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ABSTRACT

The purpose of the present study was to examine the effects of collaborative
teaching between inexperienced and experienced student teachers on their reflective
thinking and how different teaching experiences varied the ability to reflect. The
study was conducted in a natural context where the inexperienced student teachers
were paired with the experienced ones to co-teach as part of the requirement of a
practicum course. The participants were seven EFL student teachers who enrolled for
an MA program in one Thai university. Data were collected from pre- and post-
teaching interviews, written journals, and classroom observations. Reflections prior to
and after teaching practices were compared to determine the extent to which
collaborative teaching led to changes in levels of thinking. Degrees or levels of
reflective thinking were categorized as recall (R1), rationalization (R2), and
reflectivity (R3) levels.

Data revealed that reflections of the student teachers at the end of teaching
practices were at higher levels than reflections prior to teaching practices. The
changes in reflections were depicted by four indicators which were 1) changes in
perspectives about effectiveness of teaching, 2) changes in perceptions of approaches
to solve problems, 3) changes in perceptions of self and others, and 4) changes in
perspectives to accept others’ feedback. In addition, teaching experience significantly
affected the participants’ ability to think reflectively. The inexperienced teachers were
found to reflect at R1 level prior to co-teaching, and then to have extended their
thinking to R2 level after co-teaching. The experienced teachers reflected at R2 level
before teaching period, and changed to R3 level after co-teaching. Data showed that
the inexperienced and experienced student teachers reflected and developed their
thinking differently depending on teaching topics.

The findings suggest that EFL teacher educators should incorporate
collaborative teaching into teacher training programs in order to enhance student
teachers’ self-evaluation, problem-solving skills, concerns for others, and open-
mindedness.

KEY WORDS: STUDENT TEACHERS’ REFLECTIONS / REFLECTIVE
THINKING / COLLABORATIVE TEACHING / TEACHING
EXPERIENCE / TEACHER COLLABORATION
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CHAPTER |
INTRODUCTION

This chapter consists of five sections. First, the background and rationale of
the study is sketched to emphasize the importance and necessity of the study. Second,
the purpose and research questions of the study are described to define the context of
the study. Third, the significance of the study is discussed to highlight the
contribution of this research to English language teaching and learning. Fourth, the
scope of the study is described. Finally, the chapter ends with definitions of terms

specifically employed in the present study.

1.1 Background and rationale of the study

For decades, Thai teacher education has been criticized for failing to prepare
prospective teachers who have a full mastery of knowledge of subject matters, as well
as an understanding of the scope of teaching concept and contexts where education
takes place (Lueboonthavatchai, 1994). In 1996, the National Education Commission
conducted a survey research on the quality of teacher education in Thailand and
revealed that the lack of qualified teachers became a serious urgent concern.
Thanakanya’s study in 2003 echoed this crisis as she uncovered that most novice
teachers had limited potential in teaching and professional development. The problem
lied in their deficiency in analytical thinking and problem solving skills. In other
words, rather than adequately applying theories learnt in teaching education programs,
they imitated how their teachers taught them when they were in schools in their actual
classrooms without a sense of creativity or adaptability to suit each different social-
cultural teaching setting. Consequently, they did not actively inquire into their
experience searching for ways to deal with complex classroom problems
(Thanakanya, 2003). In response to this critical situation, Teacher preparation
programs in Thailand have adopted the concept of reflective thinking to encourage

student teachers to look back on as well as to systematically examine their teaching
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experience (Guaysomboon, 2004). By doing so, they could recognize strengths and
weaknesses in their teaching practice, search for rationales undergirding their actions,
and provide appropriate solutions to their individual teaching problems.

According to Guaysomboon (2004), reflective thinking can assist student
teachers to improve their teaching performance since it leads to key characteristics
that instructors should master such as thoughtful observation, open-mindedness,
flexibility, and whole-heartedness. It also helps prepare student teachers to the “real
world” of the classroom which, most of the time, is entirely different from what have
been demonstrated in teacher training programs. Roth et al (1999) commented on the
shortcomings of teaching theoretical knowledge as “no teaching method can tell a
teacher what to do in particular circumstances” (p. 773). Only by engaging them into
reflective practice, student teachers could be enabled to question their proposition
using a critical analysis and fully understand how to apply teaching theories to
properly suit each instructional situation (Farrell, 1999).

Like in general teacher education, the reflective practice is considered as a
central paradigm to improve language teachers’ performance (Farrell, 1999, 2001;
Kullman, 1998; Liou, 2001; Mok, 1994). It is a determined attempt of English
Language Teacher Education to help future teachers change from being technicians to
reflective practitioners who learn from thinking reflectively about their teaching
experience as a basis for self-evaluation. Farrell (1999) explained that reflective
practice has been considered necessary to good teaching since it is a source of
significant changes in language teachers’ performance. In other words, reflective
teachers come up with more successful ways to benefit their learners.

Historically, Dewey (1933) described reflective thinking as a mode of thought
which is a basis of problem-solving skills. Practitioners may engage in the process of
reflection immediately during the action of teaching or more systematically in the
thinking process after teaching practice (Schon, 1983). Generally, reflective thinking
involves careful considerations and active examination of one’s own practice for the
purpose of its improvement (Hatton & Smith, 1995). Via reflection, teachers become
contemplative observers who effectively analyze their teaching and its underlying
basis in the light of particular contexts (Farrell, 1999, 2001; Freese, 1999). Hatton and
Smith (1995) remark that “Reflective thinking generally addresses practical problems,
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allowing for doubt and perplexity before possible solutions are reached” (p. 34). In
English language teaching, a reflective orientation helps “(1) improving classroom
processes and outcomes, and (2) developing confident, self-motivated teachers and
learners...” (Pennington cited in Farrell, 1999, p.158). This is because reflective
thinking encourages language teachers to challenge their own ideas, try out different
viewpoints, and then select alternative approaches to accomplish their teaching goals
(Liou, 2001).

The goal of English language teacher education is not only to familiarize
student teachers with the concept of reflective thinking, but also to encourage them to
reach higher levels of their thinking (Farrell, 1999; Liou, 2001). To do so, a great
number of researchers (Carr & Kemmis, 1986; Falchicov, 1994; Freese, 1999; Kurts
& Levin, 2000; Reiman, 1999; Schon, 1987) have recommended that social
interactions among colleagues are the effective technique to foster reflective practice.
Conducting a reflective dialogue with colleagues allows teachers to explore their
teaching more deeply and accurately. Besides, people working together must find an
opportunity to talk, question, challenge, and analyze not only their own practice, but
their partners’ (Francis, 1994). In addition, collaborative reflection motivates one to
think away from self-concerning to recognizing numerous perspectives (Falchicov,
1994). According to Vygotsky’s (1978), learners can develop a wider range of
thinking skills under adult guidance or collaboration with more capable peers.
Kamens and Casale-Giannola (2004) advance that working with more experienced
teachers as models not only assists student teachers to frame new knowledge, but
triggers a positive change in their abilities. Similarly, Freese (1999) recommended
that a practicum program be designed based on reflective practice in which student
teachers learn through collaboration and interaction with a colleague. All these
scholars encourage the use of peer collaboration between inexperienced and
experienced student teachers to enhance reflective thinking. Under this approach, a
pair of student teachers who have different teaching experience work together to
coach, to help, and to learn from each other. In so doing, they are required to take new
complex roles in which they need to construct new concepts and propositions to meet

demands of new responsibilities (Reiman & Thies-Sprinthall 1998).
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According to Reiman and Thies-Sprinthall (1998), this new role taking helps
develop reflective thinking. Scholars (Falchicov, 1994; Freese, 1999; Kamens &
Casale-Giannola, 2004; Reiman, 1999) have suggested that peer collaboration,
particularly among those who have different teaching experience, is an effective
approach for promoting reflective practice.

Based on the literature indicating the effectiveness of reflective practice in
education and of peer collaboration, the present study aims to explore whether
collaboration between EFL inexperienced and experienced student teachers influences
their reflective thinking.

The next section outlines the purposes of this study and raises questions to be

explored.

1.2 Purpose of the study

This study attempts to seek answers to questions concerning EFL student
teachers’ reflective thinking. As previously stated, research evidence suggests that
reflective thinking should be incorporated into EFL pre-service programs. It is
necessary to know what strategies should be employed to develop such thinking. In
response to this issue, the present researcher primarily examines the use of
collaborative teaching between inexperienced and experienced student teachers to
foster their reflective thinking. Apart from studying the effect of co-teaching on the
thinking of student teachers, the present study is concerned with whether teaching
experience affects the ability to think reflectively. Specifically, the present study is
conducted to address the following two research questions.

1. To what extent does collaborative teaching affect the student teachers’
levels of reflective thinking?
2. To what extent is the degree of reflective thinking related to student
teachers’ experience?
So far background and rationale of the study has been sketched, and the
purposes of the study and research questions have been stated. The next section
highlights the significance of the study.
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1.3 Significance of the study
1. This research should provide alternatives to EFL teacher educators

searching for effective methods to promote student teachers’ reflective thinking.

2. The research findings should give insights into how Thai EFL student
teachers reflect on their teaching practice experience. This would bring about a better
understanding of how student teachers conceptualize their concept of teaching,
collaboration process, teaching performance, and roles and responsibilities of teachers
and students. Such knowledge would be useful for teacher educators in helping the
student teachers develop their teaching behaviors.

3. The research finding would provide a clear picture of how teaching
experience affects student teachers’ thinking. This knowledge may be helpful for EFL
teacher educators in order to identify needs of student teachers. As a result, they could
provide experience relevant to the student teachers’ needs in order to further
maximize their teaching effectiveness.

4. The research findings would be beneficial for EFL teacher educators
attempting to encourage student teachers to be life-long learners who keep thinking
and rethinking their teaching experience for further teaching improvement.

However significant it is, this study has a particular scope and some

limitations, which are described in the following section.

1.4 Scope and limitations of the study

Like some other studies, this research is limited in terms of its population,
time, and context. Followings are specific limitations of this study.

1. Since the study was conducted in a natural context, it is limited in terms of
the number of participants (seven students), teaching practice period (three classes),
and research design (one group study).

2. The research was conducted in a Thai university in a context of EFL
teacher training program at graduate level. Thus, generalization of the results is

limited.
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1.5 Definitions of key terms
Some particular terms employed in this study have specific meanings. The
terms include reflective thinking, levels of reflective thinking, student teachers, and

collaborative teaching. They are defined in this section.

Reflective thinking

Among the varieties of meanings associated with the concept of reflective
thinking, the present study draws upon Farrell (1999, 2001) and Freese (1999) who
are in agreement that reflective thinking generally involves thoughtful examination of
one’s practice for the purpose of future development. Specifically, reflective thinking
in this study refers to the process of careful examination of teaching experience and

active practice to make change and improvement of one’s own teaching performance.

Levels of reflective thinking refer to three categories of reflections at recall,
rationalization, and reflectivity levels adapted from Lee’s framework (2005). Details
of each category are as follows (criteria for assessing levels of reflective thinking are

discussed later in the next chapter).

Recall (R1) level refers to an interpretation of situations based on the recall of
one’s experience from a particular perspective without further explanations, and an
attempt to imitate others’ teaching performances without considering one’s own
preferences.

Rationalization (R2) level refers to an interpretation of situations with
rationale, and a careful examination of one’s own and others’ teaching from multiple
perspectives

Reflectivity (R3) level refers to an approach of one’s experience in the hope
of improving such experience, and an ability to provide feasible solutions to particular

teaching problems

Student teachers refer to second-year graduate students who studied in an EFL

teacher training program in one university in Thailand.
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Inexperienced student teachers refer to the second-year graduate students who did
not have any EFL teaching experience.

Experienced student teachers refer to the second-year graduate students who had the

minimum of 4 years of EFL teaching experience.

Collaborative teaching

In this study, collaborative teaching refers to the process where an
inexperienced student teacher was assigned to work collaboratively in pair with an
experienced partner. Particularly, each pair of student teachers were required to co-
operatively write lesson plans, teach in three actual classes, and hold reflective
conference to give each other feedback as well as to receive comments from the

cooperating teacher and the supervisor teacher.

1.6 Summary

The present study aims to investigate the influence of collaborative teaching
on reflective thinking of EFL inexperienced and experienced student teachers, and to
depict how previous teaching experience differentiates the ability to think reflectively.
Such a study seems to be significant since how language teachers shape their thinking
process greatly affects the way they act in classrooms. Scholars (EI-Dib, 2007;
Farrell, 1999; Kullman, 1998; Liou, 2001; Mok, 1994) recommended that English
language teaching programs support student teachers to scrutinize their performance
as a basis for solving teaching problems and benefit students’ learning.

In the next chapter, the theoretical framework underlining the present study is
presented. Related research studies both in international and Thai contexts are also

reviewed to situate the study.
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CHAPTER Il
LITERATURE REVIEW AND RELATED RESEARCH

The present study intends to measure the extent to which student teachers
engage in reflective thinking over a collaborative teaching period. In addition to the
impacts of collaborative teaching on student teachers’ reflections, this study focuses
on determining whether the ability to reflect varies with differential teaching
experience. In this chapter, further details of theoretical framework and related
research articles are reviewed to give a profound understanding of the issue under

investigation.

2.1 The roles of reflective thinking in English language teacher

education

It is not an unsubstantiated claim that reflective thinking has become the
central idea to English language teacher education and development (EI-Dib, 2007;
Kullman, 1998; Liou, 2001). Dewey (1933) proposes that reflective thinking is an
effective means for solving problems and interpreting teaching experience. An act of
reflection is begun either when teachers confront teaching conflicts, or simply when
they desire to rethink their performance for further thought and actions (LaBoskey,
1994). The former point considers the short-term goal of providing teaching
alternatives or solutions while the latter point wishes to pursue the long-term goal of
sustaining an ongoing process of professional growth (Kullman, 1998). Adler (1991)
suggests that it is significant to promote the concept as well as to train student
teachers how to acquire reflective practice at the very beginning of their profession.
Such actions need to be done in order to arm language student teachers with ideas
how to battle against the complex and unpredictable classroom circumstances.
Moreover, reflective practice break down student teachers’ resistance, if any, to
changing the way they act in classrooms. Reiman and Thies-Sprinthall (1998)

continue by adding that reflective thinking promotes higher level of teacher cognitive
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development regarding the ability to think abstractly and make critical judgment. Roth
et al (1999) asserts that reflective thinking is a source for improving teaching
performance. Specifically, there are three major grounds to argue for fostering
reflective thinking to language student teachers.

First, reflective thinking prepares language student teachers to handle
complexities and ambiguities they are confronting in the context of school practice
(Kurts & Levin, 2000; Sparks-Langer & Colton, 1991). Schon (1983) opines that
there are conflicts between professional knowledge and demands of real world
practice. The former is considered convergent as opposed to the latter which is
divergent. This contradiction cannot be dealt with by applying one single teaching
method. Since language is acknowledged as a product of society and culture (We,
2006), English language teachers are required not only to master subject matter and
pedagogical knowledge but to take the socio-cultural context in which teaching is
performed into consideration (Liou, 2001). Reflection, as “a divergent thinking skill”
(Schon, 1983, p. 40), is a means to convert convergent knowledge into teaching
services. It is therefore effective to helping pre-service teachers resolve complex
problems that might arise in their classrooms.

Secondly, reflective thinking enhances self-inquiry and analytical thinking
skills (Freese, 1999; Rodgers, 2002), and hence prevents language student teachers
from narrowness and boredom of routine activity (Dewey, 1933). Van Manen (1977)
comments that knowledge is tacit and comes into play naturally. Teachers are often
unable to explain why they act the way they do. Such a phenomenon poses a great
danger of viewing everyday practice as repetitive. Familiarity with routine habits can
also break a searching spirit (Hullfish & Smith, 1961). Teachers, with such attitudes,
become less and less enthusiastic and inquiring. They decide not to analyze their own
practice but to do it automatically. Such behaviors can be harmful to learners who are
influenced by their teachers’ performance and points of view. In addition, being
trapped by the routine habits, teachers might fear to change or challenge conventional
ways. As a result, they do not attempt to make any new creation. Regarding this issue,
LaBoskey (1994) points out that reflective thinking raises teachers’ awareness of their
own practice as well as its effects on their students. Through reflective process,

teachers search for new activities and new alternatives for facilitating students’
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learning. LaBoskey also remarks that those who engage in reflective practice can
become thoughtful students of education rather than just proficient craftsmen.

Finally, reflective thinking can help strengthen language teachers’ teaching
ability. As noted by Dewey (1933), through reflection practitioners tend to think in
more abstract and contextual ways. Thus, they become flexible in their teaching and
much more independent. David Hunt (1976), with his theory of conceptual level,
endorses the relationship between thinking and teaching behaviors. Hunt found that an
ability to reflect is necessarily related to adaptability in teaching styles and tolerance
of uncertainty in classrooms. Reflective teachers build up higher conceptual levels.
Hence, they are able to understand abstract concepts, identify different learning needs
of students, and adapt various teaching strategies to meet those needs. On the
contrary, non-reflective teachers, who are at lower conceptual levels, tend to form
ideas that are not easily changeable, prefer fixed rules, and employ one single
teaching method which they are most comfortable with (Reiman & Thies-Sprinthall,
1998). To investigate the positive contribution of reflective thinking to effective
teaching, Anson (1989) studied how writing teachers who had different levels of
thinking provided feedback to students. He uncovered that reflective teachers
commented on ideas rather than mechanic and grammar. They also gave alternatives
for revision based on students’ judgment. By contrast, non-reflective teachers
preferred to provide feedback on grammar, and consider students’ writing just correct
or incorrect. Yeh (2004) revealed that reflective teachers, as opposed to non-reflective
teachers, asked higher-order questions, requested students to give explanations for
their answers, and focused on increasing students’ critical thinking. These results
concurred with those from Roth et al’s (1999) study. Roth and colleagues found that
non-reflective teachers tended to ask yes-no questions and also preferred yes/no as
answers. By contrast, reflective teachers used different types of questions to elicit
students’ answers. All of these research findings demonstrate the positive impact of
reflective thinking on teaching practice development.

Considering such a critical role of reflective thinking in preparing qualified
prospective teachers, it is necessary to learn what and how educators define the term
explicitly. Apart from its prominent definitions, how to promote the concept of

reflective thinking to EFL student teachers as well as what type of methods can be
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employed to assist such thinking developmental process needs to be called attention
to.

2.2 Definitions of reflective thinking

As a key originator of the idea, Dewey (1933) views reflective thinking as one
mode of thought which is an essential component of problem-solving skills. It is “the
kind of thinking [that] consists in turning a subject over in the mind and giving it
serious and consecutive consideration” (p. 3). In other words, Dewey considers
reflective thinking as a flow of thought, or chain of ideas which are interconnected.
Consequences and predecessors of the ideas, therefore, affect one another (Hatton &
Smith, 1995). He further distinguishes reflective thinking from other forms of
thinking such as believing that involves accepting facts already proved without
enquiring. In fact, reflective thinking creates a chance to investigate, inquire, and
analyze. It is “[an] active, persistent, and careful consideration of any belief or
supposed form of knowledge in the light of the grounds that support it and the further
conclusions to which it tends” (1933, p. 9).

For Dewey, people think reflectively when they engage in a state of
uncertainty. As a result, they search for ways to deal with their problems. Thus,
Rodgers (2002) equates Dewey’s reflection with inquiry. Rodgers (p. 845)
characterizes 4 criteria of reflection originated by Dewey as follows:

1. Reflection is a meaning-making process that moves a learner from
one experience into the next with deeper understanding of its relationships with and
connections to other experiences and ideas. It is the thread that makes continuity of
learning possible, and ensures the progress of the individual and, ultimately, society.
It is a means to essentially moral ends.

2. Reflection is a systematic, rigorous, disciplined way of thinking,
with its roots in scientific inquiry.

3. Reflection needs to happen in community, in interaction with
others.

4. Reflection requires attitudes that value the personal and intellectual

growth of oneself and of others.
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Among the four criteria, collaborative reflection is unquestionably catching
the most attention from teacher educators and researchers (Carr & Kemmis, 1986;
Freese, 1999; Hatton & Smith, 1995). Rodgers (2002) stresses that reflection in a
community is more complex than solitary self-reflection because the latter tends to
form an egocentric perspective and hence discourages inquiring attitude of mind and
objectivity (Falchicov, 1994). For Dewey, knowledge is socially constructed.
Engaging in a dialogue with others, therefore, allows one to clarify their
understanding, express and reform their ideas. As a consequence, such interactions
strengthen and sustain the reflective thinking process.

Drawing some ideas from Dewey (1933), Schon (1983) extends the concept of
reflective thinking more explicitly by stating that reflective thinking can be used to
guide practitioners’ actions. Schon goes on to point out that practitioners must
encounter complex and ambiguous situation to which they cannot handle by simply
applying knowledge of scientific theories and technical rationality. Professionals,
based on reflective thinking, must frame and reframe dilemmas in order to design
resolutions to their problems (Hatton & Smith, 1995; LaBoskey, 1994; Ross, 1989).
Schon’s ideas value professionals’ knowledge and the way practitioners interpret their
own experience rather than merely depending on technical rationality.

Moreover, Schon identifies the two distinguished types of reflection,
reflection-in-action and reflection-on-action, based on the different time frames in
which they occur. Reflection-in-action is thinking when doing or, in his words,
“thinking on your feet, ...that we can think about doing something while doing it”
(1983, p. 54). It is indicated that by reflecting during action we can improve our own
performance and immediately find the most appropriate solutions to problems arising
at that moment (Freese, 1999). Reflection-on-action, in contrast, is thinking back
upon action after it has taken place. It refers to the process of learning from one’s own
experience and its consequences which can help practitioners increase their
knowledge base (Brown & McCartney, 1998). These two types of reflection focus on

active and careful examination of action for the purpose of its future development.
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Since Schon (1983) proposed his theory, the concept of reflection has
stimulated a great deal of discussion. Several scholars, drawing on Dewey and Schon,
have been working on how to make clear which particular meaning they have had
about reflective thinking. Mezirow (1991) comments that reflection is an aid to
intentional learning involving making sense of an experience, interpreting the
meaning of that experience, and consequently, applying it in a thoughtful action. In
the present study, reflective thinking is defined as the process of careful thinking
about teaching experience by scrutinizing and examining actions in order to make a
change or improvement for one’s own teaching practice as well as to take
responsibility for those actions (Freese, 1999; Ross, 1989). The other prominent
reflective thinking definitions can be seen in Table 1.

Like Dewey (1933), Schon (1987) calls for a reflective practicum in which a
student teacher learns from interaction with a colleague who plays the role as a coach
or a helper. He recommends student teachers explore and explicate their classroom
practice witnessed by their peers. Such an interaction motivates student teachers to
take new roles and responsibilities (Reiman & Thies-Sprinthall 1998). Furthermore,
peer collaboration models allow student teachers to support and challenge their
partners. By so doing, they trigger positive changes of ability to reflect on one
another.

With regard to the impact of peer interactions, Bullough et al (2003)
questioned the traditional model of student teaching in which one student teacher
teaches in an actual class under guidance of a cooperative teacher. In an attempt to
shed some light on his supposition, Bullough and colleagues did a comparative study
on two models of student teaching which were a solo teaching and a peer teaching
model. Two groups of student teachers had been tracking throughout the 8 weeks of
their teaching experience in order to find out benefits and shortcomings of the two
models. Results from videotape of lesson-planning meetings, interviews, and
classroom observations revealed that the partnered student teaching model had more
positive impacts on student teachers. Bullough found that in the single teaching
model, the student teachers had much less decision-making power than their
cooperative teachers who were unquestionably in charge of what to be taught. The

student teachers were in the room trying to follow their cooperative teachers’ teaching
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styles and management of the class. Such behaviors indicated a lack of ability to
reflect as well as an attempt to make any changes in their actions. By contrast, the
student teachers who were paired up to teach together under guidance of one
cooperative teacher were found to be much more confident and comfortable to make
new creation in their teaching. They supported each other and conducted an on-going
dialogue about their teaching practice how to work together to improve their
performance. Such findings implied that a peer teaching model better motivates

student teachers’ reflective practice.
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Table 1 Definitions of Reflective Thinking

Dewey (1933, p. 9)

Farrell (2001, p. 23)

Freese (1999, p. 898)

Hatton and Smith (1995,
40)
Kemmis (1985, p. 141)

Ross (1989, p. 22)

Schon (1983, p. 151)

[Reflective thinking is] active, persistent, and careful
consideration of a belief or supposed form of knowledge
in the light of the grounds that support it and the further
conclusions to which it tends.

Reflection is teachers learning to subject their own beliefs
of teaching and learning to a critical analysis, and thus,
take more responsibility for their actions in the classroom.
Reflection is the process of making sense of one’s
experiences by deliberately and actively examining one’s
thoughts and actions to arrive at new ways of
understanding oneself as a teacher

[Reflective thinking] is deliberate thinking about action p.
with a view to its improvement

Reflection is thus ‘meta-thinking’ (thinking about
thinking) in which we consider the relationship between
our thoughts and action in a particular context.... We
pause to reflect because some issue arises which demands
that we stop and take stock or consider before we act.
[Reflective thinking is] a way of thinking about
educational matters that involves the ability to make
rational choices and to assume responsibility for those
choices.

It [the cycle of inquiry] is initiated by the perception of
something troubling or promising, and it is determined by
the production of changes one finds on the whole
satisfactory or by the discovery of new features which

give the situation new meaning and change the nature of
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Among those researchers who have been interested in the use of peer
collaboration methods for promoting reflective thinking, Hatton and Smith (1995)
conducted the research to find out which methods, action research projects,
microteaching and supervised practicum experiences, structured curriculum tasks, or
peers interview which they called “critical friend” dyads, successfully enhance
reflective thinking. They did the in-house study with 60 fourth-year students in
Education program who had been exposed a range of previously mentioned
techniques. Data were collected through written reports, videotape of teaching, and
interviews. The results reported that critical friend dyads, which required the student
teachers to analyze with their peers on their perceptions and beliefs while planning,
preparing, and teaching in an actual class, was the most successful method to
fostering reflective thinking. Hatton and Smith explained that critical friend dyads
built up a healthy environment where the student teachers willingly examined their
performances, ideas, and perceptions with assistance from their peers. Despite the
favorable results, most of the student teachers in this study; however, could not reach
the highest level (critical level) of thinking.

McAllister and Neubert (1995) carried out a longitudinal study of 135 pre-
service teachers to explore the effect of peer collaboration as a method for facilitating
reflective thinking. The researchers adopted the teaching technique called peer
coaching initially presented by Joyce and Showers (1980). They described the
technique as a colleague’s assistance in planning lessons, observing a teacher’s
teaching, and providing feedback at the end of the lesson. To do so, pre-service
teachers were trained to act as both a coach and a teacher. They held a conference to
focus on specific teaching skills, visited each other’s teaching, and reviewed, analyzed
and reflected on the lesson together. Data were collected from lesson plans, coaching
forms, written reflective summaries, transcripts of feedback sessions, and an open-
ended questionnaire. The research findings showed that all participants moved from a
non-reflective to a reflective stance during the peer coaching process. In addition, the
responses to the questionnaire revealed that pre-service teachers valued the
advantages of peer coaching and appreciated the support from the trusted others. The
respondents, nonetheless, merely attained technical domain which was considered the
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lowest level of thinking. The modifications of peer coaching for promoting higher
levels of reflections are thus needed for further studies.

Kurts and Levin (2000) adopted the structured peer coaching used in
McAllister and Neubert’s (1995) study to foster student teachers’ thinking. Twenty-
seven pre-service teachers, majoring in an Elementary Education program, were
introduced the concept and process of peer coaching. They were also taught how to
give nondirective feedback by asking clarifying, eliciting, and leading questions.
Coaching forms, written reflective summaries, open-ended questionnaires, and
selected audiotaped conferences were employed to collect data. Kurts and Levin
depended on Roth’s (1989) list of processes engaged in during reflection to identify
whether the students participated in reflective practice. Data analysis demonstrated
that most participants engaged in behaviors like analyzing what works, seeking,
identifying and resolving problems, evaluating, seeking alternatives, asking for
other’s ideas, and initiating changes. All these behaviors, according to Roth (1989)
suggested that the student teachers participated in the reflective practice process.
From these results, it clearly showed that peer coaching enabled student teachers to
move from non-reflective to reflective stance. Nevertheless, similar to McAllister and
Neubert’s (1995) study, the student teachers were likely to shape low level of
thinking. Evidence of high levels of reflections was not found conclusively.

Farrell (1999) researched on the effect of a peer collaboration model on
experienced EFL teachers’ reflective thinking. He employed a group discussion in
which a group of teachers come together in weekly meetings to reflect on their
teaching actions. Farrell argued that forming such a group encouraged reflective
practice of English teachers. Participants in this study were three experienced EFL
teachers who had been teaching in Korea for 5-10 years. They met with one another
every week to talk about and reflect on their practice. They were also asked to observe
each other’s classes and kept journals. Farrell directed focus on what levels of
reflection would be found, and whether the participants’ reflections developed over
16-week period. He found that the three teachers tended to stay at the descriptive level
of reflection throughout the whole teaching period. In other words, they reflected on
theories of teaching by mainly concerning their own personal opinions with no

application of those theories into their practice. They could also recognize teaching
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problems, but not be able to provide solutions. Such findings pointed to the
limitations of a group discussion on enhancing changes in teachers’ thinking.

As a partial replication of Farrell’s study (1999), Liou (2001) researched on
the evidence of reflections of EFL student teachers. He conducted a study in the
context of a TEFL (teaching English as a foreign language) practice teaching course.
The participants were 22 EFL student teachers who took the Education Curriculum
program and planned to become high school English teachers in Taiwan. Liou
followed the same research questions in Farrell’s study addressing which level of
reflective thinking, descriptive or critical, would be found from the EFL student
teachers. He also intended to investigate whether degree of reflective thinking
changed over the practice teaching period which lasted 6 weeks. In the practice
teaching course, the participants were required to do lesson plans, observe the class to
be taught at least once before submitting a written observation report, and finally
teach in an actual class for 3-4 times. After practice teaching, they had to submit
practice teaching reports. Liou gathered data from 20 student teachers’ observation
reports and 20 practice teaching reports. From these documents, he discovered that the
student teachers reflected on several topics related to theories of teaching, teaching
methods, and self-perception as a teacher. Upon these topics, student teachers showed
some evidence of a high level of thinking or critical reflection. They were able to
diagnose problems and sometimes produced solutions. In their teaching practice
reports, the participants showed that they were aware of the different classroom
events. However, they did not go beyond the classroom to greater contexts. Their
reflections seemed to concern mainly about themselves not their students. They failed
to discuss neither personal nor theoretical theories. Moreover, they mentioned that
they saw own teaching improvement and knew what to do next time, but failed to give
clear explanations how to do so. Liou’s study indicated that only engaging in the field
experience might not be enough to bring about changes in student teachers’ thinking.
An appropriate teaching method, therefore, needs to be incorporated into student
teaching practice.

There have been some limitations posed in the previous research studies. The
varying models of peer collaboration such as peer interviews (Hatton & Smith, 1995),
peer coaching (McAlliter & Neubert, 1995; Kurts & Levin, 2000), and peer
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discussions (Farrell, 1999) helped student teachers fostered reflective thinking within
limits. In other words, the main types of thinking found in those studies were
categorized in a technical or a low level (more details about levels of thinking are
discussed later in this chapter). This was because, in those peer collaboration
methods, the student teachers sharing the same teaching experience observed their
peers’ teaching and provided feedback to one another. They, nonetheless, were not
required to co-teach in the same class. As noted earlier, the studies of Bullough et al
(2003) and Liou (2001) evidenced that placing a single student teacher to practice
teaching seemed not particularly successful to encourage her developmental process
of thinking. In order to better support student teachers’ thinking, instructors should
pair two students to teach together in the same class (Bullough et al, 2003). By doing
so, the student teachers are required to take complex new roles in which they need to
adjust concepts and propositions to meet demands of such new roles (Reiman &
Thies-Sprinthall 1998). Moreover, since it was found that collaboration between those
who shared similar teaching experience could not assist the student teachers to
enhance higher levels of thinking, the present researcher pays more attention to
collaborative teaching between student teachers who have different teaching
experience. This argument is supported by cognitive theories. Jean Piaget (1972)
proposed that people’s cognitive developmental stages vary according to experience
and social factors. He asserts that co-operation among those who have differential
experience brings about exchange of thought as well as develops critical inquiry and
reflective thinking. Later on, Vygotsky (1978) introduces the zone of proximal
development. The central to his ideas asserts that learners can develop higher range of
thinking skills with guidance or collaboration from more experienced peers. In his

words, the zone of proximal development (ZPD) is:
the distance between the actual development as determined by individual
problem solving and the level of potential development as determined
through problem solving under adult guidance or in collaboration with more

capable peers (Vygotsky, 1978, p. 86).
According to Vygotsky and cognitive theorists, knowledge base is organized
deeply through experience. Sparks-Langer and Colton (1991) maintain that expert

teachers construct a more complex and well-organized structure of knowledge or
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schema. Experienced teachers then can connect or adapt their well-developed
schemata into their classroom contexts, as opposed to prospective teachers who are
unable to effectively adjust their limited knowledge base into practice. As a
consequence, the experienced teachers show a more complex teaching perspective
than do novice teachers. All of these theories has led to the conclusion that pairing up
a student teacher to teach with a more experienced partner may help her better
develops a thinking ability.

With an attempt to seek the answer whether teaching with a more experienced
partner could foster change in a student teacher’s thinking. Roth et al (1999)
conducted a case study in which a student teacher was paired up to co-teach with an
experienced teacher in the Grade 7 class of a local middle school. This co-teaching
was completely different from the single teaching model in which one student teacher
is required to teach alone in the class under guidance of a cooperative teacher. In Roth
and colleagues’ study, the student teacher taught collaboratively in the same class
with her experienced partner for 4 months. Teaching practice as well as debriefings
after each lesson were video-taped and analyzed later to answer the research
questions. It was found that the participant reflected profoundly on her questioning
skills. She was aware that she did not ask different types of questions, except for yes-
no questions. She also accepted that she paid less attention to motivating students to
give explanations. The participant started to think carefully about this point when she
co-taught and examined her experienced co-teacher’s performance. She found that her
partner did not just accept yes/no answers. In contrast, he asked several follow-up
questions to elicit students’ answers and encouraged them to elaborate explanations.
With these reflections, she knew that she must improve her teaching by changing the
way she asked questions. From these findings, it demonstrated that collaborative
teaching with an experienced partner helped a student teacher strengthened her
thinking and teaching behaviors. Roth et al, however, did not investigate if an
experienced counterpart benefited from this teaching model.

To explore whether experience affects an ability to reflect, Mok (1994)
conducted a study with ESL inexperienced and experienced student teachers to
determine if their quantity and quality of reflections differed. Participants were the

researcher’s own colleagues who studied in the ESL department of the University of
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Hawaii. There were 12 respondents including native speakers of English, Japanese,
and Korean. Mok grouped his participants (inexperienced and experienced) according
to their ESL teaching experience. Data were gathered from teaching journals,
practicum reports, and interviews. After analyzing the data, Mok found that the
participants from both groups shared the similar quantity of reflections. In other
words, they paid the same amount of attention to the similar issues related to a
teacher’s self-concept, attitudes, teaching strategies, materials used, and expectations
of learners. Furthermore, the quality of their reflections was not superficial at all.
They were able to identify problems in their teaching and teaching contexts, and then
to reflect upon those problems. Interestingly, the interviews indicated that the
inexperienced student teachers developed more widened perspectives on teaching and
considered their profession in a broader context than did the experienced student
teachers. However, the experienced group extended a much wider perspective with
regard to teaching strategies and self-evaluation. The both groups were in agreement
that their decisions and beliefs were guided by their previous experience as a learner.
They also reflected that they preferred to search for authentic and supplementary
materials drew on their students’ levels. From Mok’s study, it remains unclear if
different teaching experience varies reflective thinking capabilities. Mok suggested
future research to investigate more whether or not inexperienced and experienced
groups perform differently in their reflective practice.

Regarding the findings and recommendations of the studies mentioned above,
the present researcher attempts to find out in what way collaborative teaching between
inexperienced and experienced EFL student teachers enhances their reflective
thinking. Additionally, since cognitive theorists and some researchers discuss the
connections between teaching experience and the ability to reflect, this study
purposefully looks into whether levels of reflective thinking of the two groups of
students differ over time. To investigate those issues, selected criteria for assessing
reflective thinking were used to identify the students’ domains of thinking. The next
section sketches varying measurement tools used for categorizing reflective thinking,

and then presents the framework designed for the present study.
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2.3 Criteria for assessing reflective thinking

As scholars evaluate reflective thinking independently, they have created
different frameworks to suit individual needs for measuring degree of such thinking.
Yet, despite this diversity, most researchers agree on three modes of reflections,
technical, practical, and critical proposed by Max Van Manen (1977). Van Manen
established model of reflectivity based heavily on Habermas’ theory of cognitive
interests, including empirical-analysis, hermeneutic-phenomenology, and critical
theory, which lay a foundation for curriculum development. The model identifies
three hierarchical levels of reflection. The first level, technical reflection, deals with
application of educational knowledge and theory to achieve determined objectives.
Teachers at this level concern about acquisition of skills and technical knowledge.
They do not question the end objectives or the effects of their teaching on learners
(Adler, 1991; Taggart, 2005). The second level, practical reflection, goes beyond the
technical level into examining, questioning, and interpreting the end objectives and
the assumptions underlying teaching activities chosen to attain those goals. Teachers
at this level focus on how to understand the meaning and nature of educational
experience, and how to analyze the beliefs that guide their actions in a particular
context (Adler, 1991; Lee, 2005). The third and highest level is critical reflection. At
this level, teachers are not simply interested in the objectives, the activities, and the
assumptions underlying them. They rather concern about wider context in which
education occurs. Because the critical theory views education as central in
perpetuating inequality and discrimination, teachers need to question the value of
knowledge and whether their actions contribute something to a humane society
(Adler, 1991). This level therefore goes beyond analysis of personal experience or
both ends and means of teaching, toward a wider socio-political and moral-ethical
contexts for the purpose of achieving justice and equality among all the participants of
the educational community (Zeichner & Liston, 1987; Hatton & Smith, 1995). Since
Van Manen (1977) made his pioneering work, myriads of educational researchers (El-
Dib, 2007; Farrell, 1999, 2001; Gore & Zeichner, 1991; Hatton & Smith, 1995; Ho &
Richards, 1993; Jay & Johnson, 2002; Kaewurai, 1998; Liou, 2001; Taggart, 2005;
Ward & McCotter, 2004)) have invented a variety of models for evaluating different
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degrees of reflective thinking (See Table. 2 for summarization of different
frameworks).

Van Manen’s framework has been criticized too vague and general. It lacks an
effective method to practically use in categorizing the process of thinking (Ward &
McCotter, 2004). In addition to its general principles, it seems that the evidence of
critical reflection could be rarely found. Gore and Zeichner (1991), the same as
Hatton and Smith (1995) pointed out that teacher educators cannot expect student
teachers to master critical reflection unless the teaching programs take moral and
socio-political issues into considerations. This point was proved by the studies of
Gore and Zeichner as well as Kaewurai (1998). The two studies, adopting Van
Manen’s assessment tool, yielded the same findings that the participants could only
develop practical level as their highest level of thinking. A very few of them achieved
critical reflection. Lee (2005) posed another problem with the use of Van Manen’s
framework. She argues that it conveys the mistaken impression that devalues
technical and practical reflection as well as overemphasizes critical reflection.
Specifically, the framework focuses on only the content not the depth of reflective
thinking. As a result, student teachers who mention moral and ethical issues even
without rationalization can be examined as reflecting at a high level, whereas those
who can reflect deeply on technical and practical issues are considered to be at lower

levels.

Regarding the difficulty using Van Manen’s framework, Hatton and Smith
(1995) developed their own assessment tool for evaluating written form of reflective
thinking. Hatton and Smith categorized reflective thinking into four levels consisting
of descriptive writing, descriptive reflection, dialogic reflection, and critical
reflection. The first type is not reflective at all but rather description of events or
literature without an attempt to state reasons. The second is reflective to an extent that
it shows an attempt to provide reasons, but merely in descriptive way. Dialogic
reflection involves providing rationales by recognizing conflicts between ideology
and actual teaching experience. At this level, teachers try to explore their actions
using various judgment methods and available alternatives. The last one, critical

reflection, is giving reasons and justification by taking account of broader historical
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and socio-political contexts. These four criteria created by Hatton and Smith (1995)
can only be used to evaluate types of reflective writing. They, therefore, cannot be
properly adapted to assess oral forms of thinking.

El-Dib (2007) pointed to important similar characteristics shared among those
different tools. She further argued that the various schemes identify a low level of
reflection involving technical, habitual, and rigid thoughts, while the higher levels are
categorized depending on the ability to question subjectivity of knowledge, one’s own
assumptions of beliefs, and the importance of the context. According to this
theoretical basis, EI-Dib developed her own tool to describe EFL student teachers’
reflective thinking from their action research reports. For El-Dib, types of thinking are
categorized as low, low-medium, high-medium, and high. The low level is stating
problems without reasons, following procedures without rationalization, describing
actions without details, and stating satisfaction or dissatisfaction without reasons or
with simplistic view. The low-medium level involves stating problems with single
reason, looking into different actions with no or single rationale, and describing
satisfaction/dissatisfaction with reasons. At the high-medium level, student teachers
are able to identify problems from multiple reasons, investigate different actions with
rationales for each one, and show satisfaction with awareness of limitations of his or
her work. The high level is stating problems considering multiple perspectives and
larger context, being aware of both positive and negative results of each action, and
mastering self-evaluation. The same as Hatton and Smith’s (1995), EI-Dib’s
assessment tool was designed with the purpose of categorizing levels of reflective
thinking from written reports only. The model, as a result, is not appropriate to

employ for assessing oral forms of reflections.



Fac. of Grad. Studies, Mahidol Univ. M.A. (Applied Linguistics) / 25

Table 2 Prominent frameworks for assessing reflective thinking

Proponent Theme Levels

El-Dib (2007) Levels of reflection Low
Low-medium
High-medium
High

Hatton & Smith (1995) Types of reflective writing  Descriptive writing
Descriptive reflection
Dialogic reflection
Critical reflection

Ho & Richards (1993) Levels of reflection Descriptive reflection
Critical reflection

Jay & Johnson (2002) A typology of reflection Descriptive reflection
Comparative reflection

Critical reflection

Lee (2005) Depth of reflective Recall
thinking Rationalization
Reflectivity
Taggart (2005) Modes of reflective Technical level
thinking Contextual level

Dialectical level
Van Manen (1977) Modes of reflection Technical reflection
Practical reflection
Critical reflection
Ward & McCotter (2004)  Dimensions of reflection Technical reflection
Dialogic reflection

Transformative reflection

In her study addressing the relationship between reflective thinking and
comprehension of literature, Sirisomboonvej (2004) categorized reflective thinking
into four levels, drew on Dewey’s theory of the process of reflective thinking. The
first level is recognizing the problem. The second level is explaining the problem. The
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third level is providing alternatives to solve the problem. The fourth and highest level
is giving reasons for alternatives. As noted earlier, Dewey (1933) proposed the use of
reflective thinking to solve a particular problem. However, student teachers do not
necessarily think reflectively about their practice only when they are encountering
conflicts. Sometimes practitioners, despite satisfaction with their actions, simply wish
to reflect on their teaching or educational situations for even better outcomes in future
(LaBoskey, 1994). Within this perspective, Sirisomboonvej’s framework, which
directs attention to categorizing reflective thinking as a process to solve problems,
might not be able to explain other different types of thinking, for example, reflections
upon a personal theory or rationale which a student teacher uses to guide her teaching
performance.

Because of the limitations posed in the existing frameworks, the present
researcher sought for an effective model practically used to evaluate thinking of EFL
student teachers. Such a model needs to contain fairly specific principles about the
qualities and dimensions of reflection. Moreover, it can determine types of thinking
regardless of the formats. Taking this point into account, the present researcher found
the assessment tool invented by Lee (2005) is likely to be the most appropriate
framework. This is because it considers both content and depth of reflective thinking.
It can be practically used to articulate student teachers’ concern about teaching as well
as to determine how they improve their thinking process. Moreover, it was created to
accommodate both written and oral formats of reflection. According to Lee, reflective
thinking is categorized into three levels, recall, rationalization, and reflectivity. She
defines them as level R1, R2, and R3 respectively. At the first level, teachers’
experience and interpretations are expressed depending on recalling their experience
without alternative explanations. Teachers use what they have observed or were
taught as a model to imitate. The second level, rationalization, emphasizes
relationships between pieces of experience, and providing rationales for interpretation
of particular situations. Teachers at this level are concerned with practical issues.
They also attempt to question or anticipate what will happen in their class.
Consequently, they formulate guiding principles. The last level, reflectivity, is
analysis of experience for the purpose of its future improvement. At this level,

teachers look from various perspectives and understand how their performance
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influence values, behaviors, and accomplishment of learners. More specific details of
the criteria used in the present study for assessing reflective thinking are discussed in

the next chapter.

2.4 Summary

This research study was designed to explore whether or not the collaborative
teaching model in which an inexperienced student teacher was paired up to teach with
an experienced partner fosters their reflective thinking. In addition, the study intends
to find out the relationship, if any, between previous teaching experience and the
levels of reflective thinking. The results of the study may provide language teachers-
to-be how to reflect on and conceptualize their practice in order to improve their
future teaching performance and to benefit their students.

The next chapter presents the research methodology including context of the

study, participants, data collection methods and procedures, and data analysis.
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CHAPTER Il
METHODOLOGY

The present study was designed to determine the effects of collaborative
teaching of inexperienced and experienced student teachers on their reflective
thinking. This study is guided by two research questions: (1) To what extent does
collaborative teaching affect the student teachers’ levels of reflective thinking? and;
(2) To what extent is the degree of reflective thinking related to student teachers’
experience? Three different methods including interviews, written journals, and
classroom observations were employed to collect data. Following is the detail of the
context of the study, participants, data collection methods, data analysis procedures,

and the assessment tool for categorizing reflective thinking.

3.1 Context of the study

In one educational arena in Thailand, a group of seven students was taking a
practicum course in an EFL teacher training MA program. Before being in the
program, three of them had a maximum of five years EFL teaching experience, one
had some EFL personal tutoring experience, and the others had no EFL teaching
experience at all. As part of the practicum course requirements, all students had to
teach EFL undergraduate classes. An inexperienced student teacher was paired up to
co-teach three actual classes with an experienced partner. Since there were only seven
students in the course, one experienced student teacher was paired up to teach with
two inexperienced partners. This student teacher did this voluntarily. The course
supervisor paired up an inexperienced student with an experienced one to encourage
them to help each other while they both were taking a new role as prospective
teachers (Reiman & Thies-Sprinthall, 1998). In addition, the course supervisor
expected that, by so doing, the student teachers would take double roles. The
experienced ones assumed roles as a new teacher and a helper to their inexperienced

partners (Reiman & Thies-Sprinthall, 1998). At the same time, the inexperienced
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student teachers would take a role as a new teacher and get support as well as
guidance from their partners.

It is important to note that the course supervisor purposefully followed a
specific model of reflective teaching to organize her practicum course. She adapted
the concept of reflection from Dewey (1933) and conditions for growth from Reiman
and Thies-Sprinthall (1998) as a theoretical framework to organize her course.
Specifically, the course supervisor provided opportunities for the students to read in
order to gain some theoretical concepts of teacher reflections and collaborative
teaching. The students were also required to keep reflective journals for all the classes
they attended. As well, throughout their teaching practice experience, the students
were required to reflect on their teaching experience following some guideline
questions the teacher provided. The supervisor intentionally developed skills and
attitudes which could enable her students to engage in reflective practice.

In the practicum course, the students first studied theories pertaining language
teaching and learning process and discussed what they had learned from theories.
Then, they were required to observe a minimum of three actual spontaneous classes
taught by different inservice experienced teachers. Each observation centered on
different aspects of classroom such as teaching strategies, classroom management,
error corrections, students’ behaviors, and so on. Finally, the students were required to
do actual teaching in EFL courses. As mentioned earlier, an inexperienced student
was paired up with an experienced student to co-teach three classes. The process of
collaborative teaching was divided into three stages. First, each pair of students had to
write lesson plans together, and hand in the plans to the course supervisor, revise the
initial plan if necessary, submit the revised plan to the cooperating teacher of the class
they would teach, and revise the plan again before actual teaching. Then, the students
co-taught with their partners. Lastly, soon after the actual teaching, they were required
to orally reflect on each of the teaching experience. This was like an interview by the
course supervisor, who guided the student teachers with her specific questions
focusing on aspects of teaching and the whole process. Following oral reflection, the
students were asked to submit a teaching reflective journal of each class based on
prompted questions.

The next section presents details of the participants of the study.



Sudarat Srirak Methodology / 30

3.2 Participants

The participants were seven students who took a practicum course in the first
semester of the academic year 2005 in one university. All of them were students, ages
between 23-35, in an EFL teacher training MA program. These students had a
significant different characteristic as four students did not have previous experience in
EFL teaching; another one had been teaching EFL for 4 years, and the other two had
been teaching EFL for 5 years. They were selected as the present research participants
because they satisfied an important criterion and met the purpose of the study (Gall,
Borg & Gall, 1996). As the study aims to determine whether collaborative teaching
practice experience influences reflecting thinking of student teachers. This group of
participants who differed in their teaching experience met such a criterion of the
study. Conducting the research with them, therefore, might yield rich information on
the issue under investigation. In addition, the aim of the study is to acquire an in-
depth understanding of those selected respondents who were in the natural setting
(Gall, Borg & Gall, 1996).

All the participants were informed with the purpose of the research as well as
the data collection procedures. The researcher had the consents of all students to
participate in the study. Of those participants, four agreed to join all data collection

methods while the other three agreed to participate in two data collection methods
(pre-and post-teaching interviews and classroom observations). In addition, the

participants were assured that their participation was voluntary and they had right to
withdraw from the study at anytime. They were also notified that to protect their
anonymity, a pseudonym was used in the research report.

Following this section is the detailed description of data collection methods.

3.3 Data collection methods

The complexity of an educational context demands more than one data
collection methods to reveal what is to be studied (Metz, 2000). Since each approach
has it own strengths and limitations, doing research using various methods enhances
the validity of research findings (Mathison, 1988). Thus, the recent study collected

data through multiple methods consisting of interviews, written journals, and
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classroom observations. In addition to the triangulation of research methodologies, the
present study focuses on gathering information through both oral and written modes
of communication. This is because several research results (EI-Dib, 2007; Hatton &
Smith, 1995; Lee, 2005; Mok, 1994) evidenced that student teachers showed different
levels of reflective thinking through different modes of communication. In other
words, some students are able to reflect deeply through oral speech. Some students,
by contrast, articulate greater levels of reflection using written words. Therefore, since
the present research aims to investigate student teachers’ developmental process of

thinking, both oral and written records of thinking are to be analyzed.

Table 3 Participants in the study

Names Years of teaching EFL Methods
Interviews Journals Observations

Anon IST* - X X X
Manee IST - X X
Pailin EST** 4 X X X
Paitoon EST 5 X X
Petchsee IST - X X X
Ploysai EST 5 X x X
Sita IST - X X

Note: IST = Inexperienced student teacher
EST = Experienced student teacher

Each data collection method is described as follows.

3.3.1 Interviews
In qualitative research, the use of interview is to discover rich and in-
depth information and triggers “accurate pictures of respondents’ selves and lives.”
(Fontana & Frey, 2000, p. 646). The present study employed interviews to give the
participants a chance to reflect their understanding and interpret their experience. One
interview was conducted before the participants entered their field experience, and the

other was done after teaching period was over. This was because the present study
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focuses on exploring the influences of collaborative teaching on the students’
reflective thinking. The present researcher expected that the pre-teaching interviews
would reveal the participants’ current levels of thinking, and the post-teaching
interviews would help determine if collaborative teaching triggers more or less
students’ ability to think reflectively. In short, data obtained from the pre- and post-
teaching interviews were analyzed and compared to find out if there were any changes
or differences in the students’ thinking gained from collaborative teaching with the
partners.

The researcher conducted semi-structured interviews using questions adapted
from Bullough’s et al (2003) list of questions dealing with student teachers’ concept
of teaching and learning to teach, the process of collaborative teaching, attitudes
towards collaborative teachers, and the management of roles and responsibilities (See
the interviews questions in Appendix A). The pre-teaching interview questions, which
included 5 items, were the same with those of the post-teaching interviews. Each
participant in the study was interviewed individually. The pre-teaching interviews
took 30 minutes while the post-teaching interviews lasted approximately one hour.
This was because at first the present researcher asked more questions in the post- than
the pre-teaching interviews. Those added questions, however, were later cut off since,
as mentioned before, the numbers and contents of list of questions in the two
interviews must be the same in order to adequately track the participants’ changes in
thinking. The participants’ responses were tape-recorded with their permission, and

were later transcribed for analysis. Details of interview protocols were listed in Table 4.

Table 4 Data collection methods

Methods Focus
Pre-interviews Concept of teaching and learning to teach,
Individual (before the fieldwork) perception of collaborative teaching,

expectations and attitudes towards co-
teachers, management of roles and
responsibilities

Observations Behaviors and interactions in the classes,
Teaching English lessons in the classrooms
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Table 4 Data collection methods (cont.)

Methods Focus

Journals Reflections on classes and teaching
experience

Post-interviews Concept of teaching and learning to teach,

Individual (after the fieldwork) perception of collaborative teaching,

expectations and attitudes towards the co-
teachers, and management of roles and

responsibilities

3.3.2 Written journals

As a tool to help teachers develop their teaching performance, written
journal is widely used in both pre-service and in-service teacher training programs.
Student teachers as well as novice teachers are encouraged to keep journals or diaries
to record and reflect on their own teaching performance (McDonough, 1994).
Numrich (1996) defines the method as “a first-person case study that is reported in
journal” (p. 131). Mindful of this, journals reveal intimate and introspective views
that are unable to be reached by external observers (Bailey, 1990; Numrich, 1996).

In this study, the participants were required to keep journals to reflect on their
teaching experience after each of teaching practice sessions. It was expected that this
data collection method would reveal how the participants considered and evaluated
their own teaching performance. The participants were provided prompted questions
(See guided questions for teaching reflective journals in Appendix B) to reflect on

specific issues regarding their teaching experience and teaching process.

3.3.3 Classroom observations
Comparing to interviews, observations reveal what is called “first hand
experience.” Researchers will see what happens in the context through a fresh
perspective. Merriam (1988) argues that there are several reasons to gather data from
observations. First, a researcher as an outsider can see every little detail that,
according to participants, are too common or insignificant, but may be a key to help

the researcher understands the situation. Second, the researcher observes and explains
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what is happening using her own knowledge, rather than depending on interviewees’
interpretation. Finally, observations allow the researcher to capture issues that
participants may not feel comfortable to discuss during interviews.

The present study aims to employ classroom observations to witness the
participants’ natural behaviors in teaching practice of actual classes. Observations
data were used to triangulate those from interviews and journals, for example if the
students truly acted as exactly as they claimed they did. The researcher as a spectator
observed all three classes that each pair of the participants were co-teaching, and took
field notes while observing. Later, the field notes were written out for further analysis.

Following is the discussion of the data collection procedures.

3.4 Data collection procedures

After obtaining the consent from the course supervisor to conduct the study,
the researcher also asked the consent from the student teachers to participate in the
study. The participants were informed with the purpose of the research and the data
collection methods. The present researcher also confirmed them that their
involvement was voluntary and anonymous. Thus, they could withdraw from the
study at anytime. Next, the pre-interview was conducted to find out their reflective
thinking prior to actually working with partners in teaching actual classes. Following
this stage, the researcher as a spectator visited to observe three actual classes of each
pair of student teachers. During the observation, the researcher focused on the
participants’ teaching behaviors. Once the students finished each class, they were
required to write their teaching reflective journals, and then submitted the journals to
the supervisor and the researcher. When the participants completed their teaching
requirement, each of them was interviewed using the post-interview questions. This
was to explore if there were any changes in their reflective thinking obtained from the
process of collaborative teaching.

Finally, all these collected data were analyzed into categories. The next part
depicts the data analysis procedures employed for the present study.



Fac. of Grad. Studies, Mahidol Univ. M.A. (Applied Linguistics) / 35

3.5 Data analysis

The present researcher followed the recommendations of Jorgensen (1989)
that the qualitative researchers should search for help with data analysis from previous
similar studies. Jorgensen (1989) suggested “As different ways of arranging materials
are explored, you may find it useful to consult or revisit existing literature and
theories related to your problem” (p. 110). The study consulted Bullough’s et al
(2003) categories for data analysis. The data were then analyzed and coded according
to four major themes of teaching. These themes were the concept of teaching, the
process of collaborative teaching, attitudes towards collaborative teachers, and the
management of roles and responsibilities. Later, the data were categorized based on
Lee’s (2005) reflective thinking scheme. Moreover, the present researcher closely
consulted with her supervisors along the data analysis process to rest assured that
evaluation of the data was accurate.

The next part explains the criteria for assessing reflective thinking used in this
study.

3.6 Criteria for assessing reflective thinking

The present study adapted Lee’s (2005) framework for evaluating reflective
thinking. This was because the framework was established to accommodate both oral
and written formats of data (interviews and journals). According to Lee, the degree of
reflective thinking is categorized into three levels: Recall (R1) level, Rationalization
(R2) level, and Reflectivity (R3) level. Nonetheless, the present researcher found that
somehow the explanations of this model are hardly sufficient to analyze as well as
categorize each level of thinking. In order to solve this problem, some more detailed
explanations gained from Hunt’s (1976) theory of conceptual levels were incorporated
into each category of the scheme. The present researcher adapted Hunt’s theory to
evaluate reflective thinking because thinking is significantly related to conceptual
levels (Anson, 1989; Dewey, 1933; Reiman & Thies-Sprinthall, 1998; Yeh, 2004).
Reflective teachers are able to understand abstract concept and are more flexible than

non-reflective teachers. Following is the criteria designed for the present study to
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categorize each level of reflective thinking (Lee, 2005; Reiman & Thies-Sprinthall,
1998).

Recall (R1) level: one interprets situations by recalling from her past

experience without looking for further explanations, and attempts to imitate

ways that she has observed or was taught without considering her own
preferences.

Rationalization (R2) level: one develops her thinking concept into more

abstract levels, closely examines her own or others’ teaching from various

perspectives, and interprets situations with rationale

Reflectivity (R3) level: one forms abstract thinking concept, understands and

interprets different learning needs as well as how to respond to those needs,

provides solutions to teaching problems, and approaches experience with the
purpose of improving such experience.

Based on this framework, pre-interview data was analyzed and categorized in
order to identify the student teachers’ current levels of reflection. Next, written
journals kept by the students after each teaching time as well as the researcher’s field
notes taken from each classroom observation were analyzed to investigate if the
students’ degree of reflective thinking changed over the collaborative teaching
practice. Post-interview data completed by the participants after their teaching
experience were also analyzed to find out the most current levels of reflection of the

students. Results from the data analysis are discussed in the next chapter.

3.7 Summary

It is the purpose of this study to measure changes in the student teachers’
thinking after they were co-teaching with the partners who had different teaching
experience from them. Due to the differential experience, the study also focuses on
how teaching experience influences the participants’ ability to reflect. To answer
these two questions, interviews, teaching reflective journals, and classroom
observations were employed to gather data. The participants’ levels of thinking were
categorized based on the framework adapted from Lee’s (2005) scheme.

In the next chapter, reflections of the participating student teachers on four

themes of teaching as well as changes in their thinking are presented.
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CHAPTER IV
RESULTS

In this chapter, the data from written journals, individual interviews, and
classroom observations were presented to answer the following research questions:

(1) To what extent does collaborative teaching affect the student teachers’

levels of reflective thinking? and;

(2) To what extent is the degree of reflective thinking related to student

teachers’ experience?

Data collected from the three sources: journals, interviews, and observations
focused on four themes related to teaching. These four themes are:

1) the concept of teaching,

2) the process of collaborative teaching,

3) attitudes towards collaborative teachers, and

4) the management of roles and responsibilities.

Through the process of collaborative practice teaching in pair between
inexperienced and experienced over a period of four weeks, student teachers were
found to develop their reflective thinking to a particular extent. When the content of
reflection recorded prior to teaching practice was compared to that recorded at the end
of teaching period, the content of their later reflection could be categorized into higher
levels of thinking.

As reviewed in the literature and stated in the research methodology sections,
teachers’ reflections in this study were categorized under levels R1 (recall), R2
(rationalization), and R3 (reflectivity). Reflective thinking at level 1 indicates an
interpretation of situations based on recalling one’s own experience without
explanations. Reflective thinking at level 2 indicates an interpretation of situations
with rationale and an analysis of one’s own or others’ actions using various judgment
methods. Reflective thinking at level 3, which is considered the highest level of

reflection, indicates an approach to experience with the intention to change or
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improve such experience, and an ability to provide solutions to one’s teaching
problems.

The following section presents details of findings about the reflections of the
participating student teachers, both inexperienced and experienced ones, according to

each teaching theme.

4.1 The concept of teaching

Based on the reflective thinking scheme developed for the present study, prior
to co-teaching practice period, all the inexperienced student teachers’ reflective
thinking upon the concept of teaching belonged to recall (R1) level as opposed to the
experienced student teachers whose reflections were mainly categorized at
rationalization (R2) level. After the field experience which lasted approximately 4
weeks, rather than being at level R1, two inexperienced and one experienced student
teachers were found to represent thinking at R2 and R3 levels respectively.

Before the co-teaching, all the inexperienced student teachers reflected on
their concept of teaching at level R1 since they considered teaching as a means to
transmit knowledge to students solely. They also believed that a teacher is a major
agent in the teaching and learning process. Hence, he/she plays the most important
role in that process. Based on personal learning experience, they argued that a teacher
must know how to motivate their learners to study. From this perspective, the
inexperienced student teachers understood that motivation was the important factor
strongly influencing students’ learning. Such a perspective, however, also indicated
that the inexperienced participants perceived teaching from teachers’ viewpoints only.
This teacher’s centered point of view reflected that the inexperienced student teachers
underestimated the crucial role and responsibility of students in their own learning
process.

In terms of viewing teachers as knowledge transmitters, Anon, a male
inexperienced student teacher, expressed this point of view openly. When asked about
his concept of teaching, he said, “Teaching, I think, is to make someone learn
something or to introduce them to learn something that they don’t know but we
know” (Pre-teaching interview). Sita, the female inexperienced student teacher, also

considered teaching in the same manner. She described that teaching is “ [a] means to
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give some knowledge or any kinds of information to students” (Pre-teaching
interview).

An example of how the inexperienced participants paid too much attention to
the roles of teachers, but too little attention to the roles of students, could be
illustrated by a reflection made by Manee, a female inexperienced student teacher.
She mentioned her concept of teaching with the focus on a teacher’s quality. She said,
“I didn’t study how to be a teacher, but an ideal teacher [is] like [a] teacher who can
motivate students to learn” (Pre-teaching interview). Another female inexperienced
student teacher, Petchsee, echoed the major roles of teachers. Her reflections showed
that the way she conceptualized teaching was greatly affected by her experience as a
student. Following is Petchsee’s comment on her concept of teaching:

For me, I think [a] teacher is very important. Teachers have to provide

everything to encourage students to learn, especially in English because

mostly Thai students don’t like to learn English. [They] ignore to learn

English at all. When I was a student at my high school, I didn’t pay much

attention to [an] English teacher. I ignored to listen to her. I think teachers

must know how to motivate students like me at that time. (Pre-teaching
interview)

After the co-teaching practice period, the data from post-teaching interviews,
written journals, and classroom observations uncovered that two inexperienced
student teachers’ reflections on the concepts of teaching changed from recall (R1) to
rationalization (R2) level whereas those of the other two inexperienced student
teachers remained the same at level R1. Those reflections which included the
awareness of the complexity of the nature of teaching as well as the importance of the
role of learners in teaching and learning process were categorized in level R2. The
student teachers who changed their perception seemed to consider more about other
factors affecting teaching and learning process such as teachers’ teaching preparation,

teachers’ use of materials, and students’ voice as Anon later pointed out:

For me, teaching now is not just you go and teach students. And that’s all. You
have to prepare a lot for the lesson plan, for the materials for the students. And
after that you have to, you know, reflect what you did. That means you have to
take a lot of responsibilities in teaching not only teaching, but you have to
listen to the students. And you have to be responsible for your teaching except
[not] only [to] go and teach in the classroom. (Post-teaching interview)
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Petchsee also came up with a broader concept of teaching, which considerably
changed from the beginning. In the teaching journals, she mentioned about how to
facilitate students’ learning using different activities such as individual work, pair-
work, and group-work. She wrote,

I have learned that there are many techniques to use in leas-in stage... We
decided to have students worked [work] in small groups and shared [share]
their knowledge with their friends. We planned to have students made [make]
some conclusions by themselves by asking some questions and let them revise
the lesson before coming to the next class. I have learned that how to make our
teaching effectively, the lesson plan is important tool to help us. We have to
plan carefully and provide the activities to support students’ understanding.
(The second teaching journal)

This finding confirmed what found from the post-teaching interview. After the

field experience, Petchsee described:

Teaching is more than just walking into the class with a book, and then
following that book page by page. As teachers, we have to prepare ourselves
including our knowledge or content before going to the class. And we have to
prepare about our classroom management. After I have three times teaching
experience, I think classroom management is too difficult for me because it
depends on student’s emotion. [A] teacher has to prepare herself or himself
best because we don’t know what [is] going to happen in that classroom that
we are going to teach. [A] teacher is helping students get knowledge by
providing many ways to help them. (Post-teaching interview)

For the experienced student teachers, they were all found to reflect at the
higher levels than did the inexperienced student teachers throughout the whole
teaching period. Before the field experience, the experienced participants’ reflections
were mainly assessed as rationalization or R2 level. This was because they could
explain how teaching should be done more practically than the inexperienced group.
Rather than merely commenting that teaching was to provide information or
knowledge to students, the experienced participants clarified how teachers should
apply instructional methodologies into their teaching steps by steps. Apart from that,
they were able to identify other aspects of teaching which teachers should take into

account such as teaching preparation and course objectives. Those reflections

demonstrated that they used some rationale to guide their teaching.
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With regard to the application of theories about teaching methodologies into
teaching practice, Pailin, the female experienced student teacher, commented
profoundly:

Somebody says that knowledge cannot be taught, but I think sometimes we
need to teach students exact knowledge. I mean for English we might need to
teach them some grammatical rules. And then let them practice on the rule or
the pattern that we have taught them. And after that in practice we should let
them practice in a sentence and after that in a conversation. (Pre-teaching
interview)
Furthermore, the experienced group highlighted the importance of preparation
before class and teaching objectives to facilitate students’ learning. Following is the
concept of teaching described by Paitoon, an experienced student teacher.

Teaching is quite hard to define. For me teaching is to provide a chance for

students to learn according to the course objectives. And teaching needs to be

prepared quite a lot in order to make the learning of students most efficiently.

(Pre-teaching interview)

Interestingly, the reflection of one experienced participating teacher, Ploysai,
was at reflectivity (R3) level prior to the co-teaching practice. This participant viewed
that, apart from transmitting knowledge of subject matter, a teacher works with
human beings. Therefore, how to educate students to be good persons should also be a
goal of teaching. Her reflections showed that she thought away from teachers’ or
students’ concerning to the benefits that accrue from good education. She said,
“Teaching is not only a teacher teaches the subject matter, but I think the teacher
should teach other things, teach them (students) how to behave in [the] society or how
to be in the society” (Pre-teaching interview).

After performing co-teaching with an inexperienced co-teacher, a reflection of
the only one experienced participant, Paitoon, was found to change from
rationalization (R2) to reflectivity (R3) level while reflections of the other two
participants, Pailin and Ploysai, remained the same at R2 and R3 level respectively.
Paitoon’s reflection unveiled that his ways of thinking changed from level R2 to R3
because he reflected more on how to foster individual students who have different
learning styles and interests to efficiently acquire knowledge. He began to consider
students’ learning styles and interests as factors affecting students’ learning.

Classroom observations showed that Paitoon used different teaching strategies to deal
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with and used different positive reinforcement to each of the students. After his co-
teaching practice, Paitoon reflected differently on how he understood the concept of
teaching. He mentioned:

I think, as a teacher, we have to provide chances for students to construct their
own understanding not just we transmit our knowledge to them. And I think
there should be the step in teaching in order for students to understand the
lesson easily and don’t assume that every student is the same. Teachers have
to take into consideration about individual differences as well. (Post-teaching
interview)

In short, two groups of the participating student teachers reflected on the
concept of teaching differently at different points of time. Prior to co-teaching,
reflections of the inexperienced group belonged to recall (R1) level because they
viewed teachers as knowledge transmitters. Moreover, they paid less attention to the
roles of students in their learning. Two of the inexperienced student teachers changed
their perception of teaching into rationalization (R2) level after teaching with their
experienced co-teachers. Those reflections included the awareness of the equally
important roles of teachers and students in teaching and learning process, as well as
the focus on teaching preparation and instructional skills. The other two inexperienced
student teachers’ thinking remained the same. For the experienced group, there were
more varieties among their thinking. Before the co-teaching practice, reflections of
two of them were categorized at rationalization (R2) level as they considered several
aspects that could foster teaching such as teaching preparation, course objectives, and
teaching methodologies. The reflection of the other one experienced teacher was at
reflectivity (R3) level from the beginning. She looked at how teachers can serve the
society by educating qualified citizens. After conducting teaching with their
inexperienced peers, the thinking of one experienced student teacher altered from
level R2 to R3. He began to be aware of different learning needs and suggested how
to respond to those needs properly. The rest of the experienced teachers’ reflective
thinking remained at the same level after teaching. From these results, all the
experienced student teachers perceived that the concept of teaching included such
factors as theories about teaching methodologies, teaching preparation, and course

objectives since the beginning of the teaching practices, most of the inexperienced



Fac. of Grad. Studies, Mahidol Univ. M.A. (Applied Linguistics) / 43

student teachers started to take those factors into considerations later after their
teaching practices.
The next section discusses reflections of the participating student teachers on

the process of collaborative teaching.

4.2 The process of collaborative teaching

One of the most obvious indications of the changes in the participants’
reflective thinking was their perception of the co-teaching process. All of the student
teachers’ reflections altered from lower levels to higher levels over the whole teaching
period. For those who lacked previous teaching experience, their reflections prior to
co-teaching were mainly categorized at recall (R1) level. In contrast, those with
teaching experience were found to reflect at rationalization (R2) level. After
experiencing collaborative teaching practices, most of the inexperienced participants’
analysis of the process was found to be at rationalization and reflectivity (R3) levels.
All the experienced participants were found to extend their thinking to level R3.

Before the co-teaching practice, most of the inexperienced student teachers
reflected upon their understanding of the process of collaborative teaching by merely
repeating its theoretical concept they learned from English language teaching
practicum course. They held positive attitudes towards co-teaching and attempted to
follow the process without any questions. With such thinking, the inexperienced
student teachers failed to analyze the process of co-teaching thoroughly because they
ignored if the collaborative teaching was advantageous or disadvantageous for them.
Additionally, they expressed over-optimistic expectations to learn from their peers
who had previous teaching experience. All of these reflections represented the
thinking at level R1.

In terms of the formation of concept of co-teaching based on recalling from
what they had learned, Sita mentioned, “It (co-teaching) means collaboration with
other people or group work or teamwork like in pair works. You can share your idea
with your co-teacher.” (Pre-teaching interview).

The following example quoted from Petchsee revealed how she highly

expected to learn from her partner who had previous teaching experience:
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I think it is a very good idea to have co-teaching in our program, in practicum
course, because according to me I don’t have any experience in teaching
English. When I have to go to teach in next week, I have to teach with my
friend and she is an experienced teacher. She helps me a lot in everything, for
example when we have to write a lesson plan together, she has some
suggestions for me. And I think it’s very good to have another friend in the
same program to help each other to teach. (Pre-teaching interview)

Likewise, Manee anticipated benefits she might get from working with an

experienced partner:

Co-teaching is to learn from others. In this semester we have to teach with

another student who have more or less experience. For me I have to study

from the more experienced student. I think it is very beneficial because I could
learn from him. Because he has faced a lot of situations, maybe he can deal
with it better than me. (Pre-teaching interview)

Unlike the other inexperienced student teachers, Anon’s thinking was
categorized at level R2. His perception of co-teaching was concerned about the effects
of collaboration on raising awareness of one’s teaching strengths and weaknesses.
Anon’s reflections showed that he valued a peer’s feedback on his teaching

performance. Anon pointed out:
Co-teaching, for me, it means [that] you collaborate with your friend teaching
together and finding your mistakes and your friend’s mistakes. And maybe
you can help each other to develop, or to correct mistake, to notify,
to...yes...maybe to find strengths and weaknesses. (Pre-teaching interview)
After the co-teaching practice, reflections of all inexperienced student teachers
through post-teaching interviews, classroom observations, and written journals
revealed that they reflected more profoundly on their collaborative teaching process.
Regarding the concept of collaborative teaching, reflections of two student teachers
could be categorized at level R2, and those of other two could be categorized at level
R3. Moreover, the inexperienced group tended to examine their co-teaching practice
more realistically. Rather than optimistically thinking about only the benefits of co-
teaching with a peer who had teaching experience, the inexperienced teachers learned
that the process of collaboration could either obstruct or facilitate teaching and
learning. They could also identify causes of conflicts between partners who co-taught.

After teaching practices, the inexperienced student teachers became more open-
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minded to accept their partners’ comments and take their partners’ comments to solve
their teaching problems.

Sita and Manee were two inexperienced student teachers whose thinking
changed from level R1 to R2. In case of Sita, through teaching collaboratively with
her experienced partner, she was able to interpret how the process of co-teaching
obstructed or facilitated teaching and learning. Regarding its disadvantages, Sita noted
that co-teaching affected flexibility in teaching. The following quotes taken from the
post-teaching interview showed that this participant noticed that classroom events
were likely to be unpredictable. She also explained that as a teacher, one needs to
adapt teaching plans to suit different classroom situations or environment in order to
make the students learn best. Classroom observations showed that Sita spent more
time than she expected to explain a particular part of the lesson to the students. This
was because she noticed that the students had difficulties following the lessons. When
asked whether or not her concept of co-teaching changed after teaching practice, Sita
noted:

When we worked with each other and we planned or assigned everything to
each other, we followed the step in the lesson plan. But, in the real situation,
we could not know what will happen in the class, and how we can manage or
control. I'm afraid that, for example with the limitation of time, we planned it
[a lesson] for 1 hour to teach and we assigned for 30 minutes to each other.
But in the real situation I could not explain the reading passage for my
students in only 20 minutes because with the long passage and the content of
the passage was very difficult for the students. They didn’t understand, so |
used more time to explain and explain it again until my students understand
[understood] well. (Post-teaching interview)

Although acknowledging the importance of being flexible in class, Sita argued
that she found it hard or even impossible to change her teaching plan on spot when
they taught in pair in a particular class. This was because when they planned the
lesson together they did not plan for alternatives. So, if Sita changed her plan on spot
without informing her partner, her partner would have no idea of how to deal with that
situation. Sita discussed on this point as follows:

I’m afraid that for the flexible [flexibility] to change the topic or to cut
something off...if we are the one who teaches in that class, we will decide to
cut it off or choose something that it is very important for the students
[according to] constraint [on] time or limited time. But, when we do with a
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peer, we cannot. We couldn’t know that she will agree with us or not. [Post-

teaching interview]

In terms of the advantages of co-teaching, Sita explained that the process
facilitated her teaching performance. She said that a co-teacher gave some feedback
on her teaching weaknesses. These weaknesses were related to the use of inaccurate
words and a lack of teaching confidence. Without a partner who observed that she
apologized students too often while teaching, Sita would never be aware of what she
did. Sita’s reflections pointed out that she valued her peer’s comments. That made
her paid more attention on her language proficiency and her teaching performances.
Being aware of the problems identified by her co-teacher, however, Sita failed to
provide feasible solutions to those problems. As a result, her reflections did not
extend to level R3. She discussed the benefits of co-teaching as follows:

After teaching, I asked her to give me some reflective [feedback]. She
encouraged me and gave me some comments such as when I taught students I
usually speak the word ‘oh, sorry,” many times that I spoke it out. My friend
said that if we say something wrong, we must [be] confident [with] that. We
will ignore or we do not make our students blame or not believe in us. And the
second one about feedback that my peer gave to me was [that] I could not use
accuracy [accurate] words. My friend said that you should not use the word
like this. I think her feedback is very useful, and I will use it to review my
teaching in the future. (Post-teaching interview)

Unlike Sita, Manee paid less attention on the advantages or disadvantages of
co-teaching in learning and teaching process. She, in fact, contemplated a cause of
problems arose from teaching with her experienced partner. Manee looked into her
co-teaching practices and said that holding different beliefs and opinions, her partner
and she were reluctant to open their minds when they worked together. As a result,
they did not share as many ideas as they could. Such situations limited the varieties of
lesson plans they prepared together. When asked about her concept of co-teaching,
Manee started from what theories say ideally about co-teaching, and then explained
why her partner and she could not do so.

I think that co-teaching is about working together with a peer. Not only teach,
but also plan and then reflect what are going on in the classroom. Working
with others, you have to learn about compromise and also collaboration...I
think because we didn’t know each other very well, so it affects our personal
thinking. I don’t know. Maybe we didn’t [be] open-minded as much as we
can. We just “Ok, this is good, so work on it.” But we don’t [didn’t] share
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something more. We just spoke one thing, and if that’s good, so accept it. We

don’t [didn’t] have any options. (Post-teaching interview)

As previously mentioned, by the end of the teaching practice, two
inexperienced participants’ reflections could be categorized at level R3. These two
participants were Petchsee and Anon. For Petchsee, her reflections were found to be
at level R1 in the beginning and later at levels R2 and R3. She was capable of
examining the process of collaborative teaching more critically. She also took her
peer’s feedback into account and was able to provide solutions to her teaching
problems. This participant analyzed that co-teaching benefited both students and
teachers. For students, she explained that it was good for them to learn from different
teaching styles of two teachers. Such reflections indicated how Petchsee realized the
importance of teachers’ roles, either as a presenter or an entertainer, in a class. This
finding was validated by classroom observations. In class, Petchsee often took
different roles from her partners in order to stimulate students to learn from different
ways of teaching. For example, when her partner presented contents, Petchsee
entertained students by telling some jokes. She elaborated that different teaching roles
differently affected how students learned. Such reflections represented Petchsee’s
thinking at level R2 as she noted:

I think that it is the method to combine teachers together to help or to find the

way to benefit our students. Co-teaching can help students to learn more
because students can learn from two teachers and they are [have] different
styles in teaching. For example, my friend is good at [giving] clear
explanation, and I think that I’'m also good at motivating students to learn. I’d
like to teach students by making some jokes with them. I think that students
can learn more [than] just learning with one teacher and just following that
teacher’s styles all the time until the class ends (Post-teaching interview)
Apart from its impact on students, Petchsee was aware of the usefulness of co-
teaching to herself as a teacher. Her reflections uncovered that she was more open to
accept her experienced partner’s comments on her teaching and took those comments
seriously in order to improve her teaching. Petchsee mentioned that her co-teacher
criticized her voice projection in class as well as her ability to give correct
explanations. She gratefully accepted those feedback and worried about the effects of
her teaching mistakes on students. The example presented below evidenced how this

participant drew attention to her partner’s comments.
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She [my co-teacher] reminded me about my voice. If there is not the
microphone in the class, I have to be aware of my voice according to my voice
is very soft. I truly keep my friend’s suggestion in my mind because I agree
that my voice is very soft and if I am not aware of it, it may cause the
problems during my teaching. (The first teaching journal)

While Petchsee was teaching, her partner observed her and found that
Petchsee made mistakes by presenting wrong information to the class. Petchsee could
accept the comments and carefully examined why she did the mistakes. Later on, she
found that she did not prepare the lesson well enough. This is how Petchsee reflected

on her teaching after talking to her partner.

After class, she told me that I did something wrong. She told me that she did
not disturb the class and she thought that it was not a big problem. It was
better if we talked after class and asked our mentor to explain more for
students of [in the] next class. I do not need [want] to make the mistakes of my
teaching. I have learned that I need more conscious[ness] while I am teaching
and I need more knowledge than just in this material only. I accept that I do
[did] not spend much time with the content according to my busy time of this
month. I think I can do [would have done] better this time, if | have [had had]
time to prepare myself. (The third teaching journal)

With the thorough understanding of her teaching problems, Petchsee took her
problems seriously and found ways to deal with the problems. Her reflection was thus
categorized at level R3. She considered that she needed to learn more about the
content and care more about the accuracy of information that she would teach.
Besides, she expressed that it was not wise to concern only knowledge in textbooks.
Such thinking showed that Petchsee thought about what she would do more to
improve her teaching in the future. Following is the solution that she came up with.

I have to know the content best when I go into the classroom. If my students
ask me some questions, I have to [be able to] deal with those questions. After
the third time of teaching, I think I can teach English but I need more time to
collect experience, and I need more knowledge. I mean I need to read more
than in the book that I have to teach because it’s not enough to have
knowledge in that book only and go to teach my students. (Post-teaching
interview)

In case of Anon, after working collaboratively with his experienced partner, he
also fully understood how co-teaching interfered with or enabled teaching and

learning process. Regarding its disadvantages, Anon mentioned limitations caused by

teaching with a peer. His reflections indicated that he understood that being adaptable



Fac. of Grad. Studies, Mahidol Univ. M.A. (Applied Linguistics) / 49

in class was essential; however, co-teaching made it unlikely to change what had been
planned. Anon commented on the effects of on-spot adjustment of teaching plan on
his partner’s performance. He argued that it was difficult to conduct the class
differently from what they had planned because it took time between the two partners
to talk and try to understand each other. On-spot adjustment of teaching plan might
confuse a co-teacher if he or she were unclear about the adjustment. In class, while
their teaching practice was observed, Anon and his partner was found to strictly
follow their teaching plan that they had prepared together. Anon said:

You could not do things as much as you want. Sometimes you have to take

your roles, and also you have to look at your peer whether she was doing on

the plan—following the plan, or what you should add. I could not skip to what

I wanted to skip because it’s not in the process. She might get confused. (Post-

teaching interview)

For the helpfulness of co-teaching, Anon weighed up the benefits of
conducting reflections with a co-teacher. He often stated that having an experienced
partner to talk to about teaching strengths and weaknesses significantly affected his

teaching development. Anon discussed the benefits of co-teaching as follows:

During planning the lesson, I learned that reflecting after teaching could be a

lot more effective when we did that in pair. My co-teacher helped me improve

my teaching skills by telling me what I should maintain or be aware of for my
teaching behaviors. (The second teaching journal)

Anon’s reflections demonstrated that he was not only open-minded to his co-
teachers’ comments, but he also made use of such comments to improve his teaching.
This was the reason why his thinking reached level R3. The following quotes taken
from Anon’s third teaching journal indicated that he was aware of his problems and
took his peer’s feedback into considerations. By doing so, he came up with the
alternative to solve his teaching problem. This finding was validated by classroom
observations. In the first two teachings, Anon was found to often interrupt his peer
while she was explaining contents to students. His peer stopped teaching from time to
time to wait for him to talk about vocabulary. This was not in their prepared teaching
plan. After conducting reflective dialogues with his peer, he was found to change his
teaching behaviors in later class of the required teaching practices. Anon mentioned:

While one of us was teaching, another helped and added if any important
points were missing. However, we tried not to interrupt each other too often
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on the teaching process of each topic. I think we supported each other quite

well when we taught. I could see that she was quite satisfied with the teaching.

She told me that we could do things better than the last teaching. (The third

teaching journal)

While the inexperienced student teachers needed to wait until they finished
their field experience before being able to recognize pros and cons of the process of
co-teaching, most of the experienced student teachers could identify those points since
the period before actual teaching practice. Their reflections articulated both
advantages and disadvantages of co-teaching to learners and teachers. They also
mentioned the influences of different teaching styles and teaching flexibility on the
process of teaching and learning. Such reflections represented their thinking at level
R2.

Regarding the benefits of co-teaching for students and teachers, Paitoon
pointed out the positive impact of collaborative teaching on students. He maintained
that having two teachers in a class brought about students’ more participation. When
asked about his concept of co-teaching, Paitoon said:

I think it (co-teaching) is interesting at least for learners because you have two
teachers teaching you in the same course. And for this activity this teacher
might be better than the other. One more thing is that the learners will be more
interested in the class activity because they get more attention from their
teachers. (Pre-teaching interview)

Paitoon further mentioned some factors that might make co-teaching fail to
success. He argued that those who held different beliefs about teaching would not be
willing to collaborate to each other. Such a reflection showed that he noticed the
effect of teaching beliefs on one’s teaching performance. Upon this issue, Paitoon
commented, “And [But] co-teaching needs a great collaboration among teachers. If
you are from different schools of thought, you cannot work together and you cannot
be the same heart.” (Pre-teaching interview)

In terms of the disadvantages of co-teaching to students and teachers, Pailin
expressed without elaborating what she meant that having two teachers in the same
class might confuse students. Furthermore, the process of teaching together was likely

to limit her ability to adapt to different teaching situations. According to her

reflections, she was aware of the danger of following a lesson plan strictly. She, in
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fact, understood the unpredictable nature of the classroom which required teachers’
flexibility in teaching in order to cope with such circumstances. Pailin pointed out
that, although she realized how important it was to change a plan to suit different
situations, she might not be able to do so. This is because the on-spot change of the
lesson plan might confuse her co-teacher. Pailin noted:

I just wonder I don’t know how to act in the classroom because I never did co-
teaching before. And one thing that I’'m very worried about is that I’'m afraid
that students might get confused in the class because [of] two teachers. I'm
afraid that a lot of problems might happen in class. And one thing is about the
plan because as I teach alone, I can change the plan. But, if I teach with other,
and then we plan together, I think I cannot change the plan to make it suitable
for the situation. I need to follow the plan because if I don’t follow the plan,
my partner would get confused how to do next. (Pre-teaching interview)

After the co-teaching practice, all the experienced student teachers’ reflections
could be categorized at level R3 of thinking. They tended to seriously take their co-
teachers’ comments on their teaching weaknesses into considerations. Based on those
comments, they came up with specific solutions to their individual teaching problems.
One experienced student teacher also proposed some alternatives to be used to foster
collaborative teaching.

With regard to the benefits of peers’ feedback, Pailin and Ploysai similarly
reflected on this issue. Right after her first teaching practice, Pailin stressed the effects
of co-teaching on how it raised her awareness of her teaching mistakes. Her
reflections demonstrated that she understood the active roles of language used by
teachers and the use of teaching aids to support students’ learning process. Pailin

wrote:

Co-teaching provided me chances to share ideas with my peer about how to
make the teaching more interesting and more effective. If I taught alone, I
might not have a chance to do that. In addition, it helped me immediately
know my weak points in terms of the use of English language and teaching
aids in class. This is because after the class my peer let me know that I spoke
English fast and sometimes I used difficult words that the students might not
understand. Besides, he told me that the way I used a marker (I used only a
blue pen) could make students confused. (The first teaching journal)

More importantly, Pailin added how she would deal properly with her teaching

problems. Hence, her reflective thinking was considered being at level R3. Through
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classroom observations after the first teaching, she was found to use simple words to
give instructions and explanations to students. She mentioned:

I think I benefited a lot from my peer, especially in terms of the language I

used in class. My peer’s feedback help me know that in the next teaching I

needed to slow down the speed in speaking and use easier words with the

students. This is because my peer reflected that some of the students did not
understand what I said to them in English. (The first teaching journal)

Similar to Pailin, Ploysai mentioned that, as an experienced teacher, she still
obtained some helpful comments from her inexperienced partner. Those comments
urged her not to assume that all students would have sufficient background
knowledge. Ploysai admitted that teaching with her partner allowed her to learn that
her attitudes towards learners might not be realistic, and she had to change her
teaching plan for students’ benefits. The following example, which was supported by
classroom observations showing that Ploysai began her class by reviewing a particular
language point, explained how her attitudes towards learners altered because of the

co-teaching experience.

I learned something from my peer. For example, we cannot assume that our
students may know the grammar points that they should have learned when
they were in high school. Sometimes when I planned the lesson, I’d like to
have them do some activities that are not in the materials. But my peer
concerns more about students. Even though they should have learned that
point, we need to review them because actually they may not understand it
clearly or they may forget it. (The first teaching journal)

Apart from students’ existing knowledge, Ploysai received her co-teachers’
comments on her speaking speed in class which impeded students’ understanding.
Ploysai thought about this carefully and agreed with her partners’ feedback. She also
stated clearly how she would do to improve her speaking in the later teaching
practice. From those reflections, it can be seen that Ploysai’s thinking reached level
R3. Ploysai discussed on her co-teachers’ feedback as follows:

She reminded me to reduce the speed of teaching. It helped benefit both me
and students. As I said before it helped me aware of my teaching speed. And
students would catch what I taught more when I reduced my teaching speed. If
I teach alone, I never know that I speak too fast for students. (The first
teaching journal)
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Unlike Pailin and Ploysai, Paitoon focused more on the downside of co-
teaching, and expressed his personal opinions as to why he did not agree with co-
teaching method. He argued:

Co-teaching needs more preparation than, I don’t know what, single teaching
because you have to cooperate/coordinate with your partner. So, I think co-
teaching is not...It shouldn’t be a common practice, and it will never be
because the nature of its practice. You have to work harder and sometimes
working harder doesn’t mean teaching more effectively. And one more thing
is the students may not benefit much from the co-teaching according to my
experience. (Post-teaching interview)

Paitoon’s thinking was found to be at level R3 when he suggested two
alternatives to strengthen the co-teaching practice. Based on his opinion, Paitoon first
proposed that there should be an initial preparation for those who are participating in
co-teaching practice. This is to prepare them to better work together and to deal with
the problems caused by co-teaching.

As 1 said earlier, we have to prepare more, to work harder in order to make
teaching smooth, to make the turn taking from one teacher to another goes
smoothly. So, there should be more practice. If there was no
practice/preparation before, maybe you expect something that your
partner...You didn’t understand what your partner is going to do or is doing.
(Post-teaching interview)
Secondly, Paitoon mentioned the method of pairing two interdisciplinary
teachers to teach collaboratively. He believed that, by doing so, it would bring more

benefits to learners. He added:

As 1 often mentioned that the students didn’t benefit much from having two

teachers in the class. It’s not practical because we still teach the same subject.

It’s not like we invite the subject teacher into our language class. I think that

would be different in terms of co-teaching. But if you are from the same field

of teaching,.nothing would be different. (Post-teaching interview)

To sum up, the inexperienced and experienced participating student teachers
reflected quite differently on the process of co-teaching before and after they engaged
into the teaching practice. Prior to co-teaching, the inexperienced group mainly
expressed their thinking at recall (R1) level because they preferred to follow
collaborative teaching procedures as stated in theories as well as to learn from their

peers’ previous teaching experience mostly. However, after teaching with the

experienced partners, their thinking was found to change to rationalization (R2) and
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reflectivity (R3) levels. Those who reflected at level R2 tended to explore both
advantages and disadvantages co-teaching practices might have on teachers and
learners. By doing so, they interpreted several teaching rationales which indicated that
they understood what should be done in teaching and learning process. Two
inexperienced participants extended to thinking at level R3. In their reflections, they
seriously thought about teaching problems they had and were finally able to come up
with solutions to those problems. For the experienced student teachers, before getting
the co-teaching practice experience, most of them were aware of how such a practice
might facilitate or impede teaching and learning process. After teaching with their
inexperienced partners, all the experienced student teachers began to notice how they
could make use of their peers’ feedback to rectify their teaching mistakes.

The next part presents attitudes held by the participating student teachers

towards their collaborative teachers.

4.3 Attitudes towards collaborative teachers

At the beginning, thinking that reflected attitudes of both the inexperienced
and experienced participants towards their collaborative teachers could be categorized
at the same recall (R1) level. After the co-teaching practice, most of the inexperienced
student teachers changed their thinking to higher levels. Two of them were found to
reflect at rationalization (R2) level, and the other one even extended from recall (R1)
to reflectivity (R3) level. For the experienced student teachers, their reflections were
also categorized at higher levels after the co-teaching practice. Two experienced
student teachers extended their thinking from level R1 to R2, and the other one’s
thinking was considered changing from level R2 to R3.

Before the co-teaching practice, the inexperienced student teachers mainly
expressed how much they adored their co-teachers’ previous teaching experience as
well as their teaching ability. They showed an attempt to imitate their peers’
performance without considering their own preferences. Such reflections were found
in the following cases.

Petchsee who had background in teaching mathematics, not English,

responded:
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I expect to learn some teaching styles from her because she is very good

teacher I think. [I expect to learn her| teaching style, her voice, and her

personality when she stands in front of the class. What she does in front of the
class I want to learn from her. (Pre-teaching interview)

Anon also valued his partner’s previous teaching experience because he
viewed that it made his co-teacher thought more analytically than him. This attitude
was later found to affect management of roles and responsibilities in his team as
Anon’s co-teacher was the one who made a final decision as well as took a major role
in their collaborative teaching. Anon reflected on the attitudes towards his

experienced partner as follows.

For my peer, most of the time she accepts things that I proposed to her, and

sometimes she analyzes things that [ never come up with. I think experiences

help you a lot to, you know, at least you can analyze deeper or more

particularly than the ones who never had experience in teaching before like

me. (Pre-teaching interview)

Sita, a shy and unconfident student teacher, considered her partner as a
confident teacher. It seemed that Sita believed that teaching confidence certainly led
to an effective teaching. Sita said:

I think she is confident. I will learn from her about teachers’ self-confidence,
how to act in front of the class, how to walk around the class, [and] how
teachers write something on board. I think this is very important to make or to
motivate students to participate in the class. (Pre-teaching interview)
Interestingly, Manee was the only inexperienced participant in whose
reflection on attitudes towards a co-teacher was categorized at level R2. As opposed
to other inexperienced participants, she closely examined her experienced partner’s
classroom teaching performance and considered whether it was good. Manee argued
that, rather than organizing activities only, teachers need to give some input to

learners. She expressed her attitudes towards a co-teacher as follows:

He [does] not express his feeling. He can keep calm down when he’s teaching.
He always makes the class fun. He always have [has] interesting activities, and
not to make the class serious. But, I think it is...Sometimes students do not
learn anything. He [does] not add some knowledge but just organize the
activity. (Pre-teaching interview)

After the co-teaching practice, reflections from post-teaching interviews,

written journals, and classroom observations revealed that most of the inexperienced
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participants were found to change their thinking into higher levels. Two of them
changed from thinking at level R1 to R2; another one remarkably altered from level
R1 to R3, and the other one remained the same at level R2. Those who were
considered being at level R2, rather than attempting to imitate their experienced
partners’ performances without considering their own preferences, tended to search
for why their co-teachers’ teaching was good. By doing so, they compared their own
teaching performances with those of their co-teachers, and identified particular skills
of teaching they needed improvement most. Such reflections indicated that the
inexperienced student teachers understood how to strengthen their teaching behaviors
by learning from their peers’ performance. Thinking at level R3 was evidenced from
one inexperienced student teacher who paid less attention to whether or not he should
follow his partner’s teaching styles. He, in fact, tried to identify some problematic
attitudes of his peer that affected collaboration between them. Once forming the
assumptions to explain his experienced partner’s performance, he provided several
alternatives that he thought could be used to solve the problems.

Petchsee and Sita were two inexperienced teachers whose thinking was found
to change from level R1 to R2. Their reflections were quite similar. This was because
they still held the positive attitudes towards their co-teachers. These two participants
expressed how the co-teachers’ knowledge and support impressed them. However,
rather than only mentioning that teaching experience made their co-teachers good at
teaching, they tended to provide more explanations why they thought their co-
teachers’ teaching skills were effective. With such reflections, they knew how to
improve their own teaching strategies to benefit their students. Towards this point,
Petchsee wrote in her teaching journals and discussed through interviews after
teaching that:

She asked some questions, I observed that. If students could not give answers
to me or her, she tried to give students more questions and waited for them to
think of. She helped me by... she did not herself, I just observed her. But, she
knew herself when she explained something for me, when she shared her ideas
with me. In terms of teaching, I observed that my friend always explained the
content from the activity that she let students do first. And then, she tried to
explain why this one made the right answer. My friend gave more
explanations. Finally, she helped students to get a concept. She tried to
explain, explain, and helped them to find themselves the answers. I saw that,
and I tried to model my teaching [on that]. It helps me a lot because I told you
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I don’t have experience in teaching English. I learn from my friend. She helps
me develop my English teaching. (Post-teaching interview)

In the same manner, Sita articulated her attitudes towards her co-teacher’s
performance and explained how she enhanced her questioning skills by learning from
her peer’s teaching behaviors. Observation data showed that in later class Sita
employed the method “inquiry questions” that had been used by her partner in the

previous classes in order to check for students’ understanding. She noted:

[I learned from my peer] the new teaching methodology that I think I never
heard the name of it before. She called it inquiry questions that I used it in my
last teaching. I think it is very useful for me because I can check the students
by using the questions following from each paragraph. I can know well that
the students can understand the passage well or not because in the inquiry
questions we can like review the students’ understanding by usually using
questions words—is there or how many or etc. I think it’s very important.
When I use this method, I think I can follow the step from the reading passage.
And I can reach the goal of my reading comprehension in our lesson plan. I
think it 1s very good technique that she suggests me to use. (Post-teaching
interview)

Unlike his two inexperienced classmates, Anon discussed both positive and
negative attitudes he had towards his co-teacher’s performances. To some extent, he
felt satisfied with his peer’s actions. However, he emphasized that his co-teacher was
not completely open-minded to him and did not tell him exactly what she thought
about what he did in class. Anon indicated that such attitudes provoked problems in
teaching together. He proposed that compromise and open-mindedness was the key to
fix those problems as he wrote in the third teaching journal, “...the more we listen to
each other, the better we can get the teaching done.” Based on the ability to provide
the alternatives to solve the problems, Anon’s reflections were categorized at level
R3. Anon commented:

I think she’s a good guidance for me. She could suggest me what I didn’t
know. Then she would ask me if I agreed with her. But, sometimes after
teaching it seemed to me like she was trying to keep something. She didn’t
want to tell me something, maybe something bad about me or, you know,
something bad about our teaching. I think it’s like Thai culture that sometimes
you are not supposed to say something if it’s too bad for the listeners. But,
anyway I think it terms of co-teaching you have to open a lot, and we have to
make an agreement that we not, you know, get mad at each other even you or
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me do something badly because it helps us. If you do that, it helps us develop
our next teaching. (Post-teaching interview)

He added:

I think if the problems are really big, we should be open-minded to talk to
each other. Sometimes, you know, like two persons might have something in
mind differently. Anyway, you have to find the middle way to go together, try
to solve problems as much as you can, avoiding the argument as much as
possible. I think if you have time to talk more, you might get it better for your
teaching. (Post-teaching interview)

Prior to the co-teaching practice, most of the experienced participants
similarly reflected on their attitudes towards their co-teachers at level R1. They only
expressed their expectations from their inexperienced partners without mentioning
why they had such expectation. When asked about her attitudes and expectations for

her inexperienced co-teacher, Ploysai mentioned:

I’d like to get different ideas in anything...in how to present the language,
how to conduct the activity, how to manage the class, I’d like to get anything
that may be different from my experience. (Pre-teaching interview)

With the similar attitude, Paitoon explained.

Even she is 10 years younger than me and she has no experience, but she has
the right to express her opinion in the same way as me. So, I always accept her
opinion and she accepts mine as well. (Pre-teaching interview)

Unlike her experienced classmates, Pailin’s reflections on attitudes towards a
co-teacher were at level R2. She did not pay attention to who had more experience
than whom in teaching. Instead, she tried to analyze her co-teacher’s characteristics
and teaching beliefs in order to adequately prepare herself for collaborative teaching
with him. Her reflections indicated that she recognized that teachers who had been
trained differently would be guided by different teaching beliefs which brought about
individual teaching behaviors. Pailin commented:

I just found that I might have problem making decision or finding an
agreement between us because we are quite different in terms of ideas, in
terms of thinking. And it’s hard for us to make agreement because he also has
his own idea and I also have my own idea. But I think I can learn how to
cooperate with him, how to convince him, and how to adjust myself to suit his
ideas. I [can] learn how to accept others’ ideas especially him because it’s
quite different. We were trained differently. (Pre-teaching interview)
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After participating in collaborative teaching with their inexperienced partners,
data from the three sources revealed that all the experienced participants changed their
thinking to higher levels. Two of them moved from level R1 to R2, and the other one
extended from level R2 to R3. Thinking at level R2 was found when the experienced
participants explored their co-teachers’ teaching performance using various methods.
By doing so, rather than judging their partner’s actions right or wrong, they
interpreted and understood specific reasons underlying their partners’ actions.
Evidence of thinking at level R3 was showed by the ability to approach one’s
experience with the purpose of producing the specific resolution to conflicts in a
collaborative teaching team.

The reflections of Ploysai and Paitoon were quite similar. Instead of only
expressing what they expected from their inexperienced peers, they analyzed their
peer partners’ behaviors, showing their attempts to try to understand why their
partners decided to or not to take some courses of actions during their teaching
practices. This kind of thinking was categorized at level R2. Data from classroom
observations evidenced that both of them worked well in collaboration with their
partners. Ploysai discussed through journals and interviews about her co-teacher’s
teaching style and explained that it was guided by inductive method. Ploysai first
commented on why she thought her co-teacher taught well using this approach. She
said:

In terms of her performing, I think she did very well, especially in inductive
teaching because she tried to leave a lot of time for students to think of on
their own, not just give the rule for them immediately. (Post-teaching
interview)

Then, she focused on the problematic aspects of her inexperienced partners’
teaching behaviors. During this process, she even looked back on her own experience
once she was a novice teacher, and thought more critically why her partner decided to
or not to do particular things while teaching. This enabled her to better understand
her co-teacher’s actions as well as to identify the root cause of general teaching
problems of most novice teachers. As well, this made her examine or self-evaluate her

own teaching performances for further improvement.
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The problem that we have while we’re teaching I think not because of her role
or her performance, but it might be because... I think that it happens with new
teachers. We (new teachers) often concern about the students if they got it, if
they understand it. Maybe they already understand but they didn’t say
anything. So, we might think that they don’t understand. So, we try to speak
again and again in the same point. And I think that this problem is as the same
as mine when I was in the first year of my teaching. So, it’s not the problem
that she did something wrong but I think because she concerned a lot about
whether students got it or not. This is a good point, but it also causes some
problems because it takes a lot of time. (Post-teaching interview)

In the same manner, Paitoon spelled out strengths and weaknesses of his co-
teachers’ teaching performance. His reflections indicated that he realized the role of
using L1 or the mother-tongue language in an English language class. Moreover, he
understood that the nature of a lesson could affect the teaching roles. When asked
whether or not he was satisfied with his peer’s performance, Paitoon said:

She did a good job I think especially when considering that she has no
experience in teaching before. I think she has a kind of teacherhood. I don’t
know the term. She has a sense of being a teacher. When she saw any signs of
confusing in the students’ face, she would try immediately to explain more or
even to switch to use Thai language in order to make students understand. For
her role as a supporter to students, I think it’s ok but not much maybe because
the nature of the lesson didn’t allow us to support much. (Post-teaching
interview)

As for Pailin, before co-teaching experience, she anticipated problems that
might arise from collaboration between two partners. During the period of teaching
practices, she often mentioned about difficulties she had working with a partner.
With such problems, she put her efforts to find alternatives to deal with her co-
teacher. She was fully aware that there were differences in beliefs about teaching she
and her partner held. She purposefully tried not to convince her partner what she
believed, but tried to encourage him to primarily consider how to fulfill their teaching
objectives. With advance preparation of alternatives of lesson plans she came up with,
their co-teaching practice goes smoothly as Pailin mentioned in her second journal.
Evidence from classroom observations showed that they have different teaching
styles. Yet, she could negotiate with her co-teacher and work with him quite

satisfactorily. Pailin discussed:

I think I’ve learned to be more patient and respect others’ opinions. As my
peer, in my opinion, was a difficult person, it was very difficult to change his
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belief. I tried negotiating with him several times about what we should or
should not include in our teaching in order to meet our objectives, but it didn’t
work. Thus, in this planning I purposely tried not to stop what he planned to
do; even though, I did not agree with it. I let him do what he wanted and learn
its results from an actual setting himself. In so doing, I needed to be more
patient and accept what I did not agree with in order to work with him
smoothly. (The second teaching journal)

In summary, thinking of both inexperienced and experienced student teachers
on attitudes towards their co-teachers was found to change from lower to higher
levels. The participants from both groups, prior to and after co-teaching, reflected on
this issue in the same manner. In details, most of the inexperienced and experienced
student teachers started to reflect on their attitudes towards their teaching partners
taking the same stance. They overestimated their peers’ teaching performance
considering only the positive aspects of their partners’ experience. They did not,
however, explain why they had such attitudes. This type of thinking was categorized
at recall (R1) level. After co-teaching practices, almost all the participants from both
groups were able to improve or change their thinking to rationalization (R2) and
reflectivity (R3) levels. Those whose thinking represented level R2 examined their
teaching partners’ performances more thoroughly. They tried to interpret and find
explanations of rationale underlying their co-teachers’ teaching decisions. The
participants whose thinking was categorized at level R3 explained how to deal with
conflicts caused by collaboration between the two partners.

The next section discusses reflections of the participating student teachers

upon the management of roles and responsibilities in their teams.

4.4 The Management of roles and responsibilities

There was a variety of thinking of both groups on the management of roles
and responsibilities. For the inexperienced student teachers, before they started their
co-teaching practice, reflections of two of them were categorized at recall (R1) level
while the other two were found to reflect at rationalization (R2) level. For the
inexperienced student teachers, most of them reflected at level R2 in the beginning.
After getting the co-teaching practice, most of the inexperienced student teachers

were found not to change degree of thinking, but only one of them changed her
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reflections from level R1 to R2. In contrast, thinking of all the experienced student
teachers was changed to reflectivity (R3) level.

Before the co-teaching practice, the reflections at level R1 of the
inexperienced student teachers were found when they explained their management of
roles and responsibilities by only recalling what they had planned to do with their
peers. They focused heavily on the exact roles they assigned to each other. They also
described what would happen in class without explaining why they managed their
roles and responsibilities the way they did. Here are the examples of reflections by
Manee and Anon when they were asked to think about how they managed their roles
and responsibilities in class. Manee said:

We discuss the lesson plan together. We just talk about how to take turn in
teaching. We just think about you’re the presenter, and you’re the facilitator
for the exercises, and switch the roles in different unit, something like that.
Maybe in the unit there are two dialogues. This is a conversation course.
Maybe one’s responsible on [for]| dialogue one and the other [was responsible
for] dialogue two, section by section. And then the practice like he is the one
who checks answers, and [ circulate the room, something like that. (Pre-
teaching interview)

In the same manner, Anon responded:

Actually we will share our ideas and our responsibilities. Like she finds some
information, and I go to do that as well. I don’t know much now because I
don’t do it yet. But, in terms of doing lesson plan we help each other, and, you
know, combine our ideas. We don’t write lesson plan together, but we write
individually. And then, we come and you know mix up our ideas together as a
one lesson plan. (Pre-teaching interview)

The reflections of inexperienced student teachers that were categorized at level
R2 included explanations that indicated understanding of those who reflected on an
application of teaching methodologies. The following reflections showed that these
participants were aware of teaching theories and tried to apply them (the three

teaching steps: warming up, presentation, and practice). Petchsee clearly expressed:

I will introduce ourselves to students at first. And then, I will lead class to the
process of lead-in. At that time, I play important role with students, have
interactions [with students] and have to answer students’ questions. After that,
my friend will take another turn to present the content for our students. After
that, we will help each other to control, take care of our students during their
activities in the classroom. Finally, we will have our students do some tasks to
evaluate them. (Pre-teaching interview)
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Sita mentioned the same points with Petchsee. She, in addition, commented on
the importance of using supplementary materials from other sources out of the
students’ textbooks to facilitate students’ learning.

We share our ideas about the topic that we will teach. We try to find other
activities or materials that [are] appropriate for the topic from Internet. And
then, we select it if we agree that it’s appropriate or not, I think it is a good
way. And then, we write the teaching plan from the procedure of lead-in to
presentation. She will let me act as a teacher first and then she will try to help
me when I can’t explain more about the topic. Sometimes I can help her with
to walk around the room, to check the student understanding in the topic or
like to prepare some materials for her. (Pre-teaching interview)

After participating in co-teaching with the experienced partners, Manee was
the only one whose thinking was changed from level R1 to R2. She previously
described what roles she or her co-teacher would play in collaborative teaching. After
teaching experience, Manee tended to notify problems caused by such management.
She understood that it was not possible to manage roles and responsibilities to each
other and unchangeably followed that management because it would affect and limit
teaching flexibility. Manee’s remarks were supported by evidence from classroom
observations. In their third teaching, Manee and her co-teacher switched their roles
more naturally. Still, they could manage to assign each task that each of them was
responsible for. They were observed to alternatively take the leading role once they

need to give explanations or clarify some points. Manee commented:

At the first time, we didn’t know what the roles we should take. So we divided
it clearly what was my role and what’s his role. But after that, after we
reflected I think [thought] that didn’t work because if we assigned a clear role
we may face unplanning [unpredictable] situations that we didn’t think of. For
example, if something pops up in our mind we cannot change the role because
then if you change something, your peer may [be] confused. And I also found
that in the first time because my peer was thinking about something and then
he spoke out. And I didn’t have any background about that. So, I [was]
confused. (Post-teaching interview)

Most of the experienced student teachers began to reflect on the management
of roles and responsibilities at rationalization (R2) level. Their reflections indicated
that they applied teaching methodologies into their co-teaching practices. In case of

Ploysai, she shortly mentioned the management between herself and a co-teacher.

However, her reflections revealed that she managed the roles in teaching according to
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three basic teaching steps of lead-in, presentation, and practice. When asked about
roles and responsibilities in her team, Ploysai said, “When teaching, we have a plan
that for introduction my partner does. I will do the presentation. And then, for doing

activities, we will do it together” (pre-teaching interview).

The same as those of Ploysai, Pailin’s reflections on the management in her
team implied that, to some extent, she understood the process of teaching and
learning, and was able to apply some teaching theories into her co-teaching practice.
Pailin indicated that it was not enough for students to study from the textbooks only.
She, therefore, was aware of the benefits of using supplementary materials to teach
students.

First, we talk to the mentor to ask for the teaching materials and then we look
at the materials together. And each of us work individually to look for another
supplementary exercises for this teaching, and then maybe 3 days after that we
come together to look at the material that each of us have. And then we think
together about how to teach, what should be the first step, what to happen.
And after that is about work individually again try to write the plan. We, how
to say, [ mean, take responsible for one activity. For example, while my peer’s
teaching I just help explain or walk to students and give some comments or
suggestions on their work. And while I’'m teaching my partner will also help
but the main role is me not my peer. Then we take turn. (Pre-teaching
interview)

Once the experienced participants co-taught with their inexperienced peers,
their reflective thinking was way above the level of the inexperienced group. All of
them were found to reflect at level R3. It was quite clear that the process of
collaborative teaching urged them to consider more about the needs of their
inexperienced partners. Their reflections demonstrated that they had little concern for
their own teaching development. In fact, they centered attention on how to help their
co-teachers improve their teaching ability. The cases of Pailin and Ploysai were very
similar. Classroom observations clearly showed that both of them played the major
roles in the first two teachings. Before engaging in the field experience, they did not
mention any reasons for that. Right after they were co-teaching with their peers, this
matter became their greater concern. Consequently, they attempted to encourage their
co-teachers to act more actively in class. Observation data from the last teaching

practice indicated that Pailin and Ploysai let their co-teachers take the main teaching
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roles especially when they need to give instructions and explanations of contents to
the students. Considering this point, Pailin said:

I think my peer supposed me or expected me to present the detail, information,
or concept of what we were teaching in that moment. For example, if we talk
how to find the main idea, my responsibility is to teach students how to find
the main idea. He might think that he was not sure or the students might not
understand when he explain the concept so most of the time I need to take that
responsibility. Actually, I told him that you should take turn explaining the
concept to the students because in the real situation he needs to do everything
on his own. So, sometimes I told him how to explain the things/concept to the
students and let him explain it by himself in class. I want my peer to try
explaining because I want him to learn. But, if he asks me to explain the
concepts every time we teach together, it’s ok. I don’t mind it. (Post-teaching
interview)

Ploysai also reflected on the same thing as she noted:

In the second time [of] the teaching process, it’s in the same way as the first
one. Actually, I’d like her (my co-teacher) to present the grammar point
because the first time I did it, and I’d like her to do the second time, but she
said that she’d like me to do it. So, ok. For the last time, my friend need[ed] to
present the rule because the first and the second [time] she hadn’t done it. So,
for the last time my partner will [would] teach first and I will [would] take the
second step. (Post-teaching interview)

Moreover, for Ploysai, she did not only support her peer to take more active
roles in class, but also in lesson-planning process. Ploysai was aware that a co-teacher
was dominated by her ideas while they were planning a lesson together. This made
Ploysai think carefully and tried to deal with this problem. Ploysai mentioned this

awareness right after the first time teaching, she wrote:

When doing the (lesson) plan, I am not sure whether I dominate more. This is
because when doing the first plan, I raise many ideas and she accepts them.
However, I think next time I will let her approach more ideas than this time.
(The first teaching journal)

Ploysai’s later reflections proved that she attempted to provide chances to her
inexperienced partner to practice as much as she could. Ploysai reported:

When planning a lesson this time, I tried not to approach my ideas a lot
because I would like my friend to talk more about what she was thinking.
Therefore, this time she planned the lesson before we met each other to write
the teaching plan together. And she gave it to me to prove it. (The second
teaching journal)
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Similar to his experienced classmates, Paitoon reflected how he supported his
inexperienced partner to practice teaching in class. In class he was observe trying to
give more opportunities and encourage his partner to play more teaching role. Paitoon
explained:

In teaching, I intentionally let my partner spoke more like 60-40 [%] because |

know that she never has any experience before. So, I didn’t care much about

the proportion of teaching because I would like her to have more experience.

So, sometimes I stood still. I didn’t want to take her scene. You know what I

mean? 1 didn’t want to dominate the class, but it didn’t [wasn’t] that she

dominated the session. She just have [had] 60 [%], while I have [had] 40 [%],
something like that. (Post-teaching interview)

In short, before the co-teaching practice, the inexperienced student teachers
reflected on the management of roles and responsibilities in their teams at recall (R1)
level and rationalization (R2) level. On the other hand, most of the participants in the
experienced group were found to reflect at level R2. Those whose thinking was
categorized at level R1 highlighted what roles they had planned to perform with their
co-teachers rather than what rationales underlying or guiding their decisions to do so.
On the contrary, the student teachers whose thinking was categorized at level R2
mentioned how they applied theories concerning with teaching methodologies into
their actual practice. After collaborative teaching, it was found that only one
inexperienced student teacher’s reflection could be categorized at level R2, while the
reflection of the rest remained at level R1. In contrast, reflections of all the
experienced student teachers could be categorized at reflectivity (R3) level after the

field experience. They were concerned about how to help as well as provide

opportunities for their inexperienced co-teachers to improve their teaching practice.

4.5 Summary

The research findings reported four topics of teaching that the participating
student teachers reflected upon. These were 1) the concept of teaching, 2) the process
of collaborative teaching, 3) attitudes towards collaborative teachers, and 4) the
management of roles and responsibilities. Data analysis showed that the
inexperienced and experienced student teachers developed their reflective thinking

over the co-teaching period. Contents and depths of their later reflections could be
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categorized into higher levels at the end of their collaborative teaching practice. The
participants from both groups reflected independently according to each topic of
teaching. Their levels of thinking were also found to change differently from different
points of time. Table 5 is a summary of the changes in reflective thinking of each
participant.

In details, regarding the concept of teaching, the inexperienced and
experienced student teachers had the noticeably different perception especially in the
beginning of teaching period. While the experienced student teachers initially
perceived that teaching was closely related to such factors as theories of and about
teaching methodologies, teaching preparations, and course objectives, the
inexperienced ones started to take those components into account later after their co-

teaching practice.

Table 5 Changes in reflective thinking of the experienced and inexperienced student

teachers
Topics Experienced student teachers Inexperienced student teachers
Pailin Paitoon Ploysai Anon  Manee Petchsee Sita
Concept of teaching R2R2  R2—R3  R3oR3  R1—-R2 RI+—R1 RI—-R2 RI+RI1

Analysis of co-teaching ~ R2—R3 R1—-R3 R2—R3 R2—-R3 R1—-R2 RI1—-R3 RI—R2

Attitudes towards co- R2—R3 RI1-R2 RI—-R2 RI—>R3 R2-R2 R1—-R2 RI1I-R2
teachers
Management of roles R2—R3 RI—-R3 R2—R3 RI+<R1 R1—-R2 R2+-R2  R2+R2

and responsibilities

In terms of the process of collaborative teaching, the inexperienced student
teachers initially over-simplified the process of teaching with a partner in the
beginning. This made them express only positive viewpoints and expected to gain
only advantages from participating in such teaching practice. On the other hand, the
experienced student teachers, prior to teaching practice, considered co-teaching

complex and even problematic as it might limit teaching flexibility and bring about
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disagreements between two partners, particularly among those who had different
teaching beliefs. The findings clearly showed that after teaching with the experienced
partners, the inexperienced participants examined their co-teaching experience more
critically from both negative and positive view. With regard to the drawback, they
understood that co-teaching limited the ability to adjust teaching plan on spot as well
as the varieties of lesson plans. For the advantages, they articulated that co-teaching
benefited students’ learning from different teaching styles of two teachers. It was
worth noting that both the inexperienced and experienced student teachers, after the
co-teaching practice, similarly reflected on how they gained helpfulness from their
teaching partners’ comments, and how to take those comments to solve their teaching
problems.

Regarding attitudes towards collaborative teachers, thinking of both
inexperienced and experienced participants was found very similar at the beginning as
well as at the end of teaching period. Prior to co-teaching practice, most of them, with
or without experience, expressed only optimistic attitudes and expectations to their
co-teachers. They simply wished to learn from different teaching experience and
performance without mentioning why they thought such performance were effective.
After the co-teaching practice, the participants from both groups evaluated their
partners’ teaching from various perspectives. Although most of the inexperienced and
experienced participants were found to reflect at the same level (rationalization level)
after teaching period, contents of their reflections were quite different. In other words,
the inexperienced teachers compared their own teaching with that of their partners and
interpreted rationale behind their partners’ teaching performance. They did this
because they desired to improve their own teaching skills. For the experienced
teachers, they showed little attempt to develop their teaching by learning from their
partners. Instead, they explored their partners’ teaching to better understand why
particular courses of action were done.

For the management of roles and responsibilities, reflections of the
inexperienced and the experienced student teachers were different. Prior to co-
teaching practice, two of the inexperienced student teachers mentioned only how they
assigned the exact roles to each member of a team while the other two inexperienced

teachers as well as most of the experienced ones reflected on how they understood the
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application of teaching methodologies. Changes in thinking of two groups after
teaching practice were considerably different. Whereas most of the inexperienced
participants appeared to be satisfied with what they had done so far, the experienced
participants called for changes in the management of teaching roles. They were also
seriously concerned about how to provide more chances for their peers to practice
teaching in classrooms.

In the next chapter, the research findings are discussed and interpreted for
further understanding of the effects of collaborative teaching on reflective thinking

and whether or not teaching experience differentiated the ability to think reflectively.
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CHAPTER V
DISCUSSION

This chapter discusses and interprets the findings of the present study based on
the following research questions: 1) To what extent does collaborative teaching affect
the student teachers’ levels of reflective thinking? and; (2) To what extent is the
degree of reflective thinking related to student teachers’ experience? The effects of
collaborative teaching on reflective thinking are discussed first followed by

discussions of the relationship between reflective thinking and teaching experience.

5.1 The effects of collaborative teaching on levels of reflective thinking
The purpose of this study was to determine whether or not the collaborative
teaching method in which an inexperienced student teacher was paired up to teach in
the same class with an experienced student teacher affected how the two partners
think reflectively. In an attempt to seek an answer, seven participating student
teachers enrolled in an MA program in Applied Linguistics at a Thai university were
interviewed before and after they practiced teaching as a requirement of a practicum
course in English language teaching. The interviews focused on four themes: the
concept of teaching, the process of co-teaching, attitudes towards the co-teachers, and
the management of roles and responsibilities. The participants were also required to
submit reflective teaching journals after they finished each of their practice teaching
sessions in actual classes. In addition, the present researcher observed three actual
teaching of each pair of the participants. Furthermore, all participants were
interviewed after they had finished their teaching practice. The four sets of data were
analyzed to examine if any changes had occurred in their thinking processes. Findings
from the four data sets demonstrated that collaborative teaching brought about the
changes in the student teachers’ degree or level of reflective thinking in all teaching
topics (see Table 6). Of those four themes, the participants’ thinking was found to
change by different degrees; that is, their reflective thinking was found to change—

from most to least—on these themes: the process of teaching together, attitudes
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towards collaborative teachers, the management of roles and responsibilities, and the
concept of teaching. The reflections of the majority of the participating student
teachers were categorized at higher levels of thinking at the end of the co-teaching
period. As well, thinking levels of both inexperienced and experienced student
teachers were found to change differently over the co-teaching practice period. These
results suggested that collaborative teaching produces different levels of change
between inexperienced and experienced student teachers. Details of each change are

presented as follows.

Table 6 The tendency of changes in student teachers’ reflective thinking

Themes Changes of reflective thinking

without changes with changes

Concept of teaching R1-R1=2 R1—-R2=2
R2-R2 =1 R1-R3 =9
R3-R3 =1 R2—R3 =1
Analysis of co-teaching R1-R1 =9 R1—-R2=2
R2-R2 =9 RI—R3 =2
R3-R3 =9 R2—-R3 =3
Attitudes towards co-teachers Rl1—RI =9 R1—-R2=4
R2-R2 =1 R1-R3 =1
R3-R3 =9 R2—R3 =1
Management of roles and responsibilities R1—RI1 =1 R1-R2=1
R2-R2=2 R1-R3 =1
R3-R3 =9 R2—R3=2
Total 8 20

The table shows that the items with changes in degree of reflective thinking
were found in a significantly greater number (20 items) than those without changes (8
items). The research findings revealed four indicators depicting the changes in
reflective thinking of the participants. Such indicators varied according to each theme
of teaching they reflected upon. These indicators are 1) changes in perspectives about

effectiveness of teaching, 2) changes in perception of problems and approaches to
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solving problems, 3) changes in perceptions of self and others, and 4) changes in
perspectives towards accepting others’ feedback. These indicators of change are in
agreement with several previous studies (Farrell, 1999; Kurts & Levin, 2000, Liou,
2001). Findings about changes in student teachers’ perspectives in applying both
positive and negative viewpoints to evaluate one’s own and others’ teaching, and in
how they perceived problems and approaches to solving problems are two indicators
of development in the degree of reflection that were also found in Farrell’s (1999) and
Liou’s (2001) studies. In their studies, Farrell and Liou similarly researched changes
in levels of reflective thinking of EFL teachers. Moreover, in their study, Kurts and
Levin (2000) employed Roth’s (1989) list of behaviors indicating changes in
reflection by student teachers. These behaviors include analyzing what works,
seeking, identifying and resolving problems, evaluating, seeking alternatives, and
asking for others’ ideas. These indicators of changes were also found in the present
study.

The four indicators that depict changes in the student teachers’ reflective

thinking are now discussed in detail.

5.1.1 Changes in perspectives about the effectiveness of teaching

The results demonstrated that after the participating student teachers
taught collaboratively with their co-teachers, they were able to evaluate their own
teaching and that of their partners by applying multiple perspectives. This was
markedly different from their reflections at the beginning, prior to co-teaching
practice, which showed that they failed to closely examine their own as well as
others’ teaching using both positive and negative viewpoints. After the participants
gained collaborative teaching experience, they developed more in terms of self-
evaluation since they critically explored their teaching in relation to their beliefs about
teaching, knowledge of teaching and subject matter, and their teaching performance.
This was in an attempt to ascertain strengths and identify weaknesses in their teaching
in order to find solutions to their identified problems. In addition to self-evaluation,
the participants were capable of evaluating their partners’ teaching. They decided not
to judge whether their partners’ teaching was right or wrong, but to analyze and find

explanations of the underlying basis of their partners’ courses of action. These results
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added supporting evidence to previous assertions of Farrell (1999). Farrell asserted
that teaching and reflecting with a partner motivates EFL teachers to become
contemplative observers who interpret their own teaching as well as the teaching of
their partners in the light of particular teaching situations.

In short, rather than making immediate judgments on one’s teaching—
applying only either positive or negative viewpoints—the participating student
teachers later tended to consider teaching content and other related factors into
consideration and tried to find the reasons why particular decisions were needed in

particular teaching contexts.

5.1.2 Changes in perceptions of problems and approaches to solving
problems
The findings from the reflective teaching journals, classroom
observations, and the post-teaching interviews revealed that collaborative teaching
between those who had different levels of teaching experience strongly influenced
how the student teachers perceived problems and the development of their problem-
solving skills. The later reflections of the student teachers, especially those without
experience, showed that they realized how they held different teaching beliefs,
opinions, and perceptions from their peers. They reflected that such differences could
provoke difficulties working together and limit the efficiency of the collaborative
teaching method. The participating student teachers, particularly those with
experience, looked for alternative solutions to their particular teaching problems. The
main purpose of doing this was to make their collaborative teaching go on as
smoothly as possible. This finding supports the claim by Grinberg et al (1994). They
argued that people working together must search for ways to explain, challenge, and
negotiate what they are doing in order to reach mutual understanding and strengthen
their collaboration. The finding also corresponds to Schon’s (1987) call for a
reflective practicum in which a student teacher learns from interactions with a
colleague who plays the role of coach or helper. Schon believes that this type of
collaboration significantly helps student teachers to reframe dilemmas and to design

resolutions to their problems.
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5.1.3 Changes in perceptions of self and others

The participating student teachers’ reflections on their concept of
teaching revealed that collaborative teaching helped them think away from self-
concern to concern about learners. In the initial stage prior to collaborative teaching
practice, there was little evidence of participants’ concern about the critical roles of
learners in the process of teaching and learning. Later, after three consecutive
collaborative teaching practice sessions, they were found to change their perception of
teaching. Rather than considering teachers as the center of teaching, the participants
focused significantly on learners. They mentioned how teachers should be aware of
students’ different learning needs and interests. Their reflections indicated changes in
their perspectives about teaching. In other words, instead of viewing that knowledge
must be transmitted by teachers to students, the participating student teachers began to
recognize that learners should play an active role in their own learning process and
learn to construct knowledge by themselves.

In addition to taking students’ viewpoints into consideration, these
participating student teachers demonstrated that they gradually thought less about
themselves but more about their partners. They showed their concern both about their
own teaching and their partner’s teaching. They carefully considered the effects of
their teaching performance on their partner. For example, one student teacher
reflected that she spent too much time explaining language points to the students, and
she worried that what she did in class negatively affected her co-teachers’ teaching.
This occurrence could be explained by Falchicov (1994) and Rodgers’ (2002)
propositions. For them, collaborative reflection weakens an egocentric perspective,

and hence encourages inquiring attitudes of mind and objectivity.

5.1.4 Changes in perspectives towards accepting others’ feedback
The collaborative teaching method used in this study was found to
create one of the most important attitudes indicating the changes of one’s reflective
thinking. This attitude was open-mindedness. The written journals and post-teaching
interviews revealed that the student teachers identified the lack of open-mindedness as
a serious problem in their team teaching, and indicated that being open to each other

led to effective solutions to their teaching problems. Later during the teaching practice
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period, the participants willingly accepted their co-teachers’ comments and took those
comments seriously to cope with their individual teaching weaknesses. This finding is
in agreement with several previous studies (Bullough et al, 2003; Hatton & Smith,
1995; McAllister & Neubert, 1995). Bullough and colleagues found that student
teachers who were paired up to co-teach with partners benefited from each other’s
feedback which later positively affected their teaching performance. Hatton and Smith
(1995) found that requiring student teachers to analyze their teaching perceptions,
beliefs, and behaviors with their peers fostered their ability to reflect better.
McAllister and Neubert (1995) also discovered that student teachers who were
provided an on-going dialogue about their own teaching with their peers received
good suggestions which they could use to rectify their teaching problems. It can be
explained that the student teachers gained from listening to their peers’ comments
because they were aware that their peers acted as coaches or helpers in their learning
how to teach. Therefore, the comments from their peers were considered constructive
and supportive.

Dewey (1933) remarked that open-mindedness is an “active desire to listen to
more sides than one; to give heed to the facts from whatever source they come; to
give full attention to alternative possibilities; and to recognize the possibility of error
in the beliefs that are dearest to us (p. 29).” Dewey proposed that there are three
important attitudes supporting reflective practice. These are open-mindedness,
responsibility, and whole-heartedness. Evidence in this study noticeably indicated that
collaborative teaching created open-mindedness between the two partners.

So far this chapter has discussed the effects of collaborative teaching on
reflective thinking. As well, it has presented indicators as evidence of those effects.
What will be discussed next is how previous experience and teaching practice

experience are related to reflective thinking.

5.2 The relationship between teaching experience and reflective thinking
The present study examined the extent to which the content and degree of

reflective thinking was related to student teachers’ teaching experience. The results

showed that the participating student teachers’ ability to reflect varied with

differential teaching experience from the beginning to the end of the field experience
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(see Table 5 for the differences in levels of thinking between the two groups of
student teachers). Both the inexperienced and experienced participants reflected
independently on each theme of teaching. The degrees of their reflections were also
found to change independently by different topics. The findings from the pre-teaching
interviews revealed that the inexperienced and experienced participants began to
reflect at different levels. Before teaching practice, most of the inexperienced student
teachers reflected at the recall (R1) level, as opposed to most of the experienced ones
who reflected at the rationalization (R2) level. In other words, whereas the
inexperienced participants initially reflected on their teaching experience based on
recalling what they had learnt from theories, the experienced participants were able to
interpret classroom situations based on rationales. From this finding, it can be seen
that, at the initial stage, the experienced student teachers mastered a better capability
to reflect more intensely than did the inexperienced student teachers. According to
Sparks-Langer and Colton (1991), teachers who have previous teaching experience
gain a more complex teaching perspective. Thus, they have more deeply organized
existing knowledge which they can connect or adapt into analysis of their classroom
situations. On the other hand, teachers who lack previous teaching experience might
not be able to construct such a well-organized schema. They, as a consequence, do not
acquire sufficient knowledge to interpret classroom events using alternative
explanations.

After engaging in the collaborative teaching practice, the student teachers
from both groups were found to develop their reflective thinking to different levels.
Data from three sources revealed that the inexperienced student teachers’ thinking at
the recall level slowly waned once they were co-teaching with their partners. They
instead appeared to develop thinking at the rationalization level. However, their
thinking at the reflectivity (R3) level was quite limited. Conversely, the experienced
student teachers were found to extend their thinking from the rationalization at the
beginning to reflectivity level at the end. Since thinking at reflectivity level is
considered according to the ability to provide solutions to one’s teaching problems,
this finding suggests that the experienced teachers, in many cases, became better

problem solvers than did the inexperienced teachers.
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Even though the results suggest that the reflections of the experienced student
teachers were considered to be at a higher level than those of the inexperienced ones,
as previously mentioned, the two groups of participants reflected and changed their
reflections independently by the different teaching topics. The following parts discuss
the differences in degrees of their reflections upon the following four themes of
teaching: 1) the concept of teaching; 2) the process of collaborative teaching; 3)
attitudes towards co-teachers, and; 4) the management of roles and responsibilities.
These sections also present the interpretation of how teaching experience

differentiates the ability to think reflectively.

5.2.1 The concept of teaching

The reflections of the inexperienced student teachers on the concept of
teaching prior to and after the co-teaching practice were categorized at lower levels
than those of the experienced student teachers. At the beginning, all the inexperienced
participants initially conceptualized teaching based mainly on their personal
experience as learners. They mentioned that once they were students, they expected
their teachers to raise their awareness of the importance of learning English and to
motivate them to acquire knowledge. The inexperienced participants perceived that
teachers were knowledge transmitters who must search for ways to stimulate their
learners’ interest. On the other hand, the experienced participants’ reflections on the
concept of teaching were powerfully influenced by theories of teaching. They
considered teachers as facilitators who must apply teaching methodologies to
encourage students to construct their own knowledge. After the field experience, two
inexperienced student teachers modified their concepts of teaching by thinking away
from personal experience to the application of teaching theories. These findings are
similar to those found in Mok’s (1994) study. In his study, Mok discovered that
among several factors that affect teachers’ perceptions of teaching, personal teaching
and learning experience as well as teaching theories have the strongest influence on
teachers’ teaching beliefs. Moreover, the findings provided evidence that the
inexperienced participants profoundly reshaped their concepts of teaching. This
echoes the claims by Mok (1994) and Adler (1991) that teachers can be encouraged to

change their perceptions of teaching in the initial stage of their profession.
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How the student teachers conceptualized teaching was found to greatly affect
their performance in the collaborative teaching process. The next section discusses
how the inexperienced and experienced participants reflected upon their collaborative

teaching practices.

5.2.2 The process of collaborative teaching

Reflections of the inexperienced and experienced participants on the
process of collaborative teaching were categorized at different levels at the beginning
of the teaching practice period. Those without experience started to reflect on this
topic at the recall (R1) level while those with experience began to reflect from the
rationalization (R2) level. The results showed that the inexperienced teachers held an
overoptimistic view on the collaborative teaching method and attempted to follow the
process without any doubts about its advantages or disadvantages. With these
reflections, they held high expectations of their experienced partners to help them
survive teaching practice. In contrast, the experienced participants were more able to
evaluate the process of collaborative teaching both positively and negatively at the
beginning. Based on these evaluations, they identified the benefits and drawbacks of
co-teaching on the process of teaching and learning. These findings clearly revealed
how different levels of teaching experience differentiate the student teachers’ levels of
thinking. Such findings also agree with those of the study by Farrell (1999). Farrell
found that the experienced teachers acquired a greater ability to analyze experiences
from both positive and negative viewpoints. According to these results, English
teacher training programs should focus more on enabling inexperienced student
teachers to explore their teaching practices from numerous perspectives in order to
anticipate any problems that might occur. This would help prepare them to encounter
teaching more effectively.

After the co-teaching period, all the experienced participants’ thinking and
that of two inexperienced participants was categorized at the reflectivity (R3) level
whereas the thinking of the other two inexperienced teachers was at the rationalization
(R2) level. From these findings, it seems that the experienced student teachers
reflected upon the process of collaborative teaching at a higher level than did the

inexperienced ones. This was because all of them not only continued to evaluate their
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own teaching and teaching situations from various perspectives, but they also came up
with feasible solutions to what they identified as problems. This result indicates that
the experienced teachers were more capable of evaluating their teaching using various
methods. They consequently became better problem solvers than the inexperienced
teachers.

The next part depicts the attitudes the inexperienced and experienced student

teachers held towards their teaching partners.

5.2.3 Attitudes towards collaborative teachers

Regarding attitudes towards collaborative teachers, both inexperienced
and experienced student teachers were found to change their attitudes following
similar patterns in terms of thinking levels prior to and after the teaching period. In
other words, before teaching practice, almost all the participants’ reflections on how
they thought of the collaborative teachers were categorized at recall (R1) level. Later,
two of each group were found to have changed from thinking at recall to
rationalization (R2) level, one inexperienced participant changed from thinking at
recall to reflective (R3) level, and one experienced participant changed from thinking
at rationalization to reflective level.

The major difference in reflections on attitudes towards co-teachers between
the two groups of participants was the content rather than the level of thinking. The
experienced student teachers purposefully interpreted their peers’ teaching behaviors
with attempts to understand why their peers took particular actions while they were
teaching. They also compared their previous experience with those of their
inexperienced partners. By doing so, they performed both peer evaluation and self-
evaluation. The inexperienced student teachers seemed to overestimate their peers’
teaching performance. They focused on what they expected to learn from their co-
teachers to improve their teaching knowledge and instructional skills. With such
estimation and expectation, they purposefully observed their peers’ teaching and tried
to search for any rationale behind those teaching behaviors in hope of following such
behavior. Two inexperienced participants reflected that they found their partners’
classroom behavior motivating them to develop their questioning skills. They

revealed that their experienced partners asked several questions to elicit answers and
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to reinforce students’ understanding. They further compared such an ability with those
of their own and mentioned that they could apply what their peers did to develop their
own teaching. A study by Roth et al (1999) yielded similar results to the present
study. Roth et al found that teaching with more experienced co-teachers benefited
inexperienced teachers’ teaching strategies. In their study, Roth and colleagues
discovered that an inexperienced student teacher who taught alone in the class was
unable to problematize her teaching skills. She did not realize that the few questions
she asked students required only yes-no answers. When paring this student teacher to
co-teach with a more experienced teacher, she was fully aware that her partner asked
questions to encourage students’ explanations, which was totally different from what
she did. With these reflections, this student teacher learned how to significantly
change her teaching actions behaviors.

How the student teachers thought about their teaching partners was found to
considerably affect the management of roles and responsibilities in their teams. The
reflections of the inexperienced and experienced participants on such management are

discussed in the following part.

5.2.4 The management of roles and responsibilities

At the beginning of the study, most of the experienced participants’
reflections on the management of roles and responsibilities were categorized at the
rationalization (R2) level because they paid attention to the application of theories
about teaching. The inexperienced participants were found to reflect on this topic at
both the recall (R1) and rationalization (R2) levels. Those who were at the recall level
only mentioned what exact roles they had planned to perform with their co-teachers
without further explanations. From these findings, it might be possible to surmise that
teaching experience changes the degree of participants’ thinking about the
management of roles and responsibilities at the initial stage. After teaching practice,
the changes in reflections of the experienced and the inexperienced participants were
clearly revealed. All the experienced participants’ reflections were categorized at the
reflectivity (R3) level while only one inexperienced participant extended her thinking
from the recall to rationalization level. The reflections of the majority of the

inexperienced student teachers were not considered to have moved up. These results



Fac. of Grad. Studies, Mahidol Univ. M.A. (Applied Linguistics) / 81

unveiled that, in the later stage, the teaching experience brought about different
changes in reflections of the inexperienced and the experienced teachers upon the
management of roles and responsibilities.

The changes in thinking of the experienced participants were mostly seen in
their ability to evaluate the process of working together for the purpose of assisting
their inexperienced partners to improve their teaching performance. These findings
indicate that both groups of student teachers assumed their roles in collaborative
teaching differently. Mindful of this, the inexperienced student teachers were very
impressed with their peers’ previous teaching experience as well as their capabilities.
Thus, they let their co-teachers take the main responsibilities in the team and the main
teaching roles in class. Two inexperienced student teachers accepted that they were
not confident in teaching and purposefully tried to avoid taking the main teaching
roles. This finding is related to the claim by Bailey (1992) that the collaborative
teaching pattern, in which pairing inexperienced teachers to teach with experienced
teachers, is likely to cause unequal decision-making power. In other words, the
experienced teachers may have much more power as well as responsibility than their
inexperienced co-teachers. As a result, English teacher educators who are interested in
using this type of collaborative teaching must be aware of this point and search for
ways to create mutual respect and cooperation between the pair of student teachers.
As mentioned earlier, the participants from two groups assumed their roles
differently. While the inexperienced participants expected their partners to take major
responsibilities, the experienced participants assumed that they must play a role as a
helper to their co-teachers. This could be done by supporting them in playing a main
teaching role and teaching as much as possible in class. Two experienced participants
revealed that they were worried about the fact that they completely dominated both
the lesson-planning and teaching stages. Therefore, they noticed that it was necessary
to change the way they managed roles and responsibilities in their teams. With such
reflections, the experienced student teachers showed that the main purpose in their
approach to teaching experience was to foster their peers’ future teaching
development. This finding indicates that the experienced student teachers developed
their reflective thinking because they adjusted their concepts and behaviors to meet

demands of complex new roles. In fact, Reiman and Thies-Sprinthall (1998) asserted
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that new roles taking can help student teachers developed their range of thinking

skills. The finding of this study could then add more evidence to support the assertion.

5.3 Summary

This chapter discussed and interpreted the research findings in order to answer
the two research questions. The first question concerned the influence of collaborative
teaching on changes in reflective thinking. The findings showed that the student
teachers’ early and later levels of reflection changed from lower at the beginning to
higher degrees at the end of co-teaching practice. These changes were depicted by
four indicators which are: 1) changes in perspectives about the effectiveness of
teaching; 2) changes in perceptions of problems and approaches to solving problems;
3) changes in perceptions of self and others, and; 4) changes in perspectives towards
accepting others’ feedback.

The second research question dealt with the relationship between teaching
experience and reflective thinking. The data revealed that the ability to reflect by both
inexperienced and experienced participants varied independently by teaching
experience and teaching topics. In the initial stage, reflections of the inexperienced
participants were mostly categorized at recall (R1) level while those of the
experienced ones were mainly at rationalization (R2) level. In the later stage, the
experienced participants were also found to reflect on their experience at a higher
level than did the inexperienced participants. This was because almost all the
experienced participants reached a reflectivity (R3) level of thinking, as opposed to
the inexperienced participants whose reflections at R3 level were quite limited. These
results indicate that the experienced teachers shaped and developed their reflective
thinking at higher levels than did their inexperienced counterparts. However, the
research results also show that, in addition to teaching experience, the student teachers
changed their reflections differently by different teaching topics.

The next chapter presents a summary of the results, implications of the results

to EFL teacher training programs, and recommendations for further study.
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CHAPTER VI
CONCLUSION AND RECOMMENDATIONS

The purpose of this study was to determine the influence of the collaborative
teaching method on reflective thinking of the second-year graduate student teachers
studying in an EFL teacher training program in one Thai university. The study also
aimed to investigate whether teaching experience differentiated the ability to think
reflectively. The study was conducted in a natural context where the inexperienced
student teachers were paired with experienced ones to teach collaboratively for three
actual classes.

Data were collected by three research methods: pre- and post-teaching
interviews, written journals, and classroom observations. Interview transcriptions
were analyzed to determine the extent to which the participating student teachers
changed how they thought reflectively prior to and after teaching practice. The four
themes of teaching they were required to reflect on included: 1) the concept of
teaching; 2) the process of collaborative teaching; 3) attitudes towards collaborating
teachers, and; 4) the management of roles and responsibilities. The teaching journals,
which were written by the participants after each teaching practice, were also used to
examine how they thought reflectively about their collaborative teaching experience.

The data were analyzed and coded according to the levels of reflective
thinking scheme which was categorized based on three criteria: recall (R1),
rationalization (R2), and reflectivity (R3). This scheme was originally developed by
Lee (2005). Applying theories related to reflective thinking development such as
those of conceptual levels proposed by Hunt (1976) and later clarified by Reiman &
Thies-Sprinthall (1998), the present researcher modified Lee’s scheme (2005) for use
in this study. This was because the scheme can be used to examine both content and
depth of reflective thinking. In addition, it accommodates both written and oral
formats of reflections.
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6.1 Summary of the findings

The reflections of the participating student teachers at the end of teaching
practice were generally found to be higher than the reflections prior to teaching
practice. The content of reflections on all teaching topics were also found to
noticeably change. These changes were depicted by the four indicators which are: 1)
changes in perspectives about effectiveness of teaching; 2) changes in perceptions of
problems and approaches to solving problems; 3) changes in perceptions of self and
others, and; 4) changes in perspectives towards accepting others’, or in this case,
teaching partners’ feedback.

The results of the study also showed that there was a significant relationship
between teaching experience and the ability to think reflectively. The three data sets
revealed that the inexperienced and experienced participating student teachers
reflected on each theme of teaching differently. During the pre-interviews period,
most of the inexperienced student teachers reflected at the recall (R1) level as
opposed to the experienced ones who reflected at the rationalization (R2) level.

The post-teaching interviews, written journals, and classroom observations
demonstrated that the inexperienced and experienced student teachers developed their
thinking at different levels after teaching practice. Reflections of the inexperienced
ones gradually extended from the recall (R1) level to rationalization (R2) level, but
were limited at the reflectivity (R3) level. On the other hand, reflections of the
experienced student teachers were mostly categorized in the reflectivity level. These
findings revealed that the ability to think reflectively varied according to different
teaching experiences. Rare evidence of the inexperienced student teachers’ thinking at
R3 level also indicated their unawareness of finding feasible teaching solutions.

Apparently, the results unveiled that teaching experience was not the only
factor differentiating the student teachers’ thinking development. As well, changes in
their thinking varied depending on the topics of reflection. In other words, of the four
themes of teaching, the experienced student teachers were more capable of analyzing
the process of collaborative teaching and the management of roles and
responsibilities. Both the inexperienced and experienced student teachers were found

to reflect upon their attitudes towards their co-teachers at similar levels.
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6.2 Implications of the findings

The results of the study showed that the participating student teachers changed
from lower levels of thinking at the beginning of teaching practice to higher levels of
thinking at the end of teaching practice. These changes were illustrated by indicators
which were; 1) changes in perspectives about the effectiveness of teaching; 2)
changes in perceptions about problems and approaches to solving problems; 3)
changes in perceptions of self and others, and; 4) changes in perspectives about
accepting others’ feedback. After engaging in collaborative teaching, the participating
student teachers were better able to evaluate their own teaching and that of their
partners from both positive and negative viewpoints. By doing so, they understood the
reasons why particular decisions were needed in particular teaching contexts. Apart
from critically evaluating their teaching, the student teachers were also able to provide
feasible solutions to their own teaching problems. In addition, they showed less
concern about themselves but more about their students as well as their co-teachers.
Teaching with a partner who provided comments on their teaching performance also
encouraged student teachers’ open-mindedness. The results clearly showed that most
participants valued their teaching partners’ comments and internalized those
comments to further improve their teaching actions.

All the indicators of change found in this study evidence that the collaborative
teaching method which requires inexperienced student teachers to work with
experienced partners is likely to develop their higher range of thinking skills. These
results suggest EFL teacher educators to consider how to include this teaching model
into teacher training programs in order to enhance EFL student teachers’ development
of their reflective thinking.

The findings also revealed that teaching experience differentiated the student
teachers’ abilities to think reflectively. As well, it is worth noting that the research
findings unveiled the differences in how the inexperienced and the experienced
student teachers reflected on different themes they were required to reflect on.
Regarding the teaching concept, all experienced teachers were found to initially
reflect at higher levels than those without experience. Two-third of the experienced
ones analyzed co-teaching experience and management of roles and responsibilities at

higher levels than the inexperienced ones. As for their attitudes toward co-teachers,
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before practice teaching period, the majority of both the experienced and
inexperienced students teachers reflected at the lowest level of thinking.

In terms of the concept of teaching, those without experience seemed to
considerably change their perception. On the management of roles and responsibilities
in collaborative teaching teams, the experienced student teachers changed their
reflective thinking much more than did the inexperienced ones. These findings
indicate that the inexperienced and experienced student teachers have different
concerns about teaching which implies that they have different needs. This knowledge
may be helpful for EFL teacher educators to identify students’ needs. As a result, they
could provide different components for pre-service teacher education to meet the
needs of the student teachers.

In other words, at the beginning of the teaching practice period the
experienced student teachers reflected at the rationalization (R2) level whereas the
inexperienced student teachers reflected at the recall (R1) level. Those with
experience tried to search for rationales behind their own teaching performance and
interpreted teaching situations using multiple perspectives. On the other hand, those
without experience held over-simplistic points of view about the co-teaching practices
they were engaging in and were unaware of the complexity of teaching. This finding
is consistent with the propositions of some cognitive theorists (Piaget, 1972;
Vygotsky, 1978). Piaget as well as Vygotsky proposed that one’s developmental
stages of thinking varied according to one’ experience. According to Sparks-Langer
and Colton (1991), the experienced student teachers were able to initially reflect at a
higher level than the inexperienced ones because they constructed a more complex
schema or existing knowledge which they could connect to interpretation of
classroom circumstances. This finding suggests EFL teacher educators should help
student teachers, especially those without experience, to realize and consider more
deeply the connections between their existing knowledge and classroom
circumstances.

In addition, reflections of the experienced student teachers after teaching
practice were also categorized at a higher level (reflectivity level) than those of the
inexperienced ones (rationalization level). Since thinking at the reflectivity (R3) level

indicates the ability to provide specific solutions to one’s teaching problems, this
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result indicates that the inexperienced student teachers were quite limited in their
ability to seek appropriate solutions to their problems. EFL teacher educators, as a
consequence, should provide more guided practice to support them in framing and
reframing dilemmas in order to design resolutions to their identified-problems (Schon,
1983).

6.3 Recommendations for Further Studies

This study was conducted in a natural context where there were only seven
students in the whole class. These students were second-year graduate students
studying in an EFL teacher training program in one university in Thailand. In
addition, the participants in this study were required to co-teach in three actual classes
which lasted approximately 4 weeks. This was because, in this particular context,
such teaching practice was the requirement of the course, Practicum in English
Language Teaching, they were enrolled in. With the limitations mentioned, the
generalizations of the study are thus limited and must be taken with caution.

Although many participants remarked that they saw themselves develop their
teaching and thinking over that short time, development in one’s teaching and
thinking is a life-long process (LaBoskey, 1994; Mok, 1994). Thus, further studies
should monitor the process of change in student teachers’ thinking over a longer
period of time. Also, it is worthwhile for this kind of study to be replicated in other
teacher training programs. Such research replication may yield more convincing
results with greater numbers of participants.

Even though all the participants in this study were required to keep teaching
journals, three of them later refused to write and submit journals on their teaching
practice experience. This might affect the overall results in reflective thinking process
and the change in degree of thinking of each participant. Journal keeping could
possibly affect thinking. Also, decisions to keep or not to keep the teaching journals
could possibly indicate ones’ ways of thinking. Furthermore, as mentioned before, the
present study used classroom observations to gather the data. The observations
focused on some particular teaching behaviors the participants performed in class
with their co-teachers. However, the present researcher later found that such foci were

not specific enough to reveal the data that might be different from those found from
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interviews and written journals. Hence, further research interested in using classroom
observations should carefully consider this point.

As previously noted, previous relevant studies (Bullough et al, 2003; Roth et
al, 1999) indicated that the single student teaching model failed to develop teachers’
ability to think reflectively. The present study focused on collaborative teaching
method to assess the student teachers’ reflective thinking. Consequently, a
comparative study focusing on how single teaching and the collaborative teaching
differently affect student teachers’ reflective thinking is needed for future research.

Moreover, the results indicated that the thinking of the inexperienced and
experienced student teachers changed differently depending on the themes of teaching
they reflected upon. In this study, the student teachers were required to reflect on four
teaching topics set up in advance by the present researcher. This deductive method, to
some extent, limited the results likely to be found. It is important, therefore, for
further studies to allow opportunities for student teachers to reflect freely in order to
explore the emergence of a more variety of teaching themes.

The evidence of this study remarkably indicated that collaborative teaching
brought about open-mindedness between the two partners. However, Dewey (1932)
proposed that there are three important attitudes stimulating reflective practice. These
are open-mindedness, responsibility, and whole-heartedness. Future research should
be done to explore different peer collaboration methods to develop such important
attitudes in teachers so as to ascertain the development of teachers’ reflective

practices and thinking.
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APPENDIX A

Pre-teaching and Post-teaching Interviews Questions

What is your general concept about teaching?

What is your general concept about learning to teach?

What is your concept about collaborative teaching?

How will you manage roles and responsibilities between you and your
teaching partner?

What do you expect to get or learn from your teaching partner through the

whole process of collaborative teaching?
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APPENDIX B

Teaching Reflective Journal Questions

Lesson planning process

1. What knowledge have you learned form your teaching partner about
planning a lesson?

2. What have you learned about teaching from your teaching partner during
the process?

3. What have you learned about collaboration from your teaching partner?

4. Describe roles and responsibilities of you and your teaching partner?

5. What kind of support do you expect from your teaching partner along the
teaching process?

Teaching process
1. What were the roles and responsibilities of you and your teaching partner?
2. What did you do when your teaching partner was teaching?
3. What kind of support/feedback did you get from your teaching partner

during the teaching process?

Teaching reflective process
1. What was the impact of co-teaching process on your teaching development?
2. To what extent do you benefit from your teaching partner’s feedback?
3. Were you supported by your teaching partner as you expected before
teaching?
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APPENDIX C
Templates for Evaluating Levels of Reflective Thinking

The Concept of Teaching

Recall (R1) level
1) Teaching is the process of transmitting knowledge.
2) A teacher is a center of teaching and learning process.
3) A teacher needs to raise students’ awareness of the importance of study.
4) A teacher must know how to motivate students who do not pay attention to
learn.
Rationalization (R2) level
1) Teaching is the process of facilitating students to learn and acquire
knowledge.
2) Teaching needs to be done by applying theories of and about teaching.
3) A teacher must be knowledgeable and well-prepared about what they are
teaching.
4) A teacher needs to take such factors as teaching preparation, materials
used, and students’ voice into considerations.
5) A teacher must be aware of unpredictable situations that might happen in
classrooms.
6) A learner is a center of teaching and learning process.
Reflectivity (R3) level
1) Teaching is the process of interpreting different learning needs and
responds to those needs using different teaching strategies.
2) A teacher must not assume that all students are the same. He/She must be
aware of the individual differences of each of students.
3) A teacher works with a human being to educate him/her to be a good

person.



Sansanee Punyalert

Appendix / 98

Evaluations of the participants’ reflections on the concept of teaching

Participants Prior Contents of Prior Later Contents of Later
Reflections Levels of Reflections Levels of
Reflections Reflections
Anon (IP¥) “Teaching is to make R1 ““...you have to take a R2
students learn lot of responsibilities in
something they don’t teaching not only
know.” teaching, but you have
to listen to the
students.”
Manee (IP) “an ideal teacher [is a] R1 “If you’re a teacher, R1
teacher who can you have a duty to
motivate students to transmit the
learn.” knowledge.”
Pailin (EP**) “..we might need to R2 “Teaching and learning R2
teach some grammar can refer to the process
rules. And then let them of information sharing
[students] practice in a between students
sentence and after that themselves. And
in a conversation” teachers act as [an]
organizer who
organizes activities in
class.”
Paitoon (EP) “Teaching is to provide R2 “there should be step[s] R3
a chance for students to in teaching and don’t
learn according to assume that every
course objectives. student is the same.
Teaching needs to be Teachers have to take
prepared to make the into consideration
learning of students about individual
most efficiently.” differences as well.”
Petchsee (IP) “[A] teacher is very R1 “Teaching is more than R2
important. | think following the book
teachers must know page by page. [A]
how to motivate teacher is helping
students [to learn].” students get knowledge
by providing many
ways to help them”.
Ploysai (EP) “Teaching is not only a R3 “Teaching isn’t just [to] R3
teacher teaches the teach things from the
subject matter, but the book, but to raise
teacher should teach [students’] awareness
them [students] how to how to be a good
behave in society.” person.”
Sita (IP) “Teaching is to give R1 “Teaching means to R1

some knowledge or any
information to
students”

give some knowledge
to other people who
didn’t have any
background or
knowledge.”

* |P = Inexperienced participant
** EP = Experienced participant
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The Process of Collaborative Teaching

Recall (R1) level
1) Co-teaching is the process of working and sharing ideas with other people.
2) Co-teaching is the process of learning from others who have more or less
experience.
3) Co-teaching is advantageous because it provides another teacher to give

help and support along with the whole teaching process.

Rationalization (R2) level

1) Co-teaching facilitates teaching and learning process because students
benefit from different teaching styles of two teachers.

2) Co-teaching facilitates teaching and learning process because it brings
about more participation from students.

3) Co-teaching is advantageous because it helps one carefully examines one’s
own teaching mistakes.

4) Co-teaching obstructs teaching and learning process because it limits
teaching flexibility and causes difficulties changing teaching plan on spot.

5) Co-teaching between those who hold different beliefs is disadvantageous

because it limits the varieties of lesson plan.

Reflectivity (R3) level
1) Co-teaching is beneficial because one can learn from peers’ constructive
comments and take such comments to solve one’s teaching problems.
2) Co-teaching will be done successfully by providing an initial practice for
those who are working together.
3) Co-teaching will bring greater benefits if two interdisciplinary teachers are

pairing up to teach together.
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Evaluations of the participants’ reflections on the process of collaborative teaching

Participants Prior Contents of Prior Later Contents of Later
Reflections Levels of Reflections Levels of
Reflections Reflections
Anon (IP*) “Co-teaching means R2 “My co-teacher helped R3
you collaborate with me improve my
your friend teaching teaching skills by
together and finding telling me what |
your mistakes and your should maintain or be
friend’s mistakes. And aware of for my
maybe you help each teaching behaviors...
other to correct We tried not to
mistakes” interrupt each other too
often on the teaching
process”
Manee (IP) “Co-teaching is to learn R1 “..because we [my co- R2
from others. | have to teacher and 1] didn’t
study from the more know each other very
experienced student. | well, so it affects our
think I could learn from personal thinking...we
him.” didn’t be open-minded
as much as we can...
we don’t [didn’t] share
something more... We
don’t [didn’t] have any
options.”
Pailin (EP**) “I’m afraid that a lot of R2 “..it [co-teaching] R3
problems might happen helped me immediately
in class. If | teach with know my weak points
other, and then we plan in terms of the use of
together, | think | English language and
cannot change the plan teaching aids in class.
to make it suitable for My peer’s feedback
the situation” helped me know that in
the next teaching |
needed to slow down
the speed in speaking
and used easier words
with the students”
Paitoon (EP) “[In co-teaching] R2 “..we have to prepare R3

learners will be more
interested because they
get more attention from
their teachers. And
[But] co-teaching needs
a great collaboration. If
you’re from different
schools of thought, you
can’t work together and
be the same heart.”

more, to work harder to
make teaching smooth.
So, there should be
more practice...
Students didn’t benefit
much [from having 2
teachers teaching the
same subject]. It’s not
like we invite the
[other] subject
teacher[s] into our
language class.”
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Participants Prior Contents of Prior Later Contents of Later
Reflections Levels of Reflections Levels of
Reflections Reflections
Petchsee (IP) “It’s good idea to have R1 “She [my co-teacher] R3
co-teaching in our reminded me about my
program because | voice. If there is not the
don’t have experience microphone in the
in teaching English. It’s class, I have to be
good to have another aware of my voice
friend to help each according to my voice
other to teach.” is very soft. | truly keep
my friend’s suggestion
in my mind because |
agree that my voice is
very soft and if | am
not aware of it, it may
cause the problems
during my teaching.”
Ploysai (EP) “Co-teaching is like | R1 “She [my co-teacher] R3
and my partner work reminded me to reduce
together, teach together, the speed of teaching. It
manage the class, helped benefit both me
conduct activities and students. It helped
together.” me aware of my
teaching speed. And
students would catch
what | taught more
when | reduced my
teaching speed. If |
teach alone, | never
know that | speak too
fast for students”
Sita (IP) “Co-teaching means R1 “I’m afraid that for the R2

collaboration with other
people or group work or
teamwork like in pair
works.”

flexible [flexibility] to
change the topic or to
cut something off...if
we are the one who
teaches in that class, we
will decide to cut it off
or choose something
that it is very important
for the students
[according to]
constraint [on] time or
limited time. But, when
we do with a peer, we
cannot.”

* |IP = Inexperienced participant

** EP = Experienced participant
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The Attitudes towards the collaborative teachers

Recall (R1) level

1) My co-teacher is good at teaching because he/she has previous teaching
experience.

2) My co-teacher is a good teacher, so I want to imitate his/her teaching
performances.

3) My co-teacher can help fix up any problems we are encountering with
during teaching practices.

4) My co-teacher can help me learn from different ideas.

Rationalization (R2) level

1) My co-teacher holds different teaching beliefs from me, so his/her teaching
behaviors may be different from me.

2) My co-teacher is good at conducting interesting activities, but he does not
teach anything except for organizing activities in class.

3) My co-teacher asks different questions to encourage students’
explanations. | can learn from that good teaching technique to improve my
teaching skills.

4) My co-teacher did a good job because when she saw that students were
getting confused, she immediately explained more.

5) My co-teacher kept explaining the same point because she concerned a lot
about whether students understood. This is a good point, but it also caused
some problems because it took a lot of time.

Reflectivity (R3) level
1) My co-teacher was not open-minded to me. Being open-minded to a co-
teacher can help us successfully solve our teaching problems.
2) My co-teacher and | held different beliefs, so we had to compromise,
solve problems as much as we can, and avoid arguments between us.
3) My co-teacher was difficult to deal with. I tried not to change his/her
beliefs, but to respect his/her opinions and let him/her learn from an

actual situation.
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Evaluations of the participants’ reflections on the attitudes towards

the collaborative teachers

Participants Prior Contents of Prior Later Contents of Later
Reflections Levels of Reflections Levels of
Reflections Reflections
Anon (IP*) ““..she [my co-teacher] R1 “.. it seemed to me like R3
analyzes things that | she was trying to keep
never come up with. | something. She didn’t
think experiences help want to tell me
you a lot.” something, maybe
something bad about
my teaching. | think in
terms of co-teaching
you have to open a lot,
and we have to make
an agreement that we
not [don’t] get mad at
each other even you or
me do something badly
because it helps us. If
you do that, it helps us
develop our next
teaching”
Manee (IP) “He [my co-teacher] R2 “..he [my co-teacher] R2
always makes class fun. often left me to think
He always have [has] on my own. As my
interesting activities. personal habit, I like to
But, | think students do be the listener, it’ll be
not learn anything. He better if I think more so
[does] not add some he encouraged me to
knowledge, but just think more.”
organize the activity.”
Pailin (EP**) “I might have problem R2 “.. I’ve learned to be R3

making decision or
finding an agreement
between us because we
are quite different in
terms of ideas, in terms
of thinking. And it’s
hard for us to make
agreement.”

more patient and
respect others’
opinions...it was very
difficult to change his
[my co-teacher’s]
belief. | tried
negotiating with him
several times, but it
didn’t work. Thus, I let
him do what he wanted
and learn its results
from an actual setting
himself.”




Sansanee Punyalert

Appendix / 104

Participants Prior Contents of Prior Later Contents of Later
Reflections Levels of Reflections Levels of
Reflections Reflections
Paitoon (EP) “Even she is 10 years R1 “She [my co-teacher] R2
younger than me and has a sense of being a
she has no experience, teacher. When she saw
but she has the right to any signs of confusing
express her opinion in in the students’ face,
the same way as me.” she would try
immediately to explain
more or even to switch
to use Thai language in
order to make students
understand.”
Petchsee (IP) “l expect to learn some R1 “If students could not R2
teaching styles from her give answers, she [my
because she is very co-teacher] tried to give
good teacher. What she students more
does in front of the questions and waited
class | want to learn for them to think of.
from her” She tried to explain,
explain, and helped
them [the students] find
themselves the
answers. It [that
teaching technique]
helped me a lot.”
Ploysai (EP) “1"d like to get different R1 “The problem that we R2
ideas in anything...in have while we’re
how to present the teaching | think not
language, how to because of her
conduct the activity, performance, but it
how to manage the happens with new
class, 1’d like to get teachers. We (new
anything that may be teachers) often concern
different from my about the students if
experience.” they got it, if they
understand it. So we try
to speak again in the
same point. This is
good, but it also causes
a lot of time.”
Sita (IP) “1 will learn from her R1 “[I'learned from my R2
about [teaching] peer about] the new
confidence, how to act teaching methodology.
in front of the class, She called it inquiry
how to walk around the questions that | used it
class, [and] how in my last teaching. |
teachers write think it is very useful
something on board.” for me because | can
check the students by
using the questions
following from each
paragraph”

* |P = Inexperienced participant, ** EP = Experienced participant
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The Management of Roles and Responsibilities

Recall (R1) level
1) We plan a lesson together, and take turn teaching.
2) We will switch the roles in different units.
3) | am responsible for one section of teaching, and my co-teacher is
responsible for the other section.
4) We share our ideas and responsibilities, and write a teaching plan together.
5) | will teach first and my friend will help handle with teaching aids. Then,
we take turn.
Rationalization (R2) level
1) We cannot assign the exact roles in teaching and follow that strictly
because classroom situations are unpredictable.
2) We have to be able to change our roles when it is necessary.
3) We assigned our roles and responsibilities in class according to 3 teaching
steps of lead-in, presentation, and practice.
4) We work together searching for supplementary materials that we think
appropriate for the students’ level.
Reflectivity (R3) level
1) | might dominate my co-teacher in terms of raising more ideas about
teaching. Next time I will encourage my co-teacher to express his/her ideas
and opinions more than this time.
2) My co-teacher decided not to take a main teaching role. | must stimulate
him/her to act more actively in class.
3) He/She refused to give students’ explanations about the contents of the
lesson. | must encourage my co-teacher to practice teaching because he/she

must have done it in future career.
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Evaluations of the participants’ reflections on the management of roles and

responsibilities

Participants Prior Contents of Prior Later Contents of Later
Reflections Levels of Reflections Levels of
Reflections Reflections
Anon (IP*) “Actually we will share R1 “Actually, we took the R1
our ideas and our same roles during our
responsibilities, like she co-teaching... but she
finds some information, [my co-teacher] took
and I go to do that as responsibility for the
well.” teaching materials in
terms of the copy or
answer sheet for the
exercises...We tried to
share and teach
together”
Manee (IP) “We just talk about how R1 “At the first time, ...we R2
to take turn in teaching. divided it [our roles]
We just think about clearly what was my role
you’re the presenter, and and what’s his role. But
you’re the facilitator for after that, after we
the exercises, and switch reflected I think
the roles in different [thought] that didn’t
unit.” work because if we
assigned a clear role we
may face unplanning
[unpredictable]
situations that we didn’t
think of.. if something
pops up in our mind we
cannot change the role”
Pailin (EP**) “..each of us work R2 “I think my peer R3

individually to look for
another [other]
supplementary exercises
for this teaching. And
then we think together
about how to teach, what
should be the first step,
what to happen”

supposed or expected me
to present the detail..or
concept of what we were
teaching.. He might
think that he was not
sure or the students
might not understand
when he explain the
concept so most of the
time | need to take that
responsibility...I told
him that you should take
turn explaining the
concept to the students
because in the real
situation he needs to do
everything on his own.
..l want my peer to try
explaining because |
want him to learn”
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Participants Prior Contents of Prior Later Contents of Later
Reflections Levels of Reflections Levels of
Reflections Reflections
Paitoon (EP) “We divided activities R1 “In teaching, | R3
into 2 parts. One I’m intentionally let my
responsible for, and the partner spoke more like
other my friend takes 60-40 [%] because |
responsibility” know that she never
has any experience
before. So, | didn’t care
much about the
proportion of teaching
because | would like
her to have more
experience”
Petchsee (IP) “l will lead class to the R2 “..before going to class R2
process of lead-in. At we talked together what
that time, | play roles we want to play,
important role with you need to be the first
students, have one to lead class into
interactions [with the lesson or you need
students]... After that, to be the teacher
my friend will take [giving] explanation.
another turn to present For the first and second
the content for our [teachings], | chose to
students. After that, we be [in] the lead-in
will help each other to stage. But, during our
control, take care of our class we just rotated
students during their together. ”
activities in the
classroom. Finally, we
will have our students
do some tasks to
evaluate them”
Ploysai (EP) “When teaching, we R2 “When doing the R3

have a plan that for
introduction my partner
does. | will do the
presentation. And then,
for doing activities, we
will do it together.”

(lesson) plan, I am not
sure whether |
dominate more. This is
because when doing the
first plan, | raise many
ideas and she accepts
them. However, | think
next time | will let her
approach more ideas
than this time.”
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Participants Prior Contents of Prior Later Contents of Later
Reflections Levels of | Reflections Levels of
Reflections Reflections
Sita (IP) “We share our ideas R2 “We wrote the lesson R2

about the topic that we
will teach. We try to
find other activities or
materials that [are]
appropriate for the topic
from Internet. And
then, we select it if we
agree that it’s
appropriate or not. |
think it’s a good way.
And then, we write the
teaching plan from the
procedure of lead-in to

presentation.”

plan and shared the
idea that we’d like to
do first, and how we
can [could] follow from
the material book or
find another activity
like supplementary
material for the
students if the teaching
book isn’t [wasn’t]
enough for them...
Before we will [would]
teach, we met each
other and talked about
the teaching process,
for example the one
who will [would] be
the teacher who led in
the lessons and then the
other will [would] do
another subject
activity.”

* |P = Inexperienced participant

** EP = Experienced participant
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