise efficacy beliefs,
while failure experiences lower efficacy beliefs. Personal sense of efficacy is
particularly enhanced when one successfully approaches difficult tasks with little
external assistance, or when one achieves the goal early in learning without much
discouragement. The level of physiological arousal, such as the feeling of anxiety,
stress, or relaxation, plays arole in reinforcing self-perception of mastery or
incompetence. However, whether the arousal acts positively or negatively depends
on “the circumstances, the person’ s history, and overall level of arousal”
(Tschannen-Moran et a., 1998, p.229). For example, “ butterflies in the stomach”
can be read by the person as either stress or excitement that can improve or hinder
on€e' s performance.

Vicarious experiences, or modeling, may also have effect on the development
of on€e' s efficacy beliefs. It refers to the skills gained by watching others
demonstrate or perform. For instance, observing a teacher teach can strengthen the
observer’ s personal teaching competence if the model is credible, admired, or bears
similarities (e.g. age, gender, or personality traits) with the observer. The more the
observer identifies themselves with the model, the more will be the impact on
efficacy, and vice versa. When the individuals have limited prior experiences to
base their efficacy beliefs on, vicarious experiences become an important
efficacy-building source. Verbal persuasion includes performance feedback from
supervisors, other teachers, or students. It can also come in other forms such as
media or magazines reporting on teachers' ability to have an impact on students
(Hoy, 2000). It is recognized to be weaker in enhancing and creating an enduring
sense of efficacy because it does not provide “ an authentic experiential base”
(Bandura, 1977, p.198). However, a persuasive boost is likely to mobilize greater
effort and persistence (Bandura, 1977; Labone, 2004), leading an individual to try
hard enough to achieve a goa or attempt new strategies. The effectiveness of

verbal persuasion relies on the perceived expertise, credibility, and trustworthiness
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of the persuader.

To sum up, Bandura' s four sources of information play a part in the formation
of efficacy beliefs. However, it is not until the information being attended to,
weighted, and remembered by individuals do they have impact on self-efficacy
judgments. That is, the interpretation, or cognitive processing (see the Figure on
p.12) of these sourcesis critical (Tschannen-Moran et al., 1998). Teachers
thoughts about each of these experiences then inform and influence their analysis of
teaching task and assessment of personal teaching competence.

Task Analysis and Teaching Competence. Tschannen-Moran et a. (1998) and
Bandura (1997) al support the idea that teacher efficacy is context specific.
Teechers' sense of efficacy may not remain at the same level across different
teaching situations. Teachers who fedl efficacious in science teaching may fedl less
assured in teaching mathematics or chemistry. They may feel very competent
teaching middle school students, but become inefficacious when facing younger or
older children. Factors such as the school culture, class size, access to technical
support, subject matter, and students abilities may all become teachers concern
while weighing their personal teaching capabilities. As a result, when a teacher is
making an efficacy judgment, the teaching tasks, teaching context, and personal
teaching competence all come into play and are jointly analyzed as described by
Tschannen-Moran et al. (1998),

In analyzing the teaching task and its context, the relative importance of factors
that make teaching difficult or act as constraints is weighed against an assessment of
the resources available that facilitate learning. In assessing self-perceptions of
teaching competence, the teacher judges personal capabilities such as sKills,
knowledge, strategies, or personality traits balanced against personal weaknesses or
liabilities in this particular teaching context... The interaction of these two
components leads to judgments about self- efficacy for the teaching task at hand
(p.228).

The authors suggest that a fuller examination like this presents a more
11



fine-tuned picture of teachers sense of efficacy. Unlike GTE in the previous
teacher efficacy model which deals only with teachers general beliefs about coping
with external adversaries, the task analysis here taps more into teachers given
context in that it evaluates elements that might both impede and facilitate teaching.
Together with the assessment of personal competence in light of the specific
teaching task, a more complete picture of teacher efficacy can be drawn. Labone
(2004) thus asserts that this new model is comprehensive and a key factor in the
maturing of teacher efficacy research in that it “ clarifies the previously confused
theoretical bases...by considering both socia cognitive theory in terms of sourcing,
processing, and assessment of personal capabilities, and locus of control theory in
terms of the analysis of the task and its context” (p. 342).

A New Teacher Efficacy Instrument Proposed. With this conceptua
framework in mind, Tschannen-Moran and Woolfolk Hoy (2001) sought to develop
anew teacher efficacy instrument. Through three rounds of analyses and revision
of the scale, avalid and reliable three-dimensional Ohio State Teacher Efficacy
Scale (OSTES), later renamed Teachers Sense of Efficacy Scale (TSES) was born.
It consists of twenty-four items that reflect frequent and significant teaching tasks in
the areas of classroom management, instructional strategies, and student engagement.
Sample items include “ How much can you do to motivate students who show low
interest in school work?’, “How much can you do to use a variety of assessment
strategies?’, and “ To what extent can you make your expectations clear about

student behavior?’.

The Origins and Consequences of Teacher Efficacy

Using a variety of measurements, several studies have examined the origins and
consequences of teacher efficacy. Asto the origins, factors that enhance and
decrease teacher efficacy were explored. In the study that inquired into the
relationship between teachers sense of efficacy and the organizational health of

schools, Hoy and Woolfolk (1993) pointed out that a healthy school climate which
12



truly assists teachers manage and teach students fosters teachers efficacy beliefs.
Hsieh (1995) in her study investigating Taiwanese primary school teachers found
that experienced senior teachers and teachers who teach fewer subjects, especialy
those who teach the subjects they are specialized in, have higher sense of efficacy.
Her study also indicated that positive support from students families enhance
teacher efficacy (Hsieh, 1995). Kristine A. (1996)’ s investigation of principal
leadership behavior on teacher efficacy reported that there are eleven of them

helpful for promoting teacher efficacy—jproviding personal and professional support,
fostering teamwork and collaboration, and recognizing teacher efforts and
accomplishments—just to name a few. In addition, schools where teachers share
team spirit, working together on solving student problems strengthen teachers
feelings of efficacy aswell (TschannenrMoran et. al, 1998). On the other hand, Lin
(2002) indicated that the heavy teaching load and insufficient teaching resources
have negative effects on teacher efficacy. Webb and Ashton (1987) found poor
morale, inadequate salaries, low status, and lack of recognition diminishing teachers
efficacy beliefs (as cited in Tschanned-Moran et a., 1998).

Regarding the consequences of teacher efficacy, teaching behaviors and student
outcomes were examined. Teachers high in efficacy are more receptive to the
implementation of instructional innovations to meet their students needs (Guskey,
1988; Stein & Wang, 1988), more erthusiastic about teaching (Guskey, 1984; Hsieh,
1995), more trusting of students (Woolflk et al., 1990), less likely to refer students to
special education services (Podell & Soodak, 1993), and less critical of student
errors (Gibson & Dembo, 1984). Also, efficacious teachers persist longer with
struggling students (Gibson & Dembo, 1984), use more humanistic and less
controlling approach to teaching (Woolfolk et al., 1990; Graham, Harris, Fink, &
MacArthur, 2001), participate more in workshops, (Hsieh, 1995), lead to higher
student achievement (Ross, 1992), and have higher level of professional

commitment (Coladarci, 1992).
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Conclusion

While a dominant number of the teacher efficacy research is done quantitatively,
more qualitative studies are called for in recent years to understand the devel opment
of efficacy beliefs (Wu, 2002; TschannerntMoran et a., 1998; Henson, 2001; Labone,
2004). Given the impressive relationship between a strong sense of teacher
efficacy and effective teaching/learning, an in-depth understanding of its growth
through interviews and observational data will be valuable and helpful for knowing
how it is shaped and how it might be strengthened, particularly among the teachers
who take on new challenges. Although teachers beliefs about their abilities are
relatively stable once set (Tschannen-Moran et al., 1998), “ new challenges, however,
such as having to teach a new grade, work in a new setting, or adopt a reformed
curriculum, can €licit areevaluation of efficacy” (Ross, 1998, as cited in
Tschannen-Moran et a., 1998). With MOE'’ s policy of hiring the NESTs to team
teach with local English teachers, it is therefore necessary to follow those involved
to see how their sense of efficacy might evolve or change, especially that of local
English teachers. Team teaching is by no means an easy task. A lot of challenges
might occur when two teachers from different cultural backgrounds work together.
The following sections present the local English learning context along with the

team-teaching literature.

ELT at Primary Level

Learning English has become a nationa frenzy in Taiwan. Walking on the
City streets, it is easy to bump into a language school in almost every neighborhood;
surfing the TV channels, it is a breeze to find commercias that advertise English
lessons. The huge demand for English education comes from the facts that English
has become the world’ s lingua franca, and serves as one of the valuable skills of
staying competitive in this changing society. Being a member of the World Trade
Organization, it is generally believed that mastering English will better help bring

Taiwan up to the international ground and integrate ourselves into this global village.
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Therefore, many Taiwanese parents spare no efforts sending their young children to
learn English hoping that an early start will benefit them more. In response to the
above phenomena and to meet public expectations, our Ministry of Education (MOE)
incorporates English education into the primary school curriculum, starting from 5"
and 6" grade in the 2001 academic year and extending further to the 3¢ and 4™
grade in the year 2005, as part of the implementation of nine-year integrated
curriculum.  In addition, to fulfill Executive Yuan' s goal of promoting English
proficiency in Taiwan and to bridging the gap of access to learning English between
urban and rural areas, the government has announced for hiring native English
speaking teachers (NESTSs) from English-speaking countries to assist teaching
English at public elementary and secondary schools in late 2002. More specifically,
the stated aims of this policy are to improve the English teaching and learning
environment in remote areas, to reform teaching methodol ogies and enhance
students communicative competence through intercultural collaboration, and to
promote intercultural understanding. The foreign teachers would be firstly
dispatched to small cities and remote areas where English teachers are in short
supply. To be qualified, the foreign teachers are expected to meet the following
requirements: (a) come from Englishspeaking countries and speak English as their
mother tongue, (b) have received a bachelor’ s or higher-level degreein
linguistics-related fields, (c) be healthy both mentally and physically with no drug
abuse record, (d) be able to respect and accommodate themselves to Taiwanese
culture and living, and (e) have good pronunciation and clear enunciation. Lastly,
those who have already had experiences in English teaching are preferred (Ministry
of Education Republic of China, 2003).

Despite the criticism of the higher salary that NESTs can get than non-NESTS,
and the doubts over how much help the foreign English teachers are able to provide,
recruitment of foreign English teachers has become an ongoing educational plan
nation-wide. Consequently, concerns are raised over what roles the NEST's should

play and how they are going to be utilized at school. The Ministry of Education
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said the NESTs are defined by law as assistant teachers so they are not here to
replace and jeopardize the status of local English teachers. Depending on the needs
and coordinating plans of each city and county, it is suggested that the NESTs play
diverse roles to assist domestic English education during their stay. They can
cooperate with our local English teachers at various levels such as team teaching
English lessons, compiling English teaching materials, and organizing English
teaching workshops to promote professional development (Journal of Education
Research, 2003; Ministry of Education, Republic of China, 2003). It is hoped that
the collaboration will upgrade the quality of Taiwan' s English education, and benefit
both local teachers and students. However, in practice, such an intercultural
collaborative partnership in the field of foreign language education is easier said
than done as what have been documented in the literature. Challenges and
difficulties arise when NESTs and NNESTs are engaged in team teaching.
Advantages and disadvantages are reported. Next section reviews the literature on

this specific topic, focusing specifically on its impact on teachers.

Team Teaching between NESTsand NNESTsin EFL Context

Team teaching, by its general definition, means “ a situation in which two
teachers share a class and divide instruction between them” (Richards et al., 1998).
Reviewing the team teaching literature between NESTs and NNESTs in the EFL
context, definitions varying in length are adopted to describe the term. Sturman
(1992) specifies team teaching as “ working together—not independently—in the
same classroom, understanding each other’ s pedagogic principles, even when it may
be difficult to agree with them, and being sensitive to each other’ s professional
position in the classroom” (p. 145), and Bauwens and Hourcade (1995) define it as
“arestructuring of teaching procedures in which two or more educators possessing
distinct sets of skills work in a coactive and coordinated fashion to jointly teach
groups of students” (as cited in Carless, 2004b, p.3). In the latest team teaching

research, Carless (2004b) defines it smply as “two teachers together in the
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classroom involved in instruction and/or management of the class’ (p.3). Tosum
up, team teaching refers to ajointly effort made by two (or more) teachers who are
present at the same time teaching the class together. 1n the East Asia countries
where English is taught as a foreign language, Japan is the first country that
systematically recruits Assistant Language Teachers (ALTs, mainly English teachers)
in alarge scale to assist Japanese Teachers of English (JTES) teaching in schools
nationwide. Asapart of the JET (Japan Exchange and Teaching) Program, it has
operated since 1987 and is now in its 18" year with the number of participants
increasing from 848 in the first year to 6,103 in the year 2004 (JET program, 2004).
Another ssimilar scheme that invites NESTs from English speaking countries to
collaborate with NNESTs in the host country is the EPIK (English Program In
Korea). Launched in 1995, it is smaller in scale compared to JET. Both programs
encourage team teaching between NESTs and NNESTs (Carless, 2004b), and aim at
improving the English communicative competence of the students and teachers, and
increasing multicultural understanding (JET program, 2004; EPIK, 2005). In a
qualitative study that compares the JET and EPIK program, Carless (2004a) found
out mixed voices from the participants on their views about team teaching.
Difficulties of forming a collaborative partnership were recounted by NESTs and
NNESTSs. In the JET program, obstacles occurred with respect to professional
knowledge, language proficiency, teacher attitudes, and preparation time,
corresponding to Retko and Lee’ s JET findingsin 2001. Most NESTs working at
Japanese schools did not have teaching qualifications or prior teaching experiences,
while some NNESTS, though trained and qualified, were afraid of revealing the
limitations of their spoken English, resulting in their preference for teaching solo
instead of co-teaching with their foreign counterparts. As one NEST commented,
“| felt that some teachers really didn’ t want to teach with me. They often cancelled
classes | was supposed to teach with them. | felt that they just preferred to teach
alone” (Carless, 2004a, p.5). Besides, not having enough time for course planning

also posed another problem to team teaching, causing discontinuity between lessons.
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Indeed, as Tgjino and Tajino (2000) claimed, “ cooperation between the two teachers
at various stages is a prerequisite’. For each lesson to be a success, collaboration
should happen not only in class, but also prior to and right after the class. Turning
to the EPIK program, athough afew participants had positive experiences of team
teaching, problematic cases were more pronounced. Similar to the obstacles
discovered in JET, Korean teachers revealed reluctance to cooperate with NESTs
because of incompatibility and their lack of confidence in communicating in English.
In Carless (2004b) another study investigating team teaching between native and
non-native English teachers in Japan and Korea, he further summarized challenges
of intercultural team teaching, suggesting that pedagogical, interpersonal, and
logistical factors being the three main challenging areas in the collaborative
relationship. In the pedagogical dimension, the lack of teaching experiences of the
NESTSs, confusion about the role and responsibility distribution of both parties, and
the flawed English ability of the NNESTs were viewed as barriers to team teaching.
In the interpersonal dimension, alack of open mindedness, enthusiasm, and mutual
trust undermined the partnership. Inthelogistical dimension, shortage of
preparation time and heavy workloads of NNESTs emerged as drawbacks of team
teaching. While the above areas are considered challenging, another rather
common problem being pointed out in severa studiesis that, not realizing the
purposes of team teaching, some NESTs would treat NNESTs simply as
“interpreter” or “ classroom management assistant”, and NNESTs utilize NESTs as
“human tape recorders’ or “game maching” when they teach together (Tgjino &
Tajino, 2000; Liou, 2002; Lin, 2002). Such a scenario may appear to some that the
NEST and the NNEST are working together just fine, however, the collaboration of
this kind actually stays in avery superficia level and is not viewed as true team
teaching in which power and responsibility are supposed to be equally shared by
both parties. Therefore, for effective team teaching to take place, in addition to
overcoming the challenges mentioned above, flexibility, respect, mutual trust,

positive attitudes, willingness to compromise, and development of relationships
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inside and outside the classroom are considered to be even more fundamental
(Sturman, 1992; Wada, as cited in Reitko and Lee, 2001; Tgino & Tajino, 2000;
Carless, 2004b; Gill & Rebrova, 2001), as Carless (2004b) suggests, “ intercultural
team teaching rests, to a large extent, on the interpersonal sensitivities of
participants’ (p. 18).

While the hindrance of collaborative language teaching seems prominent and
needs much effort to tackle, the results of these inquires are not al that discouraging.
Good team teaching was still found to be practiced among some participants, and a
number of benefits were derived (Carless, 2004a, 2004b). First, when the NEST
and the NNEST work together in the same classroom, not only do students have
more exposure to different cultures and the target language, but can be provided
with more support and feedback from two teachers. Second, team teaching fosters
professional development, especially in developing local English teachers English
communication skills and pedagogical competence, resonating Gorsuch’ s (as cited in
Carless, 20044) finding that such cross-cultural cooperation helps the local teachers
diversify their instructional strategies and enhance their English proficiency. Last
but not the least, NESTs and NNESTs can complement each other in their strengths
and weaknesses in that NEST's being experts in linguistic and target cultura
knowledge while NNESTs being insightful and sensitive to the local educational
system, students'  backgrounds, needs and learning difficulties.

It is worth specid attention that aong with the line of this last point, numerous
studies have explored the respective strengths and weaknesses of NESTs and
NNESTSs. The following section turns to the literature on this specific topic to
explore in more details the qualities of NESTs and NNESTSs on the one hand, and to

help shed further light on team teaching on the other.

NESTsV.S. Non-NESTs
Since the last decade, the widespread recognition of English as a global

language has brought a lot of native English speakers into the work field of EFL
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instruction in non-English speaking countries. In Taiwan, almost each commercial
language school is now staffed with several NESTs because they can attract more
students and help generate profit. It seems that NESTs are always viewed as ideal
English teachers or intrinsically better qualified language teachers (Huang, 1997).
However, the widely accepted thought of “ native-speaker-teacher ideal” (Phillipson,
1992) has put NNESTs in avery unfair situation. NNESTs become less esteemed
and are perceived as less competent even though it may not be the case. Thus, it
has been hotly debated over whether native English speaking teachers are
necessarily better than nonnative ones. In an attempt to give NNESTs avoice in
their profession, more and more research has set forth to address the “ native speaker
falacy” proposed by Phillipson (as cited in Liu, 1994). Comparison between
NESTs and NNEST s has been made, and a number of attributes are identified to
characterize both of them.

Arvaand Medgyes (2000) conducted a study examining teaching behaviors of
NESTs and NNETs and found that they are different in terms of their use of English,
general attitude, attitude to teaching the language, and attitude to teaching culture.
The findings showed that NEST's use English more spontaneously and confidently,
adopt a nore relaxed approach, have lower level of empathy, are less aware of
students' needs, and serve rich sources of target cultural information, whereas
NNESTs have less confidence in English, adopt a more guided teaching strategies,
empathize more with studert difficulties, have more insight into students' needs,
have better grammatical knowledge, and supply less cultural information. While
comparing themselves to NESTs, most NNEST s consider linguistic competence and
target cultural knowledge hard or impossible to achieve. Reversely, NNESTSs are
endowed with the following qualities that NEST s think difficult to reach:

1. They represent imitable role models of successful English learners.
2. They have gone through the complex process of language acquisition and are
aware of the differences between L1 and L2, so they are anticipative of and

empathetic to students needs and learning difficulties.
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3. They have first hand experiences of learning and using English as a second or
foreign language, so they can share with students effective learning strategies.
4. They benefit from sharing the mutual language with their students.
(Medgyes, 1992; Phillipson, 1992)

It is clearly seen that native and non-native English teachers have their own
strengths and limitations, and it is important to understand that such differences do
not imply better or worse (Arva & Medgyes, 2000). Hence, some studies suggest
the potentials for team teaching between NESTs and NNESTSs (Gill & Rebrova;
Carvalho de Oliveira & Richardson, 2001) in that they can build upon each other’ s

strengths, learn from each other’ s talents, and eventually grow as professionals.

Summary

Teacher efficacy is an important indication of teaching behaviors and student
outcomes. The impressive relationship betweenteacher efficacy and
teaching/learning shown in the literature has inspired many researchers to conduct a
series of studies over the past quarter of century. From studying the antecedence
and subsequence of teacher efficacy, to inquiring into its development to understand
how teacher efficacy might be enhanced for the better, the focus of teacher efficacy
research has undergone such change. Following this shift, the research
methodol ogies adopted have also moved from quantitative to qualitative approach,
to illuminate more comprehensively the process involved in the formation of teacher
efficacy.

With the implementation of team teaching between NESTs and NNESTsin
Taiwan, and in view of the documentation on challenges and benefits that this
practice brings about, it isintriguing to know what kind of impact this policy would
have on participating teachers. In addition, when considering such an intercultural
collaborative partnership being a very innovative idea to both parties, especially to
primary school English teachers in Taiwan, more attention is deserved. Team

teaching has its challenges and prospects. Good practices are not easy to
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accomplish when considering all the subjective and objective conditions involved.

Nevertheless, if NESTs and NNESTs are willing to open their minds to embrace the

co-working opportunity, recognize and make good use of each other’ stalents, it is

believed that the chances are high for them to overcome the difficulties lie ahead and

grow both professionally and personally from the team teaching experiences.

Therefore, considering the significant role that teacher efficacy plays, and in

light of the potential influence on teachers that an intercultural team teaching has,

the purpose of this study was to investigate those involved to see how their sense of

efficacy might evolve or change over the course of team teaching. Once again, this

study aimed to address the following research questions:

1. How do the NEST and the Non-NEST’ s efficacy beliefs evolve over the course
of Sxteen-week team teaching?

2. What are the sources that contribute to participating teachers' efficacy belief
evolvement?

3. How are the NEST and the Non-NEST’ s efficacy beliefs reflected in their

classroom practices over the course of sixteernrweek team teaching?
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CHAPTER 3

METHODOLOY

The study employed a case study approach that investigated the evolvement of
efficacy beliefs of team-teaching teachers during their semester-long collaboration.
The design of this study was qualitative in nature. Rich descriptions of the
individual cases were acquired through semi-structured interviews, teacher’s
reflective notes, and field notes from classroom observations, with the help of
guestionnaire survey technique to facilitate the monitoring of development in
participating teachers efficacy beliefs. Detailed research methods will be
described below.

Participants and the Setting
A local English teacher and her native Englishspeaking partner participated in
this study on a voluntary basis. Each of them filled out aform (see Appendix A)
requesting for the baseline data needed for this inquiry. Below are the two
teachers' background information and a description of the setting. Throughout the
study, pseudonyms were used to assure the confidentiality of the teachers and the

schooal.

Miss Yen

Miss Yen, the local English teacher, has been teaching in this school for two
years and has been teaching for a total of nine years. She was a homeroom teacher
for the past seven years in another primary school, and it was until she came to this
school that she started to teach English. She earned her bachelor’ s degreein

elementary education. Currently she is teaching the 4" graders.

Miss Murry

Miss Murry, the native English speaker, is a certified primary
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teacher from America. She earned her bachelor’ s degree in elementary education
and used to be a homeroom teacher of first graders for two years in the United States.
Although she' s an experienced teacher, thisis her first time to teach children who

learn English as a foreign language.

Da-Da Elementary School

This schoal is constructed in 1998, a suburban elementary school located on the
skirts of Taichung City. It accommodates around 2,100 students and 100 faculty
members. English education is one of its school-based curriculum, and is
introduced to students from the 13 to 6" grade. For the 1% and the 2" graders, they
receive one English lesson per week; for the 39, 4", 5" and 6™ graders, they have
two English lessons per week. As for the implementation of team teaching, to
make the administrative work simpler and to accommodate both teachers' working
schedule, only four out of the total nine 4™™-grade classes received teamteaching
instruction by Miss Yen and Miss Murry. Of the two periods of English classes per
week for the participating 4™ graders, one was team-taught and one remained for
Miss Yen alone. That is, the participating teachers co-taught four classes that
accumulated up to four collaborative teaching hours per week. So each class
received approximately atotal of fifteen team+-taught lessons over the 16-week
period. Besides, for this venture to proceed smoothly, Miss Yen and Miss Murry

set aside four hours aweek for pre and post class discussion.

Instruments
Questionnaire
In order to get an overview of participants efficacy beliefs across different
stages of their team teaching, quantitative data on each subjects’ level of efficacy
was obtained through the use of a modified Teachers Sense of Efficacy Scale (TSES)
(see Appendix B) developed by Tschannen-Moran and Woolfolk Hoy (2001).

Given the solid theoretical foundation this instrument is grounded in, and a stable
24



factor structure it has, | chose Teachers Sense of Efficacy Scale to help monitor
participating teachers efficacy evolvement.

The TSES consists of three dimensions labeled “ Efficacy in Student
Engagement”, “ Efficacy in Classroom Management”, and “ Efficacy in Instructional
Strategies’ that encompass twenty-four statements representative of frequent and
significant teaching activities that make up a teacher’ s work. However, the items
are designed based on American context and are not tailored into any specific
subject. Teacher efficacy has been defined as both context and subject- matter
specific (Bandura, 1997; TschannenMoran & Woolfolk Hoy, 1998). Therefore,
after a close examination of the items, certain modifications were made in order to
tap into the context of the current study. First, al the twenty-four items were
reworded dightly so that they reflect the teaching of English in the EFL context.
Second, eight new items were developed to assess teacher efficacy in * subject
content knowledge”, which is a dimension not included in the TSES but considered
significant for language teachers, especialy for NNEST. The reasons for adding
this sub-domain are as follows. As indicated in Butler’ s (2004) study, English
teachers English proficiency could have impact on various aspects of their English
teaching, “including the teacher’ s confidence, pedagogica skills, the content of their
teaching, student motivation, and ultimately, students success in acquiring English”
(p.268). Thus, to be efficacious in teaching, it is very important for EFL teachers
to be linguistically competent. In addition, as team teaching research reports, the
English communication skills of NNESTs are improved through intercultural
collaboration between native and nonnative English speaking teachers (Carless,
2004). Asaresult, for the instrument to be able to reflect more comprehensively
the participating teachers efficacy beliefs, especially that of local English teacher
within this team teaching frame, the dimension of “ Efficacy in Subject Content
Knowledge” was included.

A 9-point Likert scale is adopted for each item, ranging from 1—nothing,

3—very little, 5—some influence, 7—quite a bit, and 9—a great deal. Sample
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item from each dimension includes:

® How much can you do to get children to follow classroom rules in your
English class? (Dimension of efficacy in classroom management)

® How much can you do to help your students value English learning?
(Dimension of efficacy in student engagement)

® How much can you do to adjust your English lessons to the proper level
for individual students? (Dimension of efficacy in instructional
strategies)

® How well can you do to teach English pronunciation to elementary school
students in Taiwan? (Dimension of efficacy in subject content

knowledge)

Pilot Study

To assure the reliability of the modified TSES, a pilot study was conducted.
The questionnaires were distributed to 80 elementary school English teachers who
attended an in-service teacher training workshop held by the school of the present
study. Among the 53 returned questionnaires, 6 copies turned out unusable subject
to the participants failure to respond to al the questionnaire items. Therefore, only
47 questionnaires were valid for subsequent analyses. As seen in the Table,
SPSS results showed that the overall Internal-Consistency Reliability Coefficients of
TSES reached 0.95. With regard to each dimension, the internal-consistency
reliability coefficient was 0.88, 0.90, 0.85, and 0.85, respectively, meaning this

questionnaire obtained a high internal consistency reliability coefficient.
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Tablel
Internal-Consistency Reliability Coefficients of Teachers Sense of Efficacy Scale

Questionnaire Items Cronbach’ sa
Student Engagement (8 items) .88
Classroom Management (8 items) .90
Instructional Strategies(8 items) .85
Subject Content Knowledge (8 items) .85
Overdl (32 items) .95
N=47

| nterview Protocol

To gain abetter understanding of the questionnaire survey results, a set of
interview questions (see Appendix C) were developed to further explore the
antecedents (sources) and consequences (classroom practices) of participants
efficacy beliefs with respect to the areas of classroom management, student
engagement, instructional strategies, and subject content knowledge. The core
guestions that guided this interview included: What are the factors that strengthen
the participants sense of efficacy in certain domains? What are the factors that
undermine the participants’ sense of efficacy in certain domains? What
instructional strategies do the participants implement in their English class? What
classroom management techniques do the participants apply? What are
participants opinions about the relationship between English proficiency and
English teaching? What are the benefits and setbacks that this team teaching
brings to the participants? By asking these questions, it not only promoted the
understanding of the sources of teachers efficacy beliefs within this team teaching
frame, but also provided the researcher an idea of the relationship between their
efficacy beliefs and classroom behaviors. Also, in addition to using the
pre-determined questions, the questions arising from classroom observations, were

incorporated to help compile a more complete picture of the subjects studied.
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Teacher’ s Reflective Log

The participants were provided with a sample reflective log and several blank
forms (see Appendix D) on which they could take their time recording and reflecting
upon their team teaching practices. They were suggested to keep reflective notes
soon after each team+-taught lesson, or the very night they returned home while the
memories were still fresh. Reflections on certain questions were required, and they
could also write down whatever came into their minds regarding the team teaching
practices. The reflective logs helped enrich the data set and assisted the researcher
to find out more about participating teachers thoughts and feelings that probably

were not able to be dlicited by using interview techniques.

Data Collection Procedure

Data was collected from multiple sources: questionnaire survey, interviews,
teacher’ s reflective notes, and field notes. To see how teacher efficacy might
evolve over the sixteenweek long semester (February-June) of team teaching, the
participating NEST and NNEST respectively filled out the English and Chinese
version of the modified Teachers Sense of Efficacy Scale at two time
points—beginning and ending point—followed immediately by semi-formal,
structured interviews to help elaborate the quantitative data and gain an in-depth
understanding of the sources and influences on their efficacy beliefs. The
interviews were conducted in English with the NEST, and in Chinese with the
NNEST. During the interviews, subjectivity and personal bias were avoided as
much as possible. The researcher would €elicit participants perspectives and
thoughts by asking open-ended questions instead of inserting her own opinions or
requiring confirmation from the NEST and NNEST. Besides, teachers reflective
notes were collected every other week. On-site visits to team+-taught lessons were
conducted periodically and field-notes were taken to help examine teacher efficacy

in action and triangulate with other self-reported data.
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Data Analysis Procedure

Quantitative Data Analysis

To answer the first research question, the scores of Teacher’ s Sense of Efficacy
Scale were achieved by calculating the overall scores as well as the respective scores
for each dimension. Items were coded such that the higher the score, the higher the
efficacy, and vice versa. The highest score of each dimension is 72, and the lowest
is8.
Qualitative Data Analysis

To answer the second research question, interviews with the participants were
tape-recorded and transcribed verbatim. Together with participants reflective
notes, these qualitative data were approached by using categorizing strategies.
They were analyzed for evidence of (1) mastery experience (2) vicarious experience
(3) verbal persuasion (4) and physiological arousal postulated by Bandura (1977,
1997) as the four main sources of information that contribute to the devel opment of
efficacy beliefs. At the same time, the researcher was open to the data set to avoid
missing important phenomenon not belonged to the above predetermined categories.
To answer the third research question, researcher’ sfield notes, interview
transcripts, and videotapes were revisited to see how teachers efficacy beliefs were
manifested in participating teachers classroom practices. Last, asthe data analyses
proceeded, member checking was employed to ensure the integrity of the study,

avoiding the possibility of misinterpreting the data.

29



CHAPTER 4

RESULTSAND DISCUSSIONS

The results and discussion are presented here in three sections in accordance
with the order of the three research questions. The first section plots the NEST and
the non-NEST’ s sense of efficacy evolvement over the course of team teaching.
The second section reports the sources accounting for the NEST and non-NEST” s
efficacy change, and the last section details how their efficacy beliefs are manifested

in their classroom practices. The findings are then discussed under each section.

Efficacy Evolvement in Team Teaching

Miss Yen and Miss Murry’ s efficacy evolvement were examined based on two
data sources. (a) their responses to the Teachers Sense of Efficacy Scale and (b) the
interviews. The scores they got on the TSES before and after the collaboration
revealed that their efficacy went through some change over the course of team
teaching. Meanwhile, the interviews with the two teachers also validate such
change. Figures 1 and 3 below plot Miss Yen and Miss Murry’ s overall efficacy
evolvement, ranging from 0~288, with O indicating very low teacher efficacy and
288 indicating the highest. Figures 2 and 4 detail their efficacy evolvement in four
dimensions: student engagement, instructional strategies, classroom management,
and subject content knowledge, ranging from 0~72. The researcher will first

present Miss Yen' s efficacy evolvement in the following part.

Miss Yen' s Efficacy Evolvement

As Figure 2 shows, the overall scoresin TSES suggest that Miss Yen' s sense of
efficacy was enhanced after team teaching, moving from 191 to 203. In particular,
as Figure 3 details, Miss Yen' s sense of efficacy raised in the area of “ student
engagement” and “ subject content knowledge”, while in “instructiona strategies’

and “ classroom management”, her efficacy remained the same.
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Figure 3. Miss Yen' s Teacher Efficacy Evolvement in Four Dimensions

While the questionnaire survey result provided a global view of MissYen' s
efficacy development, the interview helped the researcher to further validate and
gain an in-depth understanding of this inquiry. One thing worth attention is that

Miss Y en was being modest when doing self-evaluation. She informed the
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researcher that she was reserved when filling out the questionnaire because she
thought there is always room for improvement. This implied that her sense of
efficacy was actually higher than what has been reported on the current scale.
From the interview, the researcher further discovered that after team teaching, Miss
Yen' s sense of efficacy has not only increased in “ student engagement” and “ subject
content knowledge”, but also in the area of “instructional strategies’. As for
“classroom management”, her level of efficacy remained the same. Miss Yen
Stated:
Since Miss Murry came here to co-teach with me, our English lessons have
become more diversified. Since our collaboration | have felt more confident
in my instructional strategies as well as my ability to engage students. My
English has improved, too. With regard to classroom management, this is the
area | feel most competent in. | think | was already pretty good at it before |
was engaged in team teaching. | know the discipline strategies to effectively
handle the students and to control various situations.
Overal, she perceived positive development in her teacher self- efficacy, and
felt more confident as an English teacher after this semester-long teamteaching

practice.

Miss Murry' s Efficacy Evolvement

As Figure 4 indicates, Miss Murry’ s sense of efficacy dropped slightly from
267 to 263 after team teaching. More specifically, as shown in Figure 5, her
efficacy declined 25% from 64 to 48 in the area of “ student engagement”. Other
than that, her level of efficacy rose in “instructional strategies’ and “ subject

knowledge’, and remained the same in * classroom management” .

32



288

267 263
240
192
144
Q6
48
1} .

Efficacy Before Team Teaching Efficacy After Team Teaching

Scores

Figure 4. Miss Murry’ s Teacher Efficacy Evolvement

72

72072
T2
&7
L) &4
1}
42
4g
36
24
12
0 . . .

Student Engagement Instructional Strategies Classroom management  Suhject Content Knowledge

71

Scores

|I:| Before Team Teaching W Afier Team Teaching |

Figure 5. Miss Murry’ s Teacher Efficacy Evolvement in Four Dimensions

The questionnaire results suggest that Miss Murry was a highly efficacious
teacher. Except for the drop of her efficacy in “ student engagement”, Miss Murry
gave herself either full marks or near full marksin the other three areas after team
teaching. Her high level of efficacy in these three areas can also be told from the
interviews with her. During the interview, she expressed a great deal of confidence

and passion for teaching. For example, Miss Murry thinks that teachers have the
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power to change lives. Teachers can either change for the good, or change for the
bad. In addition, she placed great emphasis on classroom management by saying
that “If you' re not good at discipline, your kids aren’ t going to learn. And if your
kids don’ t learn, you are not an effective teacher.” She applied various
instructional methods as well. She said, “ There are lots of activities that we did. |
didn’ t use one way to teach. | try to use different ways because kids learn
differently.”

Overdll, she held a positive attitude toward this collaboration and thought it
was a good experience for her and enabled her to teach more competently and

effectively in Taiwan.

Discussion on MissYen' sand MissMurry’ s Efficacy Evolvement

It is rewarding to discover that team-teaching helped enhance MissYen' s
teacher efficacy. Although the increase in her sense of efficacy is not considerable,
Miss Y en gave the researcher aresounding “yes’ when asked whether she thought
her capability as an English teacher had progressed, and whether she would like to
continue such a practice in the future. With regard to Miss Murry, it is equally
satisfying to know that her efficacy has grown in three out of the four areas, even
though there is a drop in her efficacy in student engagement. Like Miss Yen, Miss
Murry would love to take part in team-teaching if the opportunity arisesin the
future.

To sum up, Miss Yen and Miss Murry thought positively about this
cross-cultural collaboration and perceived gains in their teacher self-efficacy,
especially Miss Y en, whose sense of efficacy has grown in ailmost every dimension
under discussion. It is aso important to notice that even though Miss Murry’ s
score on the Teacher’ s Sense of Efficacy Scaleis relatively high when compared to
MissYen's, itisnot aclear indication of who is better or worse, as they were using
very different standards with which to evaluate themselves that the Taiwanese

teacher tended to be more reserved than the American teacher.
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The reasons accounting for their efficacy change will be detailed in the next

section. Now | will talk about the sources that contribute to their efficacy change.

Sour ces of Efficacy Beliefsin Team Teaching
The factors that contribute to the participants  efficacy change were analyzed
through the interviews and from their reflective logs. In respect to the four
dimensions, the reasons that shaped Miss Y en and Miss Murry’ s efficacy beliefs are
amplified accordingly.

Miss Yen' s Sources of Efficacy Beliefs

Student Engagement. Team teaching enhanced Miss Yen' s sense of efficacy in
this area. Miss Yen stated that before she was involved in team-teaching, she tried
hard to get students involved and motivated when learning English. She shared her
learning experience with the students, hoping to help the students value English and
realize it has a connection to their everyday life. She also made use of her lunch
period to teach individual student who had fallen behind. She is a passionate and
caring teacher. However, in addition to having to take care of more than 300
students, she has a heavy administrative workload which includes such
responsibilities as assisting with various English competitions. Because of these
reasons, Miss Y en was unable to assist as many students as she would have liked,
both inside and outside of class. Therefore, she sometimes felt powerless. After
Miss Murry joined her, Miss Yen' s efficacy in student engagement raised a little.
Working with a NEST not only made Miss Y en experience a very different teaching
style, but helped ease the workload during the lesson. During that time, they
cooperated by spending a lot of time preparing and reflecting on their work.
“ Students benefit from our team work. It was through such collaboration that | was
forced to learn and grow”, Miss Yen said. Most importantly, team-teaching helped
to lighten the workload in class. Two teachers could take turns leading the lesson.

While one was teaching, the other could help check on students engagement in the
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classroom activities. As Miss Yen noted, “ Although | can engage students pretty
well by myself, somehow | feel we achieve more and get better results by working
together rather than working aone.”

With the participation and assistance of a teaching partner, Miss Y en became
more able to help each individual student in class, enhancing her sense of efficacy in
this area.

Instructional Strategies. Team teaching promoted Miss Yen' s sense of
efficacy in instructional strategies. Before team:teaching, Miss Yen' steaching was
very much confined to the school curriculum and the textbook used. The
exam-driven style and insufficient class hours at school made her feel pressured and
gave her a sense of powerlessness. She had no choice but to rush the lessons in
order to get students ready for the school tests. Hence, some students became
test-oriented, only interested in learning the item that may appear in the next day’ s
test. Asaresult, Miss Yen felt troubled and was unable to see any room for her to
diversify her instruction. In addition, her limited English teaching experience aso
affects her sense of efficacy in instructional strategies. As she noted:

| usually work straight from the book. 1’ d lead my students through the text,

and explain the meanings and the grammatical points to them. If it were not

for al those school tests that the kids have to take, | would prefer using
children’ s books as a means of instruction. They are much more fun to teach,
and you know, they have that repeated nature. After the kids read the stories,
they would acquire the major sentence structures. Anyway, the redlity is, all

my time is tied up by the school curriculum. | really don’ t like that. Don' t

you think the sentences in our textbook are boring? So far | have found it

difficult to come up with different ways of teaching this material. The other
thing is, | am still fairly new to teaching English. When | have more
autonomy and more experience, | think | will do better.

Fortunately, team teaching helped enhance Miss Yen' s sense of efficacy in this

area. By working closely and collaboratively with Miss Murry, their English
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lessons became more interesting and diverse. In addition, the sharing of
responsibilities in class enables Miss Y en to evaluate |earners more often and to
carry out evaluations more promptly after each lesson. In her words:

When | taught by myself, | wouldn’ t bother to come up with so many

classroom activities. You know, | have eight classes to teach, which means |

have to teach the same thing eight times aweek. It’ sjust boring. But since

Miss Murry came here, she has suggested a variety of methods and activities

that we can use to enhance our teaching. Through working together, we are

able to spare more time to assess the student’ s learning after each lesson. We
give the students worksheets and each of us can take care of half of the class.

So each individua student can get prompt feedback. | think thisis great for

the students. | wouldn’ t be able to do this without a teaching partner.

Overall, | found that my instruction became more diversified than before. |

also found it more enjoyable to teach.

The nature of teamteaching requires two people to share ideas and develop
team spirit. Through the exchange of teaching experiences with a foreign partner,
Miss Y en was able to acquire new knowledge and varied methods in English
instruction.  Along the way, their teaching style and methods of instruction worked
well, which in turn strengthened Miss Yen' s efficacy beliefs.

Classroom Management. Miss Yen' s sense of efficacy in classroom
management remained the same before and after team-teaching. As the first
section noted, Miss Yen feels most competent in her classroom management skills.
Having been a homeroom teacher for seven years and then an English teacher for
two years, she has accumulated a lot of experience in managing different classes.
She stated that personal experiences, and being able to observe other teachers
methods, are the main factors contributing to her confidence in this area. She
further explained:

I” ve taught for many years and met many different teachers. My confidence

comes from my own experiences and sometimes from other teachers
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demonstrations. After | observe other teachers, | adopt some of the effective

methods they use and integrate them into my own teaching. | aways know

the appropriate methods to use in order to manage my class.

Being very positive about her classroom management skills, Miss Yen' s beliefs
about her ability in this area were very stable, not influenced by the team-teaching
experience.

Subject Content Knowledge. After team-teaching, there was a dight increase
in Miss Yen' s efficacy beliefs in this dimension. The interview results revealed that
she felt more capable in teaching English and using English. She pointed out that
when she made mistakes in pronunciation, Miss Murry would correct her in private.
During the four- month team-teaching process, Miss Y en agreed upon Miss Murry’ s
suggestion that she should use more English and less Chinese so the students could
have more exposure to the target language. Therefore, not only did she have to
communicate everything with Miss Murry in English, but also had to give the lesson
by using more English than she used to. In her words:

Overal, in speaking, | have made some progress in my English proficiency and

English teaching. | wouldn’ t say it is a huge progress since Miss Murry and |

only spent four months together. | need to keep advancing my English ability

especialy in listening and speaking. Nevertheless, compared with other
teachers, | think | am more confident now because | have had this experience.

Working with a NEST for only a short period of time did not cause rapid
progress of Miss Yen' s English ability. However, it did help her feel more at ease
and confident teaching and communicating in English after this team-teaching

experience.

Miss Murry’ s Sources of Efficacy Beliefs
Sudent Engagement. Miss Murry’ s sense of efficacy went down alot in this
area after team teaching. Before she was engaged in team-teaching, Miss Murry

revealed a great dea of confidence in her ability to engage students based on her
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past successful teaching experiences in the United States. She firmly believes that
thereis alot teachers can do, and teachers have the power to bring positive effects
on students. During the interview, Miss Murry stated that being very positive with
the students is her number one strategy to keep students engaged. She encourages
her students alot, reassures them that they are continuing to do better, and makes
sure her feedback is not always negative. In addition, if the students were
performing below expectations, Miss Murry would cautiously evaluate the situation
and then help students overcome their difficulties. However, after she was
involved in this cross-cultural team-teaching, she found out that not being able to
effectively communicate with the students in Chinese limited her ability in this area
considerably. Even though Miss Murry realized, in the end, that language wasn'’ t
always abarrier. She knew it didn’ t take language to show that she cared and
wanted the students to learn. She considered it hard to engage the students for the
whole 40 minutes without Miss Yen. She did not feel confident or capable enough
if she had to teach the class by herself, explaining:

Maybe | was making too much of a comparison between working with

English-speaking kids from the States, whom | could engage because | was able

to talk to, and Chinese speaking kids. | am limited in what | can do because

of the language, needing my team teaching partner to help out. To engage

students, | mean, you can engage students for a certain length of time, uh,
anyone can engage students for any length of time, for a small length of time.
But when you do 40 minutes of class, you really need someone who' s able to

finish, pulling into together

Besides, when facing the students who were not interested in learning or who
are being unfocused, Miss Murry continued, “I think it would have been useful to
have Chinese language, do you know, just to make small talk with the ones who
really didn’ t care about it.” In addition, Miss Murry expressed the same feelings in
her reflective log, writing down “| really appreciate the way that Miss Y en interacts

with the students. The students respond very well to her style of teaching. | hope
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to be able to communicate more like that. However, not being able to speak
Chinese makes it very difficult.”

Although Miss Murry put her best into it, Miss Y en was the one who was able
to build the bridge. Therefore, language became the main barrier, lowering Miss
Murry’ s sense of efficacy in this area

Instructional Strategies. Originally feeling competent enough, Miss Murry’ s
sense of efficacy in this area became even higher after team teaching. The
interview shows that she is a very skillful and reflective teacher. She constantly
evaluates and reflects on her teaching in order to be a more effective teacher. As
she told the researcher, “ Not all problems are the kids' problems. You know you
first have to look at yourself. Am | doing my job right? If | am not doing my job
right, what do | need to change?’ Continua reflection is what she does al the time.
In addition, Miss Murry tries not only to use what she knows works, but to
sometimes use new methods and activities to get students  attention. She doesn’ t
use the same methods over and over again because students would get bored. She
puts stress on developing students’ thinking skill, too.  In class she draws students
in and makes it interactive. “It’ s not just about me talking to them, it’ s about them
talking to me”, Miss Murry said. When she came to co-teach with Miss Yen,
initially she was not sure how to teach English to the Taiwanese students. She had
no idea about what the students previous experiences were, and how they learn best.
However, based on her teaching experiences in the States and with Miss Yen' s help,
she was able to find ways to apply her knowledge to this context, and came up with
activities that were effective and acceptable for the students. For instance, she put
emphasis on varying the lessons to make their teaching more appealing to the
students. They did songs, games, plays, and activities. Besides, unlike Miss Yen,
Miss Murry preferred making students think, rather than directly giving them the
right answer. She said, “1 think how Miss Yen was trained was to get the answer,
and to get the response. We need to give them time, response time, at least 7

seconds, just get the wheels turning or to practice getting them turning.” Gradually
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she found her instructional strategies worked and things came around. By getting
the knack of the right way to teach, Miss Murry felt more efficacious in this area
after team-teaching.

Classroom Management. In this area, Miss Murry’ s level of efficacy did not
change after team-teaching. Similar to Miss Yen, Miss Murry perceived herself to
be good at classroom management. She gave herself full marks and showed great
confidence. She believes classroom management is fundamental to successful
teaching. Her words reveaed that she is good at managing the class, and knows
ways to handle different discipline problems. For example, she set the expectations
for the students and is able to follow through. She gives the students consequences
when they don’ t follow therules. Miss Murry stated “1 believe first you have to
manage the kids and then you teach them, you can’ t teach and then manage”.
Accordingly, Miss Murry applied what she knows to this team-teaching situation.
During the process she was able to put her theories into practice. Miss Murry felt
confident and her level of efficacy in this area remains unchanged.

Subject Content Knowledge. Aswith Miss Yen, Miss Murry’ s sense of
efficacy in this arearaised a little after team-teaching. Having no experiencein
teaching English to EFL students, Miss Murry did not know if she would be able to
do it here even though she has taught language arts to first graders in the United
States. During the teamteaching process, she came to redlize that it helped to
apply her past experiences in teaching listening, speaking, reading, writing, grammar,
and vocabulary. With Miss Yen' s help, Miss Murry discovered that she had to go at
asower pace to clearly illustrate the meaning of things, and use more repetition so
that the Taiwanese students were able to comprehend the lesson.  Among all the
language skills, Miss Murry only felt troubled about teaching pronunciation because
she did not have to specifically teach it to American children. She explained,
“When they [the Taiwanese students] did it, like, when they said * grap’ instead of
‘grape , it sahig class, and | don’ t know exactly what | could do with them. | wish

| had known a few more techniques, activities to do, practice drills, uhm, things to
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give them to say”. Thus, detecting her own inadequacy, Miss Murry expressed a
desire to receive professiona training in pronunciation instruction. Other than that,
overall she felt more competent in this area after team-teaching because she' s found

away to correctly apply her knowledge to teach English to Taiwanese students.

Discussion on Sour ces of Efficacy Beliefsin Team Teaching

Team-teaching blends two peopl€e’ sidesas, strengths, weaknesses, personal traits,
and energy together. It adds more flavor and fun to teaching. During the process,
Miss Yen and Miss Murry’ s collaborative efforts brought each other’ s sense of
efficacy to another level. Most were positive. As literature indicated, there are
four sources that build one' s sense of efficacy: mastery experiences, physiological
arousal, vicarious experiences, and verbal persuasion (Bandura, 1977, 1997). The
researcher found out that mastery experiences played a major role in shaping the
participants efficacy beliefsin teamteaching. Meanwhile, verbal persuasion also
had an effect on the development of their beliefs about their abilities. Also,
vicarious experiences, though not identified by the participants as a major source of
efficacy change, might have certain influence on their efficacy evolvement. The
table presented below gives abrief overview of Miss Yen' sand MissMurry’ s
sources of efficacy development in three dimensions, leaving out the dimension of
classroom management because both of their efficacy level in this area remained

unchanged after team-teaching.
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Table 2. Sources of Miss Yen' sand Miss Murry’s Efficacy Evolvement in Team-Teaching

ticipants  Sources of
Efficacy Beliefs
Efficacy in
Three Dimensions

Miss Yen

Miss Murry

Sources

Example

Sources

Example

Student Engagement

Mastery experiences
(Successful performance)

Team-teaching eased Miss
Yen of her workload in class.
She felt more able to engage
and help the students.

Mastery experiences
(Failure experiences)

The language barrier
hindered teacher- student
communication, leading to a
sense of frustration.

Instructional Strategies

Mastery experiences
(Successful performance)

Team-teaching helped Miss
Yen' sinstruction become
more diverse. She found it
more enjoyable to teach.

Mastery experiences
(Successful performance)

Miss Murry successfully
applied her knowledge and
past experience to teach EFL
students.

Subject Content
Knowledge

Mastery experiences
(Successful performance)

Working with an American
partner enabled Miss Yen to
use English more often in
and out of the class. Her
English ability improved.

Mastery experiences
(Successful performance)

The application of prior
knowledge and experience
made Miss Murry teach
more confidently and
successfully.

Note “Verbal persuasion” fostered both teachers' sense of efficacy and sustained their partnership throughout the whole process. 2“ Vicarious

experiences’ were not perceived by both teachers as a source of efficacy change but might also have incidental influences.
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As the table displays, mastery experiences were the main reasons for the
participants' efficacy change in teamteaching. Successful performances raise
efficacy beliefs, while failure experiences lower efficacy beliefs (Bandura, 1977,
1997). To Miss Yen, the school curriculum, heavy workload, inadequate English
teaching experiences, and less confidence in English were the primary factors that
jeopardized her teacher self-efficacy before she took part in teamteaching. Upon
discovering that she had to work with a NEST, she felt nervous. However, Miss Yen
opened her mind and took the challenge. Through collaborating with a qualified
American teacher, Miss Y en experienced a more diverse way of teaching, and was
able to learn English from a native speaker in a natural and interactive way. This
corresponds to the literature that team-teaching helps the local teachers diversify their
instructional strategies and enhance their English proficiency (Carless, 2004a; Arva &
Medgyes, 2000). In addition, although the problem of a heavy administrative
workload still existed outside of the class, in class Miss Y en was more able to take
care of each student with the assistance of a teaching partner. It was through these
collaborative efforts that Miss Y en gained enjoyable and successful teaching
experiences, raising her efficacy beliefs in teaching English.

Turning to Miss Murry, as anovice in teaching EFL students, she was aso
frightened and nervous about team-teaching at the beginning. She did not know if
she could really do it. Not being fluent in Chinese, she was unsure of herself in a
situation where she was able to communicate with others around her. What she
could rely on was her two years of teaching experience in the United States, and her
common sense regarding teaching. Despite these worries, she decided to take the
plunge and did it to the best of her ability. Even though the language barrier, as Miss
Murry perceived, hindered her communication with the students and made her feel
less effective in engaging the students, with Miss Yen' s support, Miss Murry was able
to apply her prior experiences to this context successfully, boosting her sense of
efficacy in the other two areas as aresult. One thing worth notice is that, in the

researcher’ sopinion, Miss Murry’ slack of teaching strategies in EFL context might
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be another factor lowering her sense of efficacy in student engagement other than
language barrier itself. The classroom observation showed that Miss Murry made an
effort to modify and simplify her language when she was teaching, but not to the
extent that every student could understand her well. Therefore, the lack of teaching
strategies might also be one of Miss Murry’ s failure mastery experiences besides her
Chinese language ability.

It can be inferred that mastery experiences indeed are the most powerful sources
in shaping one’ s sense of efficacy (Bandura, 1977,1997). Most importantly, it
should be noted that it is not one single individual’ s efforts that can help participants
form positive mastery experiences in team teaching. Instead, it is through two
people’ s devotion that successful performances were achieved. If one of the
team-teaching teachers does not want to cooperate or contribute, the researcher
believes that the results might be very different. In other words, their teacher
efficacy might be threatened as a result.

Beside mastery experiences, verba persuasion also played arole in fostering
their sense of efficacy and sustaining their partnership throughout the whole process.
Verbal persuasion includes performance feedback from supervisors, other teachers, or
students. A persuasive boost is likely to mobilize greater effort and persistence
(Bandura, 1977, 1997). In the interview, Miss Yen told the researcher, “1 think it is
great that we show respect for each other’ s opinions during the process. We trust
and encourage each other”. On the other hand, Miss Murry aso expressed the same
opinion by saying that, “ She [Miss Yen] inspired confidence. She' slike, * You can
do it! Go for it’, you know, pushy in that sense. It was a good pushy. She was
supportive and we encourage each other. | couldn’ t imagine doing this by myself at
al”. Although verbal persuasion is recognized to be weaker in enhancing and
creating an enduring sense of efficacy (Bandura, 1977, 1997), the researcher finds that
itisacrucia element in supporting and constituting a powerful bond for the
team-teaching teachers. After all, all teachers need verbal encouragement when they

teach by themselves, let lone when they take part in such a challenging task. What
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they need is not only action, but a strong team-spirit and continual verbal support
from their teaching partner.

Although mastery experiences and verbal persuasion were regarded by
participants as the two strongest sources that led to their efficacy change, vicarious
experiences might also come into play and have minor influences. Vicarious
experiences refer to the skills gained by watching others demonstrate or perform.
Comparing to teaching by oneself, team-teaching teachers in this case had a handful
of opportunities to watch each other teach. When one was teaching, the other was
either watching or assisting. Some teaching skills or knowledge could be gained
from observation. Although Miss Yen and Miss Murry themselves did not perceive
this as a main source of their efficacy change, they might have learned something
from each other incidentally through such observational process.

All'inal, Miss Murry’ s participation brought in something different to
elementary English education, and Miss Y en was the one who was able to lead her in.
The NEST brought in new ideas, instructional strategies, and cultural information,
while the NNEST became the bridge, being insightful to students' needs and learning
difficulties, just like Miss Murry commented, “Miss Y en was someone | could bounce
ideas off, being able to know the culture, how to apply things, how to fit things in.
She knows the local language and knows the kids better, so she' s able to be the bridge.
| think that really helped”. So both know how to appreciate each other, and then
they can identify their strengths and build on them, and minimize their weaknesses.
What' s more, to truly benefit teachers and students in team-teaching, it is important
for both parties to have flexibility, mutual trust, positive attitudes, and respect for each
other (Struman,1992; Wada, as cited in Reiko and Lee, 2001; Tgjino & Tgjino,2000;
Carless, 2004b; Gill & Rebrova, 2001). Corresponding to the literature, Miss Yen
and Miss Murry’ s mutual trust and open minded attitude toward team-teaching served
as the first step to a harmonious partnership. Their enthusiasm to develop the
partnership and willingness to share personal strengths and weaknesses, especially for

the NNEST to revea her limitations in English, were key to successful intercultural
33



cooperation. Under such circumstance, they supported each other and created
successful mastery experiences for each other, leading to a higher sense of efficacy

and professional growth.

Classroom Practicesin Team Teaching
This section elaborates on how the participating teachers efficacy beliefs are
reflected in their classroom practices. Data was analyzed from the researcher’ s field
notes, interview transcripts, and videotapes. Following the same fashion, the
researcher will present her observations of the two teachers' classroom practicesin
these four areas accordingly—student engagement, classroom management,

instructional strategies, and subject content knowledge.

Miss Yen’ sand Miss Murry’ s Classroom Practices

Student Engagement. In motivating the students' level of interest and desire to
learn, the researcher observed that Miss Yen and Miss Murry had much in common.
Their efficacy beliefs were manifested as follows. First of all, both teachers
encouraged students a lot. When students behaved or responded well, Miss Y en and
Miss Murry never hesitated to praise them by saying, “ Y ou guys are getting good”,
“Good job”, “You guys are doing very well”, or “ Excellent”, or invited the class to
give themselves or their classmates abig hand. Second, they were very positive with
the students and gave them confidence. For example, when handing back midterm
test sheet, they complimented some low-achievers on their progress even though they
only got a sixty or even afailing grade. Whet they cared about is how well students
have learned rather than how well they scored the test. 1n addition, they celebrated
the small things and encouraged students here and there, making them believe that
they could do well in English. Third, both MissYen and Miss Murry put away the
image of an authoritative figure and turn themselves into “clowns’ when needed.
Instead of wearing a straight face al the time, they used funny expressions or body

languages to draw students in. For example, Miss Yen ard Miss Murry would act
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out the word “ crowded” by putting their arms around each other’ swaist, and
sgueezing themselves redly tight together. When introducing the word “hop”, Miss
Yen would sguat down, and imitated a rabbit jump. When teaching the word
“strong”, Miss Murry would show off her muscles, pretending that shewasin a
bodybuilding competition. When playing games, they played harder than the
students. When singing English songs, they sang louder than the students. They
did alot to keep students engaged, encouraging them to enjoy learning English.
Although Miss Yen and Miss Murry had the above in common, one thing that really
distinguished them was their Chinese language ability. To get students involved,
Miss Y en was able to make small tak with them from time to time. For instance,
there were times that the students questioned whether they would be tested on the
certain items covered in class. On hearing it, Miss Yen explained to the students the
importance of learning English, letting them know that learning English was not for
the sake of “taking tests’, but for their own good. Also, for those slow learners, it
worked better to teach them by using Chinese instead of English. There was one
time when Miss Murry tried to help out alow-achieving student with his worksheet.
She spoke to him and taught him patiently by using English. However, the student
didn’ t seem to understand aword at all. Frustration soon appeared on Miss Murry’ s
face. Asaresult, unlike Miss Yen, not being able to communicate with the students
in Chinese limited Miss Murry’ s ability to a certain degree. But overal, the
participating teachers were very enthusiastic about teaching. They let their passion
for the subject and for students be visible.

Classroom Management. The classroom visits and interviews reveaed that
Miss Yen and Miss Murry aso shared alot in common with regard to their ways of
managing the class. Feeling confident and efficacious enough in this area, both
regarded good discipline as important to student learning, so they set clear
expectations and went over the rules on the very first day of team-teaching. For
example, students needed to get used to following a routine which only allowed them

to have their textbooks, pens, and name cards on the table when they had English
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class. Nothing else should appear on their desks but these three things. In addition,
during the class, everyone should stay on task. Whenever someone was being
disruptive, talkative, or not paying attention, Miss Y enand Miss Murry would stop the
misbehavior and gave the student consequences right away. They applied similar
discipline strategies to handle undesirable behavior. Both teachers established the
rules and were able to follow through consistently. For instance, they gave verba
warnings, called on the students, knocked on their desks, walked around the room,
maintained eye contact, took away the items they were playing with, or waited
silently until students returned their attention back to the task at hard. The
participating teachers demonstrated effective classroom management skills, so
students abided by the classroom rules and behaved well throughout the semester.
Instructional Strategies. Over the course of team-teaching, the participating
teechers efficacy beliefs were reflected through the diverse instructional strategiesin
class. They would come up with various strategies to teach the same concept so that
students had sufficient practice, and at the same time would not get bored. Take the
phonics session for example, when they taught the beginning sounds /cr/ and /gr/,
students were firstly made to come up with words like cry, crown, grill, and grape that
begin with these two sounds. It helped link the sounds with words and expanded the
students’ vocabulary. Next, in reverse, students were given flashcards with these
words on. They needed to match them with the right beginning sounds on the
blackboard. So they should be able to tell that “cry” and “crown” start with /cr/,
while “grill” and “grape” start with /gr/. In this way, it helped reinforce the new
information being introduced. Thirdly, students needed to say the words aoud as
soon as they saw the corresponding pictures, which in turn helped connect words with
their meanings. Besides visua and auditory stimulation, the students' kinesthetic
system was also activated. They should be able to differentiate these two sounds by
using designated movements to respond. For example, when they hear the /cr/ word
such as crab and cream, they had to “ stand up”. When they hear the /gr/ word such

as green and ground, they had to “sit down”. These variations in activities were used
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interchangeably in their phonics and vocabulary instruction. Furthermore, Miss Yen
and Miss Murry also used songs, games, story-telling, and role plays to teach.
Students had a lot of fun. The multiple means of delivering instruction was
beneficial to all learner styles and modes.

In addition to the various teaching methods they applied in class, the researcher
found that both teachers were good at crafting questions. Rather than giving
students yes-no questions al the time, both Miss Y en and Miss Murry raised
open-ended questions more often. The questions Miss Yen raised were “What' s a
printer for?’, “ How does a librarian help people check out books?’, “What do you
have to do if you are poisoned by ajellyfish?’, “When is the Dragon Boat Festival?’,
and “What' s [are] your hobbies?’. The questions Miss Murry raised were “What' s a
bridge?’, “What do you do in the library?’, “What' s another word for rabbit?’,
“What' s special about the whale?’, “What' s special about the hermit crab?’, and
“What' s the difference [between these two posters]?’. Open-ended questions like
these nurtured students' thinking skills.

Among all the instructional strategies that Miss Y en and Miss Murry have
applied, an interesting phenomenon was observed. Comparing the two teachers,
Miss Murry focused more on students’ thinking “process’ while Miss Yen paid more
attention to the “product”. When asking students questions, Miss Murry gave
students time to think and waited for their answers. On the contrary, Miss Yen
wanted to get the students response within a very short time. Especially for some
guestions that required alonger response time, Miss Y en tended to tell students the
answers if they did not respond in a few seconds. Therefore throughout the
team-teaching process, the researcher found that there were times that Miss Murry
signaled Miss Yen by saying, “ Shhh, don’ t say the answer, | want them to think about
it". In addition, Miss Murry said during the interview, “ She [Miss Yen|] wants them
to get the right answer. | think she’ s more concerned with the answer, whereas | am
concerned with the process to get the answer”. Although such a gap existed in the

two teachers styles, it isinteresting to see these two different viewpoints trying to
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work together.

Subject Content Knowledge. The field visits and the interview showed that the
two teachers sense of efficacy in this dimension wes reflected through their own
strengths and limitations as a NEST and NNEST. As a native speaker of English, it
follows that Miss Murry used English correctly and confidently. Besides, she served
as agood role model of English pronunciation and intonation. However, Miss
Murry was less effective in teaching grammar and reading for she was unable to use
Chinese in order to explain or make connections. Therefore, what she was mainly
responsible for was phonics and vocabulary instruction. On the contrary, although
being less confident in English, Miss Y en was more effective in teaching grammar
and reading. Even though Miss Yen occasionaly made minor mistakes in English,
because she shared a mutual language with the students, she was able to explain the
rules and the text to students explicitly and effectively in Chinese. Asaresult, over
the course of team-teaching, Miss Y en took care of most reading and grammar
instruction. Of course, it was not always a clear cut as to how the responsibility was
shared. There would be some overlapping or transitional moments in which Miss
Yen had to do alittle bit of pronunciation or phonics instruction, and Miss Murry had
to do alittle bit of reading or grammar instruction. But overal, knowing the
strengths and weaknesses of themselves as a NEST and NNEST, Miss Yen and Miss
Murry shared different parts of the lesson, complementing each other by building

upon each other’ s strengths.

Discussion on MissYen’ sand MissMurry’ s Classroom Practices
The classroom practices that Miss 'Y en and Miss Murry demonstrated show that
both teachers are very dedicated and passionate about teaching. They share much in
common yet differ in certain aspects with respect to their teaching behaviors and
practices. Some of them suggest a higher sense of teacher efficacy while others
suggest a lower one.  The researcher will firstly discuss their common teaching

behaviors, and then talk about the differences, and how they are related to the
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participants teacher efficacy.

As the researcher observed, Miss Yen and Miss Murry have very much in
common with regard to their classroom practices. In the area of student engagement,
they encourage the students as much as possible, and never criticize them on their
performances or errors. Instead of being over controlling all the time, they let go of
the teacher image from time to time to draw studentsin. In the area of classroom
management, they are strict but not to the point of being harsh. Therefore students
show respect for the teachers and follow the rules well. In the area of instructional
strategies, they use various methods to teach, trying out different activities like games,
songs, and plays to meet students needs, and they raise good questions to stimulate
the students thoughts.  In the area of subject content knowledge, they were able to
recognize and minimize each other’ s weaknesses as a NEST and NNEST in order
make use of each other’ s talents. Most importantly, they demonstrated a great
passion and love for teaching. Both expressed a strong willingness to participate in
team teaching again if the opportunity arose. Without such commitment, they would
not have made it this far in this cooperative relationship. The literature indicates that
teachers who are high in efficacy are less critical of student errors (Gibson & Dembo,
1984), are more enthusiastic about teaching (Guskey,1984), use a more humanistic
and less controlling approach to teaching (Graham, Harris, Fink, & MacArthur, 2001),
are more willing to implement instructional innovations to meet their students needs
(Guskey, 1988; Stein& Wang, 1988), and have a higher level of professional
commitment (Coladarci, 1992). So it can be inferred that the above teaching
behaviors are areflection of high teacher self-efficacy.

While their high sense of teacher efficacy is manifested through the above
common teaching practices, their less efficacious sides are also reflected through
certain teaching behaviors, balancing against their high sense of efficacy. For Miss
Murry, not being able to promptly understand or effectively communicate with
students in Chinese upset her sometimes. She was less effective when engaging

students who complained about the test or had problems learning English. She had
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to rely on Miss Yen' strandation to understand the real situation. Unable to provide
firsthand help, she looked disturbed, as she stated, “1 do till get alittle frustrated
when | don’ t understand what is going on in the classroom because | don’ t understand
Chinese”. Therefore, in the area of student engagement, Miss Murry’ s sense of
efficacy is threatened to a considerable degree even though she knows how to
motivate students interest and desire to learn. Other than that, Miss Murry showed
confidence and demonstrated great control in the other three areas throughout the
team teaching process.

As for Miss Yen, her inferior English proficiency is evident. She made small
mistakes either in pronunciation or spoken English, and sometimes was unsure of
herself when speaking English. The good thing is that through closely collaborating
with a native speaker of English, the researcher found that Miss Y en became more
aware of her own weaknesses as time went by. For example, when coming across
vocabulary in the reading text with difficult pronunciation, Miss Y en would invite
Miss Murry to demonstrate thus allowing the students to acquire more authentic and
beautiful pronunciation whilst allowing herself to do self-correction.  As Buitler
(2004) indicated, English teachers English proficiency could have impact on the
teachers confidence, pedagogical skills, and students success in acquiring English.
Although there’ s no standardized test to show exactly how much progress Miss Yen
has made, the researcher discovered that, at the end, she spoke English with more
confidence and fluency. So in the area of subject content knowledge, Miss Yen
perceived some positive development. In addition to this, Miss Yen aso
demonstrated confidence and good capacity in the other three aress.

Overal, both participants sense of teacher efficacy is reflected in their
classroom practices, which also corresponds to the questionnaire and interview results

that both of them perceived gainsin their teacher self-efficacy after team-teaching.
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CHAPTER S

CONCLUSION

This chapter concludes this study with its main findings, pedagogical

implications, limitations of the study, and suggestions for future research.

Main Findings of This Study
The goal of this study was to investigate the impact of intercultural team
teaching on participating teachers sense of efficacy. Specificaly, it examined
participating teachers sense of efficacy after team teaching, sources that account for
their efficacy evolvement, and the reflection of efficacy beliefsin their classroom

practices. The mgjor findings of this study are summarized as follows.

Teachers Sense of Efficacy after Team Teaching

The participants  self-report on the Teacher’ s Sense of Efficacy Scale, the
interviews, and their classroom practices show positive development of their teacher
efficacy. For the NEST, except for adrop of her efficacy in “ student engagement”,
thereisaraisein her efficacy in the other two areas— “instructiona strategies’ and
“subject content knowledge”. For the non-NEST, her sense of teacher efficacy
increased in amost every aspect after team teaching, including “ student engagement”,
“instructional strategies” and “ subject content knowledge” after team teaching. Both

teachers sense of efficacy in “ classroom management” remained the same.

Sources of Efficacy Development

As for the sources that account for the participating teachers efficacy change, it
is found that mastery experience and verbal persuasion play a mgjor role. Besides,
vicarious experiences might have minor influences, too. Having mutual trust,

respect, support, and open-mindedness, the two teachers were able to complement
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each other by building upon each other’ s strengths and minimizing their weaknesses.
It is not easy for the NEST and the nonNEST to both show their limitations in front
of each other. However, they took the challenge and learned from it. Such a
harmonious and supportive partnership brought about successful mastery teaching
experiences, leading to a higher sense of teacher efficacy after a semester-long team

teaching project.

Reflections of Efficacy Beliefsin Classroom Practices

The NEST and Non-NEST share much in common but differ in certain aspectsin
their classroom practices. First, both of them encourage students a lot, and hardly
criticize students on their errors. Second, they are not over controlling, yet are able
to win respect from the students. Third, they vary instructional methods to satisfy
learners of different learning styles. Fourth, they show great passion and dedication
to teaching, demonstrating a high level of professional commitment. These common
practices reflect both teachers high teacher efficacy. In addition to the similar
teaching behaviors they share, they differ in certain aspects, which are related to their
lowered teacher efficacy. For the NEST, her low Chinese language ability hinders
communication between her and the students, which drags down her sense of efficacy
to a certain degree. For the nonNEST, her inferior English proficiency is evident
from the researcher’ s observation but her confidence in this area grew after she

team-taught with Miss Murry.

Pedagogical I mplications
Several pedagogical issues rising from the scene are worth paying attention to.
To begin with, the results of the study suggest that for intercultural team teaching to
be beneficid to the teachers sense of efficacy, the NEST and the nonNEST should
open up their minds, be willing to embrace the co-working opportunities, and equally

share their power and responsibility inside and outside the classroom by making good
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use of their respective strengths. Each plays an important part in which the NEST is
the “messenger” of the English language and culture, while the nonNEST is the
leader and the bridge to guide and help the NEST teach effectively. Such
collaborative relationship is like a needle and thread, no beautiful tapestry can be
woven without careful and balanced teamwork.

Furthermore, sufficient preparation time in team teaching is also a fundamental
element for building up the teacher’ s sense of efficacy. Cooperation between the
two should take place not only during the lesson, but also before and after the lesson,
as Tgjino and Tgjino (2000) stated, “ cooperation between the two teachers at various
stagesis a prerequisite”’. It follows that the chances are high for both parties to grow
professionally and become a more efficacious teacher.

Next, it is very important to note that, a person who is only highly competent
speaking English neither makes an effective English teacher nor a good team teaching
partner. To ensure quality team teaching, enthusiasm and professional knowledge
are two other very important qualifications we should look for. Especially for the
NEST, athough they are fluent English speakers, withou the af orementioned
qualities, they are less likely to achieve success in a cooperative setting. 1n the
present study, Miss Murry possessed all the requirements. Being a passionate and
professiona teacher, Miss Murry demonstrated great devotion to teaching EFL
students. Asaresult, not only did the students benefit from teaching, but the two
teachers aso become beneficiaries of this cross-cultural cooperation.

Besides, in the team teaching situation, it’ s possible for students to develop
dependency towards the local English teacher if the NEST relies too much on the
NNEST’ s trandation to get the meaning across. Therefore, having good teaching
strategies is very important for both parties. The NEST needs training on how to
modify their language to meet or challenge students’ current level, while the NNEST
needs to know when to or not to trandate to help students understand better.
Otherwise, it is very easy for students to put themselves on crutches instead of trying

to walk when learning English.
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In addition, although team teaching brings generally positive effects to both
teachers sense of efficacy, the results might have been more promising if the
workload of the Taiwanese teacher could have been reduced. AsMissYen
mentioned, besides being responsible for teaching English to nine classes, she aso has
heavy administrative work to do, such as compiling school-based English teaching
materials, assisting the school English plays, and training students for outside English
recitals or speech contests. Her schedule is so full and her work contains much
pressure and tension, which more or less threatens her sense of efficacy. Busy as she
is, Miss Yen still needed to spare time to cooperate with a foreign partner. It follows
that she became much busier than before, and did not even have the time to keep her
reflective logs required by the present study. Although team-teaching helps enhance
Miss Yen' steacher efficacy, she expressed on one occasion that if she did not have to
do so many things, she would be able to perform better. Hence, it is suggested that if
the workload of the non-NESTS, especially those who participate in team teaching,
could be cut down alittle, more quality teaching and a higher teacher efficacy could
be expected.

Another pedagogical implication is related to the school culture. Although the
national policy ams at cultivating and maintaining primary school students' interest
and motivation in learning English, the school of the present study might have gone
beyond that. Its exam-oriented style poses some problems for the local English
teacher. Miss Yen is obvioudly confused and upset about this. Because of the tests,
the pure pleasure of teaching and learning English at elementary school hasto be
sacrificed to agreat degree.  And because of the tests, Miss Yen feelslike sheis
being handcuffed, having little room to vary her lessons, and even needing to rush
through lessons just to keep up with the schedule which prepares students for tests.
Even though the join of the NEST helped diversify the lessons, the fundamental
problem still exists—teachers are reluctantly driven by the tests, and students become
very test-driven.  Therefore, such a school curriculum needs some amendment so the

teaching and learning experience can become more enjoyable and diversified.
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Lastly, it remains unclear as to how long the policy of recruiting foreign English
teachers to co-teach with our local English teachers will last.  Although team
teaching might benefit the local English teachers in many ways such as boosting their
English proficiency and varying instructional strategies, given the unknown
educational factor, it is recommended that our local English teachers take an active
and aggressive role to educate, reflect, and examine their teaching ability regularly in
order to pursue and maintain quality English teaching in Taiwan. After al, the
chances to work on alarge scale with professional NESTs like Miss Murry, and to
both grow professionally in aformal school setting, are very few for the time being.
Therefore, instead of expecting or waiting for any changes that the NESTs might
bring about, our local English teachers are encouraged to advance their professional
knowledge and subject content knowledge by attending in-service teacher training

courses, seminars, and doing peer-observation on aregular basis.

Limitations of the Study

The present study reveals some limitations. First of al, it is a single case study.
Due to the access problem, only two participants were involved. They were not
representative of all the team teaching cases in Taiwan. Therefore, the results of this
study may not be generalized to other teachers who are al'so engaged in team teaching.

Second, this study only examined the short-term effects of team teaching on
teacher self-efficacy. Whether such cooperation would carry on or come to an end, it
is necessary to follow up for at least another half a year to see if any new influences or
new sources form that outweigh or alter the positive results preserted in this study.
In other words, whether the intercultural team teaching has an enduring effect on
binging positive influences to teacher self- efficacy might need more time to be
proven.

Last, the fina interview was conducted at the very end of the semester. Since
the interview questions require both teachers to recall and to refresh their memories

about some details of team teaching, some parts of their memories might already have
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faded. Thus, the researcher found a few small discrepancies between twoteachers
statements. For example, there is a contradiction as to who came up with a certain
classroom activity. Moreover, because of heavy workload, it is a pity that the local
English teacher only handed in her reflective log once. The researcher hence failed
to collect some parts of the valuable data needed for this study. Even though it did
not cause too much trouble in interpreting and triangulating with other qualitative data,
it is unavoidable that some nuances and clarification of the research questions may

not be fully captured.

Suggestions for Future Research

In light of the previoudly stated limitations of the study, the researcher offers
some suggestions for future research.

First, to reach generalization and deeply understand team teaching teachers
efficacy evolvement in the long run, cross-sectional or longitudinal studies are needed.
Studies conducted for alonger period of time (e.g. two semesters) or involving
different schools and more team-teaching teachers will be able to provide a more
complete and diverse picture on thisissue.

Second, informal interviews are needed. To avoid the possibility of memory
lapses before the final interview, the researcher could conduct severa informal
interviews such as having small talks withthe participants immediately after each
team teaching class. In this way, more reliable and detailed interview data can be
collected.

Third, the study was not meant to increase the workload of the participating
teachers. However, in the present study, the requirement of keeping reflective logs
seemed to trouble the non-NEST. It has become an extra burden to the non-NEST.
Therefore, alternative ways of collecting data, such as increasing short talks with the
participant, or conducting informal telephone interviews regularly during the course

of data collection, are suggested.
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APPENDICES
Appendix A

Background Information on Teachers
(non-Native English Speaking Teachers)
Name

A .Educational Background:

Please check the box(es) next to the degree(s) you hold.

Write in your major and minor fields of study for each degree.

(If you do not have a second major or minor field, please write “ none”.)

Major field Second major
Or minor field

? Bachelor’ s Degree

? Master’ s Degree

-~

Doctorate Degree

)

How do you get your English teaching certificate?
(For non-English major graduates):

B. Teaching Experiences:
1. How many years have you worked full-time as an English teacher in the elementary?
(Include this school year.) years in an elementary

2. In addition to your full-time English teaching, did you have any other English teaching
experiences? If “yes,” please describe briefly.
? No ? Yes

3. What grade levels have you taught? (Check (v) al that apply)

PK K 1 2 3 4 5 6 Othes
? 0?2 2?2 2?2 2 2 2?2 2

4. Have you taught English collaboratively with another teacher?
If “yes,” please describe it briefly.
(e.g., hig’her nationality, duration of the collaboration, difficulties, and reflections.)
? No ? Yes
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5. How many years have you taught in this school? Years

6. In addition to the role as an English teacher, do you have another position in the school ?
? No ?Yes a ? b. ? c.? d ? .
C. Contacts with target language culture:
1. Did you have any experience of studying abroad? If “yes,” please describe it.
(e.g., name of the country and program, and for how long you stayed there.)
? No ? Yes

2. How often do you visit the target language country?
a.? once a year c. ? more than three times a year
b.? twice a year d. ? seldom pay the visit e. ? never

3. Do you have the friend who is native speaker of target language and with whom you

have regular contacts?
? No ? Yes
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Background Information on Teachers
(Native English Spesking Teachers)
Name

A. Educational Background:

1. Please check the box(es) next to the degree(s) you hold. Write in your major and

minor fields of study for each degree. (If you do not have a second major or minor
field, please write “none”.)

Major field Second major
Or minor field

a ? Bachelor’ s Degree

b. ? Master’ s Degree

c. .? Doctorate Degree

d...? How do you get your English teaching certificate?
(For non-English mgjor graduates):

2. What type(s) of teaching credential(s) do you hold? Please check (v) al that apply.

a. ? Regular or standard primary certificate

. ? Regular or standard secondary certificate
. ? Bilingual certificate

. ? ESL primary certificate

? ESL secondary certificate

..? Emergency ESL certificate

. ? Short-term ESL training

. ? Others

Qo &t o o 0 T

B. Teaching Experiences:

1. Have you worked as an English teacher? If “yes,” please describe briefly.
? No ? Yes

2. What grade levels have you taught? (Check (v) al that apply)

PK K 1 2 3 4 5 6 Othes
?2 0?2 2?2 2 2 2 .2 2

3. Have you taught English collaboratively with another teacher?
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If “yes,” please describe it briefly.
(e.g., his’/her nationality, duration of the collaboration, difficulties, and reflections.)
? No ?Yes

4. In addition to the role as an English teacher, do you have another position in a school ?
?No ? Yes a? Administrator b.? Director c.? Secretary d.? Assistant

C. Contactswith Mandarin Chinese culture:

1. Did you have any experience of studying abroad? If “yes,” please describe it.
(e.g., name of the country and program, and for how long you stayed there.)
? No ? Yes

2. How often do you visit the foreign countries?
a.? once a year c. ? more than three times a year
b.? twice a year d. ? sdldom pay the visit e. ? never

3. Do you have the friend who is native speaker of Mandarin Chinese and with whom

you have regular contacts?
? No ? Yes
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Appendix B

Teachers Sense of Efficacy Scale (EnglishVersion)

Teacher Bdiefs How much can you do?
Directions: This questionnaire is designed to help us gain understanding of the kinds of
things that create difficulties for teachers in their school activities. Please indicate your o % = i
opinion about each of the statements below. Y our answers are confidential. £ § % 3 g
E g E 3 <

Before (After) you are engaged in this team-teaching... WO @ 6 6 O O ©
1 How much can you do to get through the most difficult studentsin your English class? D @ B & G ®’ M ® O
2. How much can you do to help the students think critically in your English class? @D @ B @ B ®’ M 6 O
3. How competent are you to teach English listening to elementary school studentsin Taiwan? @D @ B @ 6B ® M ® 9
4, How much can you do to control disruptive behavior in your English class? D @ B @ 6B ® (M 6 O
5. How much can you do to motivate students who show low interest in learning English? @D @ B @ 6B ® M ® 9
6. To what extent can you make your expectations clear about student behavior in your English class? @D @ ® @ 6B ® O ’® O
7. How much can you do to get students to believe they can do well in learning English? @D @ B @ 6B ® M ® 9
8. How well can you respond to difficult questions from the studentsin your English class? D @ B @ 6B ® (M 6 O
9. How well can you establish routines to keep activities running smoothly in your English class? @D @ B @ 6B ® M ® 9
10.  How competent are you to teach English writing to dementary school studentsin Taiwan? D @ B @ 6B ® (M 6 O
11.  How much can you do to help your students value English learning? D @ B @ B ® (M B O
12, How much can you gauge student comprehension of what you have taught in your English class? D @ B @ 6B ® (M 6 O
13.  How competent are you to teach English vocabulary to elementary school studentsin Taiwan? @D @ B @ 6B ® O B O
14.  Towhat extent can you craft good questions for the studentsin your English class? D @ B @ 6B ® (M 6 O
15, How much can you do to foster student creativity in your English class? D @ B & G ®’ M ® O
16.  How much can you do to get children to follow classroom rulesin your English class? D @ B @ 6B ® (M 6 O
17. How much can you do to improve the under standing of a student who is failing in the

English subject? m@ @66 6 60O 6 O
18.  How competent are you to teach English reading to elementary school studentsin Taiwan? @D @ B @ 6B ® M ® 9
19.  How much can you do to calm a student who is disruptive or noisy in your English class? @D @ B @ B 6 O ©® O
20. How well can you establish a classroom management system with each group of studentsin your

English class? m@ @6 @6 6 60O 6 O
21.  How competent areyou to teach English pronunciation to elementary school studentsin Taiwan? @D @ B @ 6B ® M ® 9
22 How much can you do to adjust your English lessonsto the proper level for individual students? D @ B @ 6B ® M 6 O
23.  How much can you use a variety of assessment strategies to assess students' English ability? @D @ B @ 6B ® M ® 9
24.  How competent are you to teach English grammar to elementary school studentsin Taiwan? D @ B @ 6B ® M 6 O
25.  How well can you keep a few problem students from ruining an entire English lesson? @D @ B @ 6 6 7 B 9
26. To what extent can you provide an alter native explanation or example when students are confused in your

English class? Mm@ 6 6 0 O
27.  How well can you respond to defiant studentsin your English class? D @ B @ 6B ® M 6 O
28.  How much can you assist familiesin helping their children do well in English? @D @ B @ 6B ® M ® 9
29.  How competent are you to teach English speaking to elementary school studentsin Taiwan? D @ B @ 6B ® (M 6 O
30.  How well can you implement alternative instructional strategiesin your English class? D @ B @ G ®’ M ® O
31.  How well can you provide appropriate challenges for very capable studentsin your English class? @D @2 @ & 6 .’ M 6 O

32. How much control do you have over our overall English proficiency?
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Teachers Sense of Efficacy Scale (Chinese Version)
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Appendix C
Interview Protocol

Basdine information

1. Why do you want to become an (English) teacher?

« )

2. Please describe how you prepare yourself to become an (English) teacher.

« )

Questions on the antecedents and consequences of participants efficacy beliefs

Classr oom management
1. Please describe the classroom management strategies you usualy apply in

your English class. Do you find them effective?

2. What were difficult classroom situation you ever faced? How did you handle

the difficulties?

3. What are the reasons that make you feel competent/less competent in this
area (after 16 weeks of team teaching)?
( 16 )
/
Student Engagement

1. Please describe the strategies you use to engage students in English learning.

2. What are the ways you use to motivate your students to learn English,

especially those who show low interest in this subject?
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3. What are the reasons that make you feel competent/less competent in this

area (after 16 weeks of team teaching)?
( 16 )

/

C. Instructional Strategies

1.

Please describe the teaching methods and assessment strategies you usually

use in your English lesson.

How do you deal with English proficiency gap among the students?

What are the reasons that make you feel competent/less competent in this

area (after 16 weeks of team teaching)?
( 16 )

/

D. Subject Content Knowledge

1.

What are your opinions about the relationship between English proficiency
and English teaching?
Do you think it important to be linguistically competent to become an

adeguate elementary school English teacher?

Do you think a continuous improvement of your English ability critical for

your teaching?

What aspects do you think you need to brush up to better aid your teaching
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in this EFL context?

Team-Teaching Practices

1. Overdl, do you find it pleasant or frustrating to work with your foreign

partner? Why?

2. Do you find any changes in yourself with respect to classroom management,
student engagement, instructional strategies, and subject content knowledge

from this team teaching experiences?

3. Do you learn anything from your partner? What area do you think you gain

most from working with your partner?

4. Do you think you teach more effectively/confidently after such team

teaching experiences?

5. Any other thoughts?
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Appendix D

Teacher’'s Reflective Log
SAMPLE LOG 1
NAME OF TEACHER  Jamie Chen
DATE AND TIME OF REFLECTION  October 20, 9:30 p.m.
GRADE LEVEL OF THE STUDENTS  Fifth grade

For me persondly, team teaching fits in very well with my working style although alot of
preparation time is needed. I’ m not much of an idea person, but once given an idea, | feel that
| have the ability to redlly take it and develop it into something good. | have trouble working
from scratch, so the teamwork of team teaching gives me the feedback that | need to get idess,
and to bounce my own development of ideas off someone else.

SAMPLE LOG 2

NAME OF TEACHER Karen Susan Richie

DATE AND TIME OF REFLECTION  October 20, 10:00 p.m.
GRADE LEVEL OF THE STUDENTS  Fifth grade

Today while Jamie lectured | felt pretty free to interject when | thought | could clarify something
or give asalient example. There was, in fact, one point where | can remember doing just that.

It seemed like the sharing of the leadership role in the class was alot more evenly delegated than
it has been in the past.

Guiddinesfor keeping thereflectivelog

It is recommended that the log be kept soon after each team-teaching lesson, or the very night

you return home. Y ou can write down whatever comesinto your mind about your team+-teaching

practices, and it is suggested that your reflections to the following questions are included every time
1. What are the date and time of this reflection, and what was the class taught

Who is your team+teaching partner

Wheat are the collaborations done by you and your partner for this specific lesson
Do you and your partner have good rapport during the class

a &~ 0N

Wheat is the role you play in this team-taught lesson  Is there an equal power and
responsibility shared between you and your partner

What are the difficulties or enjoyment found while working with your partner

7. Isthere any part you feel very competent at teaching this time? Why?

Isthere any part you feel less competent at teaching this time? Why?
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FORM

Teacher’ s Reflective Log
NAME OF TEACHER

DATE AND TIME OF THIS REFLECTION
GRADE LEVEL OF THE STUDENTS

MY TEAM-TEACHING PATRTNER
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