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ABSTRACT

The purpose of this mixed methods study was to understand how context
may shape multiple goal negotiation. Prior research has focused on identifying
variables that influence goal pursuit in general, but little attention has been given
to how these principles operate in different circumstances. This study adopted the
Dynamic Systems Model of Role-Identity and studied context through an identity
lens. The context of the L2 teacher was selected as the focus of investigation,
specifically the L2 teacher’s pursuit of speaking in the second language for 90%
of instructional time while forming meaningful relationships with students. Fifty
six L2 teachers participated. The study was carried out over five phases. In the
first phase, data were collected in an online survey targeting teachers’ contextual
variables, goal commitment, goal expectancy, self-accordance, job satisfaction,
and perception of goal conflict. In the second phase, teachers were divided into
groups based on their perception of conflict between the two goals: misaligned,
no effect, and aligned. Chi-square analysis and Fischer exact tests were conducted
and the only significant difference between groups was the amount of L2 spoken.
A MANOVA, followed by univariate analysis found that the groups differed
significantly regarding their level of commitment to the L2 goal, and their goal
expectancy for forming relationships. In the third phase, a content analysis of the
open-ended responses found that context influenced the goal navigation process,
that the most frequent approach to resolving conflict was abandoning the L2 goal,
that multifinality is contingent on one’s role-identity, and that tension may be

conscious or unconscious. In the fourth phase, 14 L2 teachers completed semi-



structured interviews, which were used to further explore how role-identity
informs goal navigation. Analysis of the transcripts revealed that role-identity has
a powerful influence on how teachers manage and construal their goals. In the
fifth and final phase, all the data were synthesized, resulting in the implications

for researchers, administrators, and teachers.
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CHAPTER 1: INTRODUCTION

Throughout the school day teachers negotiate multiple goals that at times conflict.
Prior studies have shown that how individuals navigate their goals has important effects
on their well-being, motivation, and goal attainment (Boudreaux & Ozer, 2013; Gorges et
al., 2022; Gray et al., 2017). While researchers have established key factors that
contribute to goal pursuit, we know little about how negotiation varies in different
domains and contexts. Therefore, the aim of this mixed-method study is to better
understand how context influences teachers’ negotiation of multiple and competing goals.
Using a novel approach, I will examine the influence of context through the lens of role-
identity. Overall, a deeper understanding of how context shapes goal negotiation has
important implications for teachers in the classroom and researchers studying multiple
goal pursuit.
Teachers and Multiple Goals

Whether at the primary, secondary or tertiary level, educators set out to achieve
several goals. For example, Tsang (2018) reported that many hope to make a difference
and have an impact on students, others seek to engage in a passion, while some want to
find a reliable job. However, research has found that the type of goals teachers set can
have meaningful downstream effects on how they behave in the classroom (Retelsdorf &
Gunther, 2011). For instance, teachers with different central goals may take on different
roles, like an empowerer or scaffolder (Bishop et al., 2020). These central goals may be
academic, such as “I want my students to understand the major themes in an important
novel” or “I want them to be proficient on the state tests.” Alternatively, they may be

social-emotional, “I want my students to learn to put themselves in other people’s shoes”



or “I want my students to feel safe in my classroom.” Inevitably, some of the goals will
compete. Consider the potential for tension between the goals of showing flexibility
when students struggle and maintaining high standards and expectations. Similarly, the
goal of controlling classroom behavior may conflict with encouraging student
participation. Even the fundamental task of planning a lesson requires teachers to make
difficult decisions (Shutz et al., 2020). Teachers may aim to delve deeply into certain
topics but also seek to ensure a broad understanding. Given this reality, one of a teacher’s
central challenge is negotiating multiple goal pursuit and goal conflict.

However, even though it is a principal aspect of the profession, prior research has
primarily focused on related topics, such as teacher self-regulation for achieving their
goals (Chatzistamatiou et al., 2014; Zimmerman, 2000), identifying the types of goals
teacher may set (Hagger & Malmberg, 2011), how teachers’ beliefs influence practice
(Beuhl et al., 2014), and teacher goal orientations (Wang et al., 2013). Meanwhile, the
topic of how teachers manage multiple goals has only recently begun to garner attention
(Gorges et al., 2022).

Multiple Goal Research

In comparison to the paucity of research on the goals of teachers, there is a rich
body of literature relating to multiple goal pursuit in general, specifically documenting
the structure of goal systems, the factors that influence goal navigation, and how goal
conflict may be resolved. Framing most research is the theory that goals exist within a
hierarchically structured system (Kruglanski et al., 2002). According to this theory, goals
represent cognitive end states with varying levels of abstraction. Presented heuristically

as a pyramid, the goals at the bottom are concrete and become more abstract as they



ascend. As a result, the goals at the top of the hierarchy are broad and difficult to achieve
but also provide purpose and definition. Within this theoretical framework, many
researchers have focused on the factors that influence the pursuit of one’s goals.
Prominent variables include goal commitment, goal expectancy, self-accordance
construal and affect (Unsworth et al., 2014). These variables help explain why some
goals are pursued or prioritized over others, especially when two goals conflict.
Goal Conflict

Due to the number of goals that we set and pursue, the notion that some of the
goals may compete is considered inevitable. Research on goal conflict has generally
associated tension with negative outcomes, such as decreased well-being and goal
attainment (Boudreaux & Ozer, 2013; Kelly et al., 2015). On account of this effect,
many have sought to understand how people negotiate conflicting goals. These studies
have commonly concluded that there are a handful of strategies to resolve tension, such
as abandoning one of the two goals, prioritizing one over the other, attempting to pursue
both simultaneously, or nesting one goal into another (Kung & Scholer, 2019).
Frequently these configurations are studied in conjunction with factors like goal
expectancy and self-accordance (“the extent to which people pursue a goal with self-
determined motivation” Gorges et al., 2014, p. 475),, with the hope of isolating specific
variables.

A second approach is the study of means, or possible actions that one may take to
achieve a goal. In Kruglanski’s et al. (2002) goal systems theory, means may be
perceived in a handful of different ways. Some may be unifinal or serving only one goal,

while others are multifinal and serving more than one goal. Identifying a multifinal



means is considered a possible remedy for goal conflict, as one action may allow for
simultaneous pursuit.
Nature of the Problem

Although fruitful, both strands of research have inadvertently narrowed the
phenomenon by excluding other potentially relevant influences such as the context. To
illustrate how ignoring context might be problematic, consider a study by Fruend and
Tomask (2021) that is representative of many other studies regarding goal conflict.
Fruend and Tomask (2021) aimed to understand how differences in participants’ age
influenced their strategies for resolving goal conflict. They asked adult respondents to
complete two tasks simultaneously - a riddle and a sorting task. They then tried to
determine what strategies participants employed and how their approach affected their
performance and affect. After analyzing the results, they concluded that older adults more
frequently prioritize their goals rather than manage both equally. Although the findings
were compelling, the decontextualized design raises the question of whether the principle
Is true generally or if it varies depending on context. For example, might veteran teachers
be more practiced at identifying multifinal means for solving classroom conflicts than
novice teachers? In such a case, age wouldn’t be associated with how goals are
prioritized but what means are selected. Consequently, studying factors (in this case age)
without considering the context may over generalize findings. At the same time, an
emphasis on context also raises a secondary issue, the absence of a cohesive framework
for understanding the interaction of factors and the influence of context. In sum, there has
been little attention given to how context shapes multiple goal pursuit, and there is no

prominent model that integrates it.



Purpose of the Study

Given this problem, the purpose of this study is twofold: to better understand how
context shapes multiple goal pursuit and goal conflict, and to present a framework that
incorporates a diverse set of factors while still allowing for the dynamic interplay of
context. To achieve these two goals, | will use the context of the L2 teacher. Although the
L2 teacher shares the same challenging negotiation of goals as other educators, the role is
unique due to the potential for conflict between two prominent goals — (a) forming
meaningful relationships with students while (b) speaking in a second language for 90%
of classroom interactions. These two goals offer a noteworthy case as prior research has
documented that some L2 teachers perceive them to inherently conflict while others do
not (Palmer et al., 2022). 1 will also seek to demonstrate the utility of studying these goals
through an identity lens. To do this | will adopt the Dynamic Systems Model of Role
Identity (DSMRI, Kaplan & Garner, 2017) which cohesively integrates the factors for
pursuing multiple goals with research on identity. By using the DSMRI to understand
goal pursuit in the L2 context | seek to answer the following three research questions:

1. Quantitative: Are there significant relationships between L2 teachers’ perception
of alignment for goals (a) and (b), goal commitment, goal expectancy, self-
concordance, job satisfaction, and contextual variables.

2. Qualitative: What key themes relating to teacher role-identity undergird teachers’
perceptions?

3. Integrated: What is the relationship between the perception of tension/conflict,

multifinality, and role-identity?



In addition to the previously mentioned gaps in the literature, the vast majority of
research on multiple goals has utilized quantitative designs, leaving the investigation of
the internal and psychological processes of goal negotiation mostly unattended. In
attempt to address this gap, this study employs a mixed-methods design, with a
hypothesis that teachers will differ on both contextual variables (e.g., teacher experience,
SES, student proficiency) and factors specifically relating to multiple goal pursuit. And
although certain outcomes were expected, such as being able to characterize perceptions
according to common themes, they were not predetermined.

Outline of Dissertation

In Chapter 2 of this dissertation, | will further develop the central argument
presented in this introduction — that context may have crucial effects on goal negation. To
begin I will discuss the challenging reality that teachers face. Then | will discuss the
research on multiple goal pursuit, and goal conflict. Later | will review some of the
prominent variables researchers have identified. Afterwards, | will outline the DMSRI.
Finally, I will present an illustrative case using the DSMRI.

In Chapter 3 I will review my philosophical assumptions and research paradigm.
Inaddition, I will discuss the methods I used to conduct this investigation, and the outline
of each phase of the study. In Chapter 4, | will reveal my results and findings, and in
Chapter 5 I will draw conclusions, discuss the limitations, and offer the implications of

the study.



Definitions

Comprehensible Input — A fundamental part of the natural approach teaching
methodology, comprehensible input emphasizes the need for simple and easily
understood language.

Goal Conflict — When “a goal that a person wishes to accomplish interferes with the
attainment of at least one other goal that the person simultaneously wishes to
accomplish” (Emmons et al., 1993, p. 531).

Context — The nested systems in which actions and individuals are embedded (Cole,
1992).

First Language — “Chronologically the first language that a child learns” (Cook, 2016, p.
2)

Meaningful student teacher relationship — “a [positive] set of interpersonal actions
between adults and youth that facilitate growth, learning, and development” (Pekel et al.,
2018, p. 494).

Multifinality — “The case where a single behavior is performed in the service of multiple
goals” (Kruglanski et al., 2013, p. 23).

Second Language — “A language acquired by a person in addition to his [or her] mother
tongue” (Cook, 2016, p. 2)

Self-concordance — “the extent to which people pursue a goal with self-determined
motivation” (Gorges et al., 2014, p.765).

Target Language — A language that is the object of study.



CHAPTER 2: LITERATURE REVIEW

Teachers do not live in a vacuum, as their goals and actions transpire within a
specific context. Research across many domains has revealed that context can have
powerful effects on outcomes, such as engagement and motivation (Wang et al., 2013),
job satisfaction (Skaalvik & Skaalvik, 2011), decision-making (Cassotti et al., 2012), and
self-regulation (King et al., 2013). Much of the literature on multiple goal pursuit
highlights influential individual differences, such as goal commitment and expectancy,
while there has been far less of an emphasis on the context of goal pursuit, particularly
how negotiation may differ depending on one’s domain, setting, and personal identity. As
a result, the findings from previous studies are implicitly accepted as principles that
govern goal pursuit universally. The aim of this review, therefore, is to demonstrate how
context, examined through the lens of personal identity, can shape and deepen our
understanding of negotiation of multiple goal pursuit.

Given this aim, I will begin with a discussion on context and the world of the
teacher, specifically their inevitable negotiation of multiple goals. I will then review the
research on multiple goals, their structure, and the factors that influence goal pursuit. At
this point, | will present the case for using an identity lens, specifically the Dynamic
Systems Model of Role Identity (Kaplan & Garner, 2017) to study context. Finally, I will
demonstrate how the DSMRI can be used to investigate how context shapes multiple goal
pursuit with an illustrative example focused on second language teachers.

Meaning of Context
Depending on one’s theoretical lens, the term context may have different

implications. For example, Vygotsky used context when talking about the meaning of



words, while Bronfenbrenner (1996) used context as a “nested set of socio-ecological
arrangements” (Cole & Gajdamaschko, 2010, p. 255). In this study, I will adopt Cole’s
(1992) view of context as referring to a “quality of embeddedness” (p. 14), where
individuals and actions are embedded in nested systems. As in relationism (Overton,
2014), meaning can only be derived from the relationship between the components of the
system, and not in isolation. Given this definition, salient components of the classroom
would include the students and related variables such as their age, socio-economic status,
academic level, and motivation. Additionally, emphasis would be given to the collective
relationship between the students and teachers, the school climate, and the setting (here
setting refers to the physical location, the design and makeup of the space). Context
would also take into account the shared history of the individuals, along with their shared
understanding of their purpose together. This study specifically focuses on teachers’
perception of their context, and how those perceptions shape their goal negotiation.
Teachers and Their Goals

At the start of the 2021 school year, the curriculum company Edmentum
conducted an informal survey on Twitter offering teachers a chance at winning $50 in
exchange for sharing their goals (Wierman, 2021). The responses echoed what peer
reviewed research had previously concluded, that teachers simultaneously pursue many
goals (Georges et al., 2022; Hutner et al., 2022; Mansfield & Beltman, 2014). Yet, the
Edmentum survey offered clear examples of the type of goals that teachers set. One user
shared very personal goals “My top goal for 2022 is that my current students leave my
classroom feeling academically prepared and emotionally equipped to go to third grade. |

hope they leave knowing | love them and I'm always a safe place to come to in the



future.” While a second user focused on professional development, “I plan on finishing
my masters. | also want to continue focusing on SEL [social emotional learning] in my
classroom and learn about some new resources to support my students.” These responses
underline the potential for diversity regarding teacher goals, and corresponds to the
research documenting the numerous types of goals that teachers pursue (Hagger &
Malmberg, 2011; Louws et al., 2017).

However, pursuing multiple goals is not only something teachers happen to do,
but rather a central aspect of the role. This is evidenced by Danielson’s (2007) widely
used framework for teacher evaluation. Danielson established twenty-two components of
quality teaching that could easily be reconstrued as a list of goals (e.g. design coherent
lessons, create an environment of respect and rapport, establish a culture for learning,
manage student behavior, engage students in learning, contribute to the school, grow
professionally, advocate for students). In fact, researchers have found that pre-service and
in-service teachers independently pursue the components of Danielson’s model as
professional goals (Hagger & Malmberg, 2011; Hutner et al., 2022; Mansfield et al.,
2012; Mansfield & Beltmen, 2014; Pudelko & Boon, 2014).

Of course, when teachers pursue many goals, they inevitably will encounter goals
that conflict. And since the navigation of their goals is an internal process, the questions
guiding research should consider the psychological nature of these processes. Relevant
questions, among others, would seek to understand how teachers perceive and negotiate
their goals. Additionally, attention should be given to the psychological factors that
influence their navigation, like how they respond when their goals conflict. To answer

these questions, | will begin with a review on multiple goal pursuit.
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Multiple Goal Pursuit

Although most frequently discussed at the start of each new year, all humans (not
just teachers) set and pursue goals continually. Whether at work or at home, playing a
game or designing curricula, goals are the driving force behind action, or a “cognitive
representation of a desired end state” (Fishbach & Ferguson, 2007, p. 491). In fact,
according to goal setting theory, they are integral to our survival, and form the foundation
of our motivation (Lock and Latham, 2013). Yet, even though we pursue many, perhaps
hundreds, of goals (Little & Gee, 2007) most research prior to the turn of the century
examined single-goal pursuit (Kung & Scholer, 2019). Such studies focused on an array
of factors such as commitment, motivation, difficulty, and self-efficacy while isolating
the goal from any larger context. In contrast, research on multiple goals broadens the
scope, and concentrates on the relationships between various pursuits and how they
operate as a system. The central features governing these systems is that they are
dynamic, malleable, and in flux (Kruglanski et al., 2002). Consequently, what is true
when working towards a single goal, may be considerably different when pursuing
multiple. For this reason, a straightforward transfer of the implications from single to
multiple goal pursuit is unfeasible (Dalton & Spiller, 2012).
Multiple Goals as a System

Since multiple goals are theorized to form a system, an important area of research
is understanding how goal systems are structured. The most prominent theory postulates
that they are arranged hierarchically, heuristically presented as a pyramid (Kung &
Scholer, 2019). Within this pyramid, goals are separated by levels of abstraction

(Unsworth et al., 2014). The bottom layer consists of concrete tasks usually achieved in a
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short period of time, such as creating a lesson plan. Tasks are goals themselves, but they
are also means of completing higher order goals, such as personal goals which sit at the
next level (Cropanzano et al., 1993). Personal goals are intermediate. Kelly et al. (2015)
describe them as “being goals.” For example, one may aim to “be a good teacher” or “be
a better friend.” They may differ regarding their source of motivation (intrinsic or
extrinsic), achievement mindset (performance or mastery), and domain (e.g., relating to
work or home), along with many other factors (e.g., difficulty, importance, efficacy etc.)
(Unsworth et al., 2014). Finally, at the highest levels are possible selves, identities, and
values, which are integral to the construction of self-image (Cropanzano et al., 1993).
However, higher-order goals extend to more than one context and as a result lack the
specificity of lower-order goals. This may make them difficult to achieve, as they may
not have clear criteria that facilitate evaluation. Nevertheless, they serve the important
function of governing and organizing the goal system (Fujita & MacGregor, 2012).

A web of facilitative links connects the various goals within the system and
triggers goal activation (Kruglanski et al, 2002). Theoretically, the activation of one goal
(e.g., be a good teacher) will also prime the connected goals (e.g., prepare engaging
lessons). Likewise, when one goal hinders another, it is theorized to form an inhibitory
link. The result is that the activation of the focal goal will deactivate those with a
corresponding inhibitory connection (Unsworth et al, 2014). Empirical findings have
sought to demonstrate the effects of facilitative links on lower-level goals (Fishback et
al., 2004; Manetti et al., 2009), while theoretical models such as goal systems theory
(Kruglanski et al., 2002) and motivation action theory (Deshon & Gillespie, 2005) have

aimed to better clarify connections between goals, and the types of goals pursued.
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Despite these efforts, neither strand of research has fully addressed how one’s
goal system is situated within one’s working model of reality. Goal system theory
(Kruglanski et al., 2002) and motivation action theory (Deshon & Gillespie, 2005)
maintain that goals and goal systems are interconnected cognitive structures, influenced
by context and perception, but do not integrate one’s ontological assumptions as the basis
for perceived congruence and incongruence of goals. Missing from the literature,
therefore, is a model that integrates one’s beliefs about reality, and explains how beliefs
influence the identification of actions that would promote pursuit and achievement of
goals in particular contexts. Such a model would offer greater insight into how people
manage their goals, particularly when these goals conflict.

Goal Relationships and Conflicts

Pertinent to this study, is investigating how activated goals interact when they do
not align. To characterize the relationships between simultaneously activated goals, Sun
and Frese (2013) presented a framework that includes three categories: Reciprocally
interdependent, sequentially interdependent, and multiple separate goals. Reciprocally
interdependent goals are considered harmonious and mutually supportive. Often, they are
long term and require effortful planning. For educators, examples of reciprocal goals
could be (a) designing curricula that inspire identity exploration and (b) developing
meaningful relationships with students. Or (c) the goal of fostering more autonomy in
classroom assignments and (d) increasing student motivation. Although reciprocal goals
tend to be laborious, they are perceived as facilitative and therefore contribute to goal

progress in the long run (Presseau et al., 2013).
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Sequentially interdependent goals imply a unidirectional order — goal A must be
attained in order to complete goal B. In this case, goal A is a prerequisite for goal B.
However, it is also possible that they are each proximal markers for a more distal end.
Such proximal goals increase self-efficacy and facilitate the formulation of strategies to
achieve distal goals (Bandura, 1997; Seitjs & Latham, 2001). In this study, sequential
goals are construed as being in tension. Since they cannot be completed simultaneously,
one must be prioritized, creating tension. This tension, however, is presumed to be
relieved once the first goal is achieved. In the classroom, an example of sequential goals
may be (a) to have students understand the principles within a given domain (e.g.,
apitalism is an economic system based on free-market principles) and (b) critically
analyze the domain’s assumptions (i.e. capitalism leads to greater prosperity). The order
of goal attainment is critical, since one could not adopt a critical lens about principles that
are not clearly understood.

The last category is that of multiple separate goals, which are independent and
have the highest potential for misalignment. For teachers, examples of such goals could
be to (a) increase student engagement by playing a review game and (b) deemphasize
competition in the classroom. Or (c) foster a sense of comradery with students and (d)
maintain authority. A possible outcome when pursuing separate goals is goal conflict,
which occurs when ““a goal that a person wishes to accomplish interferes with the
attainment of at least one other goal that the person simultaneously wishes to
accomplish” (Emmons et al., 1993, p. 531).

In their review, Gorges and Grund (2017) posit two general sources of goal

conflict. The first is a lack of resources. An individual may be unable to achieve both
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goals due to perceived limitations such as money, time, or even self-control (Murvan et
al., 1998). On the other hand, tension may surface because the goals are thought to be
inherently incongruent. Segerstrom and Nes (2006) state that such “conflict arises when
progress toward one goal implies more difficulty in reaching another goal. In these cases,
behavior that brings the person closer to one goal (e.g., be personable) means losing
ground on another goal (e.g., do not draw attention to myself)” (p. 671). Though many
studies do not clearly delineate between the source, past research has focused primarily
on resource conflict (Gorges & Grund, 2017). The current study aims to investigate
inherent conflict, specifically how it is perceived and negotiated.

Resolving Goal Conflict. Researchers have documented three principal
strategies to resolve conflict. The first approach is to dissolve the conflict by abandoning
one of the pursuits. A good example here may be a teacher who retains the goal of
maintaining a healthy work life balance, and abandons a goal of offering test corrections -
reasoning that such an accommodation would double the workload. Due to the dismissal
of one of the goals, this strategy leaves little space for negotiation and therefore has a
potential negative side effect - rumination and lingering doubt over whether the right goal
was discarded (Kung & Scholer, 2019).

In contrast to abandoning a goal, another strategy is to pursue both goals by
multitasking. In this method, one simultaneously pursues two different goals or very
rapidly switches between them. For some goals this may be difficult or impossible to do
if they are inherently incongruent, in other instances it may be achievable but
performance on each individual task may suffer due to increased cognitive demands

(Adler & Benbunan-Fish, 2012; Goldberg et al., 1998). For example, a first-year teacher
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may aim to multi-task by planning and conversing with colleagues simultaneously. In
doing so, she may miss a key part of a fellow teacher’s story or make an error in her
lesson plan.

A third approach is to retain both goals but prioritize one as the focal goal. Such
prioritizing can take two forms. The first configuration is that the goals are addressed
sequentially. Once the focal goal is selected, alternatives are deactivated through a
process of goal shielding (Orehek & Vazeou-Nieuwenhuis, 2013). Shielding maintains
attention on the focal goal by forming inhibitory links with alternative goals (Shah et al.,
2002). In deciding which to adopt as the focal goal, one may consider factors such as
personal values, time constraints, or perceived limitations. However, since this process
relies on self-regulation and commitment to the focal goal, the shield may be penetrated
if regulation is taxed or commitment wanes (Murvan et al., 1998; Shah et al., 2002). An
example could be a new teacher, who has the goal of staying on top of her planning, and
also becoming acquittanced with her colleagues. She realizes that both of these goals
require use of her time (a limited resource), and she therefore prioritizes planning. She
may shield this goal by opting to stay in her classroom during lunch or putting in
headphones while working in a common space.

An alternate configuration is to reframe the goals by nesting one in the other or
both under a supraordinate goal (Freitas et al., 2009; Hochli et al., 2018). For example,
perhaps the same first year teacher realizes that she can nest the goal of writing lesson
plans within the goal of getting to know her colleagues by planning with them.
Additionally, the conflict between competing goals may be reconstrued by changing the

level of abstraction. Scholars suggest that this revaluation can be achieved by setting a
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learning goal, or a goal that focuses on mastery over performance. Setting such a goal
casts the conflict as an opportunity to grow, thus revealing new possibilities (Sun and
Frese, 2014; Zarankin, 2008). Construing the goals this way allows for concurrent

pursuit, given the perceived availability of what is referred to as a multifinal mean. In
Kruglanski’s et al. (2002) theory of goal systems, a mean may be multifinal if it achieves
multiple goals simultaneously, like the refrain “Killing two birds with one stone.” The
clear advantage is that multifinal means have more “bang for the buck” (Kruglanski et al.,
2013. p. 23).

In summary, according to the literature, an individual facing conflicting goals
may either abandon a goal, balance both independently, or reconstrue them by nesting
one in the other or identifying a multifinal means that advances both simultaneously. As
helpful as these strategies are, they also once more demonstrate the gaps in the research
on multiple goal pursuit. Although prior studies have identified factors that influence goal
pursuit and attainment, which | will review shortly, current models do not consider how
characteristics of the person and contexts shape the efforts to resolve conflict. For
example, goal system’s theory (Kruglansk et al., 2002) bases goal pursuit on one’s
“wishes, interests, and desires” (p. 332). Yet, the strategies discussed in this section work
in tandem with aspects not considered such as one’s ideology and values in addition to
the social identities that frame perceived misalignment and conflict. Future studies,
therefore, should consider adopting a model that offers a more contextualized lens, in

addition to including the more commonly cited factors, factors I will now review.
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Factors in Goal Pursuit

Over the years researchers have identified individual differences that influence
goal pursuit and attainment. Heuristically, they may be grouped into two categories, those
that focus on the individual’s attributes and perceptions (e.g., self-regulation, stable and
dynamic traits) or the goal itself (e.g. difficulty, timeframe) (Locke & Latham, 1990;
Milyavskaya & Werner, 2018; Sun & Frese, 2014) Overall, the factors that have received
significant attention include: commitment, expectancy, self-concordance, and affect. |
will review them each in turn.

Commitment. Central to goal theory is the construct of commitment (Klein et al.,
2013). In their assessment and critique, Klein et al. (2012) defined commitment as a
“volitional psychological bond reflecting dedication to and responsibility for a particular
target” (p. 68). Researchers have found that increased commitment is associated with
improved task performance and goal achievement (Sarwar & Ashrafi, 2014; Wofford et
al., 1992). Evidence for why this is the case suggests that those with higher commitment
perceive there to be a larger number of available means (Kopetz et al., 2011). However,
this may also be detrimental because some may entertain extreme means that undermine
their well-being (e.g., the exchange of sex for drugs) (Kopetz et al., 2015). In less risky
settings, higher commitment may contribute to stress and overload, and complicate the
calculus of when someone should “cut their losses” (Lindberg & Wincent, 2011).

When considering multiple goals, higher commitment may also be problematic.
Kopetz et al. (2011) concluded that higher commitment to a focal goal can reduce the
value of a multifinal means. Individuals may prefer a unifinal means and disengage with

one of the alternatives. For example, when Zang et al. (2007) asked a group of
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participants to evaluate two pens, one with a laser pointer and one without, only 16%
opted to later select the laser pointer pen rather than the normal pen to write notes. In
contrast, 54% of the participants in the control group, who evaluated only the ballpoint
pen, opted to write with the laser pointer. Zang et al. (2007) concluded that since the
experimental group perceived the laser pointer pen as serving two functions, it was less
desirable when the salient goal was writing.

The findings from Zang et al. (2007) are convincing, and translated to the
classroom, high commitment to one goal may operate in the same way. That is, higher
commitment could restrict the teachers’ number of perceived available actions by
excluding those that serve more than one end. For example, if a teacher who aims to (a)
foster creativity and (b) help students acquire a working knowledge of English grammar,
is more highly committed to (a) the teacher may perceive lessons that focus fully on
developing creativity (e.g., a free writing) to be more attractive than those that include
both (a short story that must include certain grammatical constructs). Higher commitment
may cast multinfinal means as diluted, and less effective (Zang et al., 2007). However,
given the narrow context of Zang’s study (choosing between pens), it is reasonable to
question whether the same principles apply to the classroom where the context is far
more dynamic and complex.

Expectancy. A second important construct is expectancy, or “the belief that effort
will result in desired outcomes” (Unsworth et al., 2014, p. 1070). Studies have shown
that expectancy influences the process of goal prioritization and means selection. For
example, over five studies Bélanger et al. (2016) showed that people with high

expectancy of goal attainment select multifinal means, whereas those with low
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expectancy pursue counterfinal means — a means that is “instrumental to a focal goal, but
detrimental to an alternative goal” (Klein, 2011, p. 3). Bélanger et al. (2016) concluded
that a means with a perceived higher cost signified greater importance or quality — similar
to the adage “no pain, no gain.” They provided the example of staying up all night to
study for a test. This may be detrimental to the goal of resting but believed to be crucial
for attaining a good result. On the other hand, those who expect to do well on the test
may see the option of studying less and sleeping more as preferable.

In their work on dual-goal expectancy, Schmidt and Dolis (2009) documented
related findings. Dual-goal expectancy refers “to individuals’ beliefs regarding the
likelihood of meeting both goals within the allotted time” (p. 680). Schmidt and Dolis
(2009) posited that the combined expectancy is a function of the individual expectancies.
Their study suggested that with lower expectancy, resources were allocated to the goal
that was nearer to completion, while neglecting the alternative. With higher expectancy,
people allocated more resources to whichever goal was perceived to be underperforming.
Notably, the authors stated that the perceptions guiding resource allocation are dynamic
and can evolve and change as time goes on. In light of such findings, Unsworth et al.
(2014) argued that “A goal’s expectancy will affect its likelihood of prioritization
depending upon the expectancy of other goals” (p. 1070). Looking once more at a
classroom environment, a teacher who has the goal of (a) successfully implementing a
new teaching strategy and (b) ensuring the students comprehend the content, may
prioritize goal (b) over goal (a) if she or he has low expectancy of effective execution of

the new method.
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Self-Concordance. Another line of research has demonstrated that the intrinsic or
extrinsic nature of the goal can dramatically shape how conflict is perceived (Sheldon &
Elliot, 1998,1999). Drawing from self-determination theory (SDT) (Ryan & Deci, 2000),
Sheldon and Elliot (1999) developed the self-concordance model to explain how self-
determined motivation affects goal pursuit. As in SDT, motivation operates within a
continuum where on the left most end is amotivation, and on the other extreme is intrinsic
motivation. According to Gorges et al. (2014) when goals are intrinsic and self-accordant
there is a “feeling of ownership and goal pursuit in a self-determined manner” (p. 476).
Importantly, self-concordant goals need not be enjoyable (e.g., dieting may be less
pleasurable than eating at will), but they must derive from one’s own choices. Overall,
therefore, self-concordance “refers to the extent to which people pursue a goal with self-
determined motivation” (Gorges et al., 2014, p.756).

Sheldon’s et al., (1999) original findings showed that the pursuit of self-
concordant goals resulted in enhanced well-being (see also Healy et al., 2020; Sheldon et
al., 2004), and effort. Interestingly, however, in a later study Werner et al. (2016)
concluded that rather than exerting greater effort, those with self-concordant goals
perceived the pursuit as easier, and requiring less effort. Gorges et al. (2014) further
found “that people’s affective reaction when faced with goal conflict vary
systematically according to the levels of self-concordance of the conflicting goals”
(p.482). Those pursing goals with higher levels of self-accordance view conflict more
positively, possibly with excitement. A teacher who sets herself the goals of (a)
differentiating assessments to accommodate various learning styles and (b) have fair and

balanced assessments may be eager to investigate ways to resolve such tension. On the
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other hand, conflict among external goals is viewed negatively. Teachers, whose assigned
goals include (a) the class must meet a benchmark on standardized tests and (b) all
lessons must be of a particular design, may perceive these as demoralizing and
frustrating. Overall, a major theme in this line of research is how self-accordance can
influence perception and affect. | will further explore the latter concept in the following
section.

Affect. In multiple goal pursuit, affect is theorized to influence the process of
prioritization among goals. Unsworth et al. (2014) concluded that increased affective
value, or “the degree to which the goal is associated with positive feelings” (Unsworth et
al., 2014, p. 1069) either consciously or unconsciously (Aarts, 2007) increases the
prioritization of the goal. Importantly, Fishbach et al. (2004) found that affective value
can be transferred within the goal system to associated means and subordinate goals. As a
result, increased affect for the focal goal may supercharge all associated activity. For
example, positive affect for “being a good teacher” could transfer to a subordinate goal
like “grading student work in a timely fashion.”

However, affect could also have a detrimental effect. In the case of goal conflict,
tension results in mixed emotions (Berrios et al., 2015), and is negatively correlated to
psychological well-being (Gray et al., 2017) and life satisfaction (Sun et al., 2021).
Gorges et al. (2022) additionally found that more conflict among teachers’ professional
goals may undermine their sense of competence. Relatedly, Daumiller et al. (2019)
established that greater congruence among teachers’ goals was related to job satisfaction.

Isolation and Integration of Factors. The literature on multiple goal pursuit has

made significant strides in isolating factors pertinent to negotiation and demonstrating
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how they influence and shape one’s navigation of goal conflict. Correspondingly, the
principal methodological design has been to manipulate factors in order to see their
effects (e.g., Bélanger et al., 2016; Gorges et al., 2014; Lindberg & Wincent, 2011,
Pedersen, 2016; Werner et al., 2016). Such studies have resulted in compelling findings
that deepen our understanding of each factor. Yet when reflecting on the phenomenon as
awhole, it is difficult to make sense of any finding in relation to another, highlighting the
lack of a coherent framework that integrates factors to explain the situated experiences
and decisions of individuals — in this case teachers.

Additionally, since the phenomenon has been studied across a wide spectrum of
fields (e.g., business, sociology, psychology) and domains of psychology (e.g.,
developmental, educational, industrial, social, and sports psychology) researchers have
largely adopted a decontextualized approach. Although goal systems theory (Kruglanski
et al., 2002) highlights the importance of context, studies rarely investigate how the
context influences negotiation. For example, Ballard and Vancouver (2018) asked
participants to complete a computer-based farm simulation where they had to cultivate
two fictional crops. The results across four simulations were persuasive and prompted the
authors to conclude that shortening a deadline impelled individuals to prioritize their
goals; however, the question of context looms large. Does a computer-based simulation
about farming mirror the negotiation that may transpire in a classroom? Perhaps, for
instance, instead of prioritizing the goals one attempts to negotiate a new timeline for the
goals? Given the state of the literature, there is a need for a framework that would
incorporate not only the factors of negotiation but also the contextual, complex, and

dynamic nature of goal negotiation.
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The Dynamic Systems Model of Role Identity

The Dynamic System Model of Role Identity (Kaplan & Garner, 2017) addresses
the previously discussed gaps in the literature by presenting a lens to investigate goals.
The aim of the model is “to capture the holistic and rich content, structure, and process
of identity and its formation within social-cultural contexts, with anchors in established
theoretical constructs.” The unit of analysis is a socially constructed role (e.g., teacher,
student, mentor, coach), and consists of four interdependent components: purpose and
goals; self-perceptions and self-definitions; ontological and epistemological beliefs; and
perceived action possibilities. These components are conceived as non-linear and in a
constant state of flux, yet still governed by general principles. Together they shape

current and future action within the role in a recursive process (see figure 1)

Social Context

Dispositions

& Definitions

Culture

Figure 1: The Dynamic Systems Model of Role-Identity

Note: Model portraying the components of one’s role-identity. Reprinted [or adapted]

from “A complex dynamic systems perspective on identity and its development: The dynamic systems model
of role identity,” by Author A. Kaplan, 2017, Developmental Psychology,

53(11), 2036-2051. Copyright 2017 by the American Psychological Association.

Reprinted with permission. 24



Of particular importance, given the scope of this study, is the component of
purpose and goals. In line with research on goal hierarchies, Kaplan and Garner (2017)
propose that this component incorporates a full range of abstraction, from lower-level
concrete tasks to higher order values culminating in the endorsement of the role’s
purpose. Additionally, this component would incorporate the previously discussed
research regarding variables such as affect, goal commitment, construal, and negotiation
(reciprocal, sequential, multiple separate goals). It, however, also addresses aspects not
reviewed, such as whether goals are distal or proximal and individual or collective.

The second component pertains to one’s beliefs. The DSMRI distinguishes
between two sets of beliefs, ontological and epistemological beliefs. Ontological beliefs
refer to the knowledge about the role that the individual considers true (e.g., the best way
to teach a second language, what constitutes a student-teacher relationships). This
knowledge may stem from informal and/or formal education and/or personal experiences.
Accompanying ontological beliefs are the epistemological beliefs that address the level of
confidence and complexity that an individual has in his or her knowledge. For example,
L2 teachers may believe the widely held view that immersion is the most effective
language learning strategy due to their own study abroad experiences.

Self-perceptions and self-definitions encompass self-ascribed characteristics and
qualities in relation to the role. These may include qualities such as group membership,
social standing, personal traits, interests, worldview, and ideology, along with the
emotions related to these attributes. Kaplan and Garner (2017) also emphasize the
importance of self-concept regarding appraisals of ability, and self-efficacy for the goals

pursued in the role.
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The final component includes perceived possible actions, which refer to an
individual’s perception of the available avenues and means to achieve a stated goal given
his or her beliefs and self-definitions. The perceived actions are limited to those that align
with the purpose of the role. This is similar to Kruglanski’s et al. (2011) equifinality set
of means, which are means (actions) that can be interchanged to achieve the same end.
Typically, a larger number of possible actions provides more avenues for goal progress,
and is associated with an increase in goal expectancy (Kruglanski et al., 2015).

Taken together, these four components make up an interdependent and dynamic
system that evolves and changes. Kaplan and Garner (2017) specify three primary aspects
where variation may occur: content, structure, and process. Variation in content is either
due to changes of level for a specific concept (e.g., decreased or increased commitment,
changes in expectancy, high self-efficacy) or changes in salience (e.g., one’s self-
attributes are emphasized). Structure corresponds to the (mis)alignment between the
components and (dis)harmony of the content. When one’s role identity components are
aligned one acts with a sense of purpose and confidence. However, when there is
misalignment between or within role identity components (e.g., goal conflict, low
efficacy to pursue valued goals), one will experience tension and will strive to resolve it.
Finally, process refers to the way the system changes over time, changes in the depth and
intensity regarding a particular component, or the changes in structure between the
components.

The DSMRI addresses the gaps in the literature on multiple goals in three primary
ways. First, the inclusion of ontological and epistemological beliefs realigns the analysis

of goal conflict to be about one’s understanding of the role and context, not solely on the

26



person’s perception of the goals themselves. For example, prior research may examine
teachers’ commitment and expectancy for two competing goals, concluding that one of
the two factors more heavily influences resolution. Comparatively, an analysis with the
DSMRI may reveal that the influence of commitment or expectancy depends on teachers’
contextual beliefs about working with high or low performing students. That is to say,
teachers may resolve the same set of conflicting goals differently depending on their
beliefs about student ability or their beliefs about the purpose for working with the
students (i.e., to build relationships rather than transfer information). Furthermore, the
DSMRI emphasizes additional characteristics of the person that shape negotiation, such
as one’s values, interests, and perceived self-efficacy for particular tasks. Second, the
DSMRI also incorporates factors such as commitment, self-accordance and affect into a
coherent framework that emphasizes the situated experiences of individuals. For these
reasons, the DSMRI can be used to understand why individual teachers arrived at their
decisions. However, moving beyond the individual, the DSMRI is a comprehensible
model that highlights the complex nature of goal negotiation, which is bound by an ever-
evolving context. Other frameworks also note that context is significant, but it is not a
salient feature theoretically or practically. To demonstrate the usefulness of the DSMRI
for understanding multiple goal pursuit and negotiation, I will present an illustrative case
in the following section.
An lllustrative Example: Teachers' Pursuit of Multiple Goals in the L2 Classroom
In this illustrative example, I’1l begin with a discussion on the macrolevel context
of second language teachers, and then highlight two goals of interest. | will then discuss

the beliefs and perceived self-attributes that frame goal pursuit, and finish with the
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perceived action possibilities. Throughout this hypothetical case, it is important to note
that although they are presented as isolated constructs, each component of the DSMRI is
enmeshed and intertwined .

Context and Goals

Given the theoretical nature of this analysis, a discussion on context can only
address the general commonalities of the role at a very broad level. Naturally, the themes
reviewed may not be the reality of each individual teacher, but a representation of the
culture as a whole. In this case, | will limit the analysis to L2 teachers in the United
States.

Generally speaking, L2 acquisition is not a high priority in American culture,
especially in comparison to Europe. For example, only 20% of K-12 students studied a
foreign language in the United States in 2017, while greater than 90% did so in Europe in
2020 (Eurostat, 2022). Furthermore, in the U.S., 40 states either did not have a language
requirement for high school graduation or had a requirement that may be fulfilled by a
variety of subjects. The low rates of study continued at the tertiary level. According to a
review by the American Council of Trustees and Alumni (2020), only 12% of universities
required students to have intermediate language proficiency. This coincides with a nearly
10% decline in enrollment in foreign language classes over the last few years (Looney &
Lusin, 2018). A possible explanation for these numbers is that nearly 75% of Americans
are monolingual (Palmer K, 2013), and most do not believe that knowing a second
language is very important professionally (Pew Research Center, 2016).

Contextually, these data are meaningful because they shape the actions that L2

teachers take in the classroom, especially regarding one of the goals of interest - speaking
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in the second language for 90% or more of the time during instruction. This goal has been
set by scholars and language organizations such as the American Council on the
Teaching of Foreign Languages (2020). It has also been adopted intrinsically and
extrinsically by L2 teachers and supervisors (Butzkamm & Caldwell, 2009; Kuiken,
2020). In an ideal situation, the L2 would be spoken by everyone in the classroom, but in
many instances the goal is specifically for the L2 teacher.

The second goal of interest is forming meaningful relationships with students.
Teachers across subject matters highly prioritize forming relationships (Richardson &
Watt, 2006). Prospective teachers regularly cite the desire to have an impact on students
as the reason why they embark on a career in education (Bergmark et al., 2018; Richter et
al., 2021). Meanwhile, many studies have demonstrated that forming relationships
enhances in-service teachers’ motivation and well-being (Aldrup et al, 2018; Hagenauer
al, 2015; Milatz et al, 2015; Taxer et al, 2019; Teven, 2007; Van Petegem, 2005).
Research from the SLA (Second Language Acquisition) literature confirms that
relationships are also important for L2 teachers (Ruohotie-Lyhty, 2016). L2 teachers
specifically claim that forming relationships is key strategy in mitigating the anxiety of
speaking in a foreign language (Tran & Moni, 2015).

The potentional tension between these two goals can be stated as a question: how
can L2 teachers form relationships if students struggle to understand and participate? In
line with the findings on how multiple goals are pursued, a previous study by Palmer et
al. (2022) found that L2 teachers perceive the two goals in three different ways - separate,
sequential, and reciprocal. Teachers that described the goals as separate routinely

reported the goals as conflicting and frequently abandoned the L2 goal in favor of the
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relationship goal. Teachers who described the goals as sequentially interdependent
initially perceived tension, but once they formed relationships, they felt that they could
speak more in the L2. Finally, a third group reported that the goals were reciprocally
harmonious. Overall, the finding that some teachers viewed the two goals as inherently
conflicting while others considered them to be harmonious demonstrates the need for a
further psychological analysis. Moving through the other components of the DSMRI can
aid in uncovering how these differences emerged.
Self-perceived Attributes

An aspect contributing to how L2 teachers view and manage the tension or
conflict between the goals of speaking in the L2 and forming relationships is how they
view themselves. In the DSMRI, self-attributes encompass one’s self-efficacy to achieve
the goal, in addition to the individual’s worldview, ideologies, and values. In the study by
Palmer et al. (2022), each group of teachers, regardless of how they perceived the goals,
reported having high self-efficacy for the goals. What varied, however, were their
statements on their values and self-definitions. Some who experienced tension saw their
classroom and role as a window into an entire culture. This attribute often engendered the
desire to have advanced conversations about race, worldviews, and cultural comparisons
beyond the skill of the speakers. Others who felt tension saw themselves as caring and
supportive, and struggled to express these attributes without using their L1.

Teachers who perceived the goals as sequentially interdependent frequently
defined themselves as nurturers and support figures for their students. This attribute has
been found by others, such as Ruohotie-Lyhty (2016) who quoted an L2 teacher stating

““...this is the main thing, I can’t say in percentages how much of their work in my class
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is about raising them and learning to follow certain rules and learning skills for adulthood
and how much is about (the language)” (p. 164). Teachers also stressed the important
social value the L1 had. Prior studies substantiate this claim, documenting that teachers
use the L1 to build rapport with students, make personal comments, foster positive
environment, express humor, and show solidarity (Bozorgian & Fallahpour, 2015; De la
Campa & Nassaji, 2009; Ford, 2009; Grim, 2010; Manara, 2007; Lasagabaster, 2013;
Olmez et al., 2021; Polio & Duff, 1994; Rolin-lanziti &Varshney, 2008; Sali, 2014).
Finally, those who perceived the goals as reciprocal described themselves as fellow
sojourners on a language journey, and that the language itself was the vehicle for
personal discovery, reflection, and growth.

Ontological and Epistemological Beliefs

Accompanying self-attributes are beliefs about the role, which for L2 teachers can
either complicate or facilitate goal negotiation. In this section, I will begin with the
beliefs that specifically influence the goal of L2 use, then I will discuss the beliefs
pertinent to the goal of forming relationships.

Beliefs on L2 Use. In the SLA domain there varying beliefs on how foreign
languages should be taught. Conceptually, they can be perceived to exist on a continuum.
At one extreme would be the grammar translation method, which was the dominant L2
approach to teaching foreign languages throughout history (Hilgendorf, 2020). The
method focuses heavily on explicit grammar practice (e.g., memorization of verb
conjugations, noun declinations, syntax rules), which is usually conducted in the L1.
Students in this method typically master procedural knowledge, but may struggle to

achieve oral proficiency. Those in favor of the grammar translation method believe that
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proficiency is impossible without a thorough understanding of grammatical rules. The use
of the L1 is assumed to be essential for such an in-depth analysis.

At the opposing end of the spectrum is the communicative approach that adopts a
“virtual” or “maximal” L2 use policy (Macaro, 2009). These positions maintain that a
teacher should speak either exclusively or nearly exclusively in the L2. It is currently the
predominant prescription in the L2 domain. Take for example the position of the
American Council on the Teaching of Foreign Languages (2020) who stated that
language should “take place through the target language for 90% or more of classroom
time except in immersion program models where the target language is used exclusively”
(para. 2). This philosophy is also embraced by teachers. In a book designed to guide
novice L2 teachers, teacher and scholar Lopez-Burton (2014) answers a hypothetical
question “Should you ever use English (or the dominant language of the group) to explain
grammar or clear up confusions?” by stating “We recommend that you do this outside of
class. Make yourself available during office hours, or even in the hallway, to go over their
questions in English” (p. 112).

For adherents to the maximal use policy, the assumptions underpinning the
grammar translation method were undermined when linguists elevated speech above the
written word as the essential quality of language (Richards & Rogers, 2001). Other
developments also dislodged this view, such as Krashen and Terrell’s (1983) “natural
approach,” which influenced many teachers and was primarily responsible for ushering in
the current era of L2 pedagogy. Krashen’s and Terrell (1983) claimed that an L2 can be
“acquired” rather than “learned.” They defined acquisition as a natural and subconscious

process; children acquire their first language without purposeful study. Learning, on the
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other hand, is the distillation of specific rules and structures. Krashen and Terrell (1983)
maintained that L2 students could acquire a new language, regardless of their age, if they
progress through the natural order of language development. This was possible if they
were exposed to copious amounts of linguistic input just beyond their current level of
understanding. To symbolize this concept Terrell and Krashen (1983) used the equation i
+ 1, where i stood for language input and 1 was a step beyond the student’s current
stage. A central component in the equation was that the language input must be
comprehensible and was formulated in such a way that students understood the meaning
(perhaps by selective word choice or simplified structures). Due to this aspect of the
approach, many L2 teachers simply the natural approach and selectively focused on only
comprehensible input.

Krashen’s Natural Approach was, and still is, extremely influential amongst L2
teachers. However, in the broader field of Applied Linguistics, his theories attracted
considerable criticism and were largely discredited (Lichtman and VanPetton, 2021). One
of the most consequential critiques was lodged at the central claim that i+1 is the basis of
L2 growth. Although it is intuitively true, it was found to be fundamentally unverifiable
(White, 1987). Ultimately, scholars rejected Krashen’s claims because they were not
falsifiable. Despite this dismissal, the use of the L2 as the mode of communication
endured as the dominant approach for language instruction. Furthermore, adherents to the
maximal use policy still point to the tenets of the natural approach as evidence of their
beliefs and contend that they are self-evident (i.e. a child learns a language through

immersion).
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Avoiding the extremes of the grammar translation method and the maximal L2
use is a third camp that embraces a central position referred to as the optimal use policy
(Macaro, 2009). They question the premise of an entirely monolingual classroom (Cook;
2001, 2007; Cummins 2007; Levine, 2014; Macaro, 2009) and argue that an L2
classroom is best understand as a truly multilingual space where translanguaging (the use
of more than one language) is entirely acceptable and normal amongst bilingual speakers.
Subscribers may also point to research showing the value of the L1. For example, Antén
and Dicamilla (1998) demonstrated that the L1 helps establish intersubjectivity and
execute interpsychological functions that aid in comprehension and task completion. Belz
(2003) and Akbari (2008) argued that exclusive L2 use could limit identity expression.
And Bruen and Kelly (2017) contended that students’ working memory may at times be
overloaded if teachers use the L2 to teach the L2.

Epistemologically, adherents to the optimal use policy question the premise that
learning a new language should imitate the process of learning one’s first (Cook, 2019).
They argue that when children first learn to speak, they have no other language from
which they can draw on as a comparison, but since L2 students do, it would be an
unnecessary hindrance to cut off such a valuable resource. Furthermore, Macaro (2009)
has argued that there is no evidence that 100% L2 use produced verifiably different
results than 80%, or 90% or 95%. The prescription of 90% is arbitrary and not supported
by empirical research. In fact, exclusive L2 use isn’t conclusively effective (Graham et al.
2018). Historically, the mandate to speak specifically for 90% of the time in the L2 is an
outgrowth of the Reform Movement and the Direct Method, two teaching philosophies

that prioritized the primary use of the L2 during instruction but were not founded fully in
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empirical research. As a result, although scholars widely agree that that L2 language
input is important (Lichtman and VanPetton, 2021), teachers and L2 programs adhering
to 90% or exclusive L2 use are operating under an overly burdensome policy.

Despite the inconclusive evidence, research has shown that amongst L2 teachers
there is widespread reported adherence to the maximal L2 policy (Hall & Cook, 2012;
Shin et al., 2020). Interestingly, though, in practice many teachers use the L1 to varying
degrees for clarification, instruction, and fostering relationships with students (Littlewood
& Yu, 2009; Sin et al., 2020). This contradiction can lead to guilt. (Butzkamm &
Caldwell, 2009; Copland & Neokleous, 2011; Kuiken, 2020). For example, in Edstrom’s
(2006) self-evaluation she wrote, “I remember cracking a joke...At the moment I did it I
remember thinking consciously that I had used English. I was aware that the comment
wasn’t even necessary. Why would I use English for something that didn’t even need to
be said.” (p. 284). In a further reflection, she acknowledged that it was her commitment
to a policy of maximal use of the L2 that fed such guilt. This aligns with Macaro’s (2009)
claim that within the policy of maximal L2 use, the L1 is viewed as tainted, impure, and a
transgression or sin. In accordance with the DSMRI, this also exemplifies how emotions
influence the various components of one’s role-identity. In this case, a sense of guilt
influenced Edstrom to alter her actions in the future.

Beliefs on Relationship Building. Overwhelmingly teachers believe that forming
relationships with students is critical to being an effective educator (Biesta et al., 2015;
Devine et al., 2013). In fact, some argue that the central driver for student success in
school is not a pedagogical method or content specific curricula, but the quality of

interactions and relationships between teachers and students (Hafen et al., 2015; Pianta et
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al., 2012; Riley, 2011; Scales et al. 2020). Epistemologically, teachers may point to a
near indisputable breadth of research. A quick sample includes positive effects on student
motivation (Allen et al., 2013; Creasey et al., 2009; Estepp, 2015; Fry & Coe, 1980;
Scales et al., 2018; Wen & Clement, 2003), engagement (Fredericks et al., 2004; Hattie,
2008; Skinner et al., 2008; Roorda et al., 2011), cognitive learning (Allen et al., 2006;
Frisby & Martin, 2010), and achievement (Cornelius-White, 2007; Roorda et al., 2011;
Sointu et al., 2017; Witt & Wheeless, 2001). Practically, however, teachers need to go no
further than their own personal experiences as evidence that relationships are important
(Chant, 2002).

A significant aspect when considering goal negotiation is whether teachers
believe relationships to be a means or an end. Palmer et al. (2022) noted that some
teachers believe relationships serve a vital role because they facilitate learning the L2.
Others believed that relationships are in themselves a worthy pursuit, and that the L2 can
at times impede relationship development. Contextual factors could largely influence
these considerations. For example, teachers working in some districts may believe that
their primary task is to be a reliable and safe adult. In other circumstances, teachers may
believe that students need to be challenged academically, and that relationships allow
them to push students to achieve more. In summary, teachers widely recognize the
importance of relationships, but how teachers view the role of a relationship may vary,
and consequently influence goal negotiation.

Perceived Action Possibilities
The final component is one’s perceived action possibilities. These are the actions

that the individual perceives to be available. They both shape and are shaped by the
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preceding components of the DSMRI. They are also contingent on the context. In our
illustrative example, the action possibilities would ideally be multifinal means, or actions
which simultaneously advance the goal of speaking in the L2 and forming relationships.
(Kruglanski et al., 2002). However, L2 teachers may opt for actions that are unifinal (e.g.,
speak in the L1) because of their perceived value in achieving one of the two goals (e.g.,
quickly getting to know students). Since action possibilities could include a full range of
circumstantial options based on individual classrooms and students, I will limit this
discussion to general instructional methods that could serve as multifinal options for L2
teachers.

The first strategy is a commonly employed technique to maximize L2 use known
as total physical response (TPR) (Asher, 1965). In this method, the L2 teacher introduces
new vocabulary and ideas by using the target language coupled with gestures. An
instructor might say “Levantense,” (stand up) and proceed to stand up. The students
would then imitate this movement and repeat the word or phrase. The instructor may then
say, “Siéntense,” (sit down) and subsequently sit down. The students would also sit
down, and once more repeat the word or phrase. This method implies an inductive
approach to grammar comprehension, and exclusive use of the L2. By design the initial
stages are repetitive, action oriented, and did not allow for much, if any, personal
expression. Alternatively, the novelty of TPR can be refreshing and humorous. Students
may find such experiences to be energizing, confidence building and fun. TPR, therefore
could potentially enhance or hinder relationship development depending on one’s

perspective.
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A second strategy, the natural approach (Krashen & Terrell, 1983), often
incorporates TPR in its framework. In the natural approach teachers aim to use basic
terms so that students understand the meaning of a sentence, utterance, paragraph, text or
dialogue (perhaps by selective word choice or simplified structures). Since the natural
approach maintains that students require copious amounts of comprehensible input
(listening) before attempting output (production), it could potentially limit simultaneous
pursuit of language use and relationship building. However, prominent adaptations such
as “calendar talks” - where the teacher ask students about their daily lives and agenda for
the week - could be optimal for fostering relationships. Additionally, another common
adaptation is TPRS — teaching proficiency through story telling (Ray & Seely, 1998). In
this strategy, students learn new words and grammar ideas inductively by reading and
acting out stories. This alternative also allows for student expression, and can be a
suitable avenue for personal revelation.

There are many other action possibilities that a teacher may consider at both the
theoretical level of teaching methodology, along with the moment-to-moment decisions
within the classroom. These later decisions also depend on the teacher’s goals, beliefs,
and self-attributes. For example, in a moment of frustration, when a student wants to
express a personal opinion but does not know key words or tenses, an L2 teacher may
perceive there to be a variety of choices. The teacher could: allow the use the L1, ask the
class to help the student, provide a clarifying response in the L2, use a gesture, or provide
an instructive image. A teacher subscribing to a maximal L2 policy may not consider L1
use as an action possibility, but opt for an alternative explanation. On the other hand, a

teacher who values personal growth may feel that the expression of the opinion, albeit in
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the L1, is worthy of suspending L2 use. In this way, then action possibilities may be
limited or expanded. In the following section, I will review in greater depth how the
components of the DSMRI work in tandem to shape action.

Negotiation and Conflict Resolution

The DSMRI is a valuable tool to analyze goal negotiation, and with the
continuation of the hypothetical example | will show how it can also be used to resolve
goal conflict. This will similarly demonstrate how change is influenced by component
content and system structure.

Consider the hypothetical case of Bethany, a novice teacher in a rural
monolingual school district. When she receives her first assignment, introductory
Spanish, she sets two primary goals based on key beliefs. She aims to (a) have students
speak and interact in Spanish and (b) help students investigate, question, and challenge
their assumptions about Spanish speaking cultures. The first goal stems from her embrace
of the domain’s dominant methodology of maximal L2 use. This assertion is supported
by her own personal experience in mastering Spanish by studying abroad in a country
where the L2 is spoken- an immersive environment she believes she can replicate in the
classroom. Additionally, undergirding the second goal are beliefs about the population,
primarily that the students have not been exposed to other cultures. Furthermore, this goal
aligns closely with her self-perception as a social justice activist, and her values on being
antiracist. Due to her recent graduation from a language teacher program, she has a set of
tools at her disposable including TPR, rephrasing, providing visual cues, and writing the

instructions on the board. She feels prepared to begin.
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A few months into the school year Bethany’s identity system undergoes
noticeable shifts. After some failed lessons she is struggling with negative emotions that
have temporarily decreased her self-efficacy. At the same time, her identification with
social justice teaching has increased after perceiving that her students are interested but
untrained in the topic. In addition, she continues to believe that immersion is the best way
to teach the L2. However, she finds students resistant to speaking in the L2 while
discussing social justice topics. In fact, given her perceived action possibilities, she now
perceives these goals as conflicting.

By utilizing the DSMRI we can aid Bethany in a variety of ways. In one
approach, we could invite Bethany to reconsider her ontological beliefs about L2
instruction and present the argument by Macaro (2009) that the difference between 90%
and 100% L2 use has not been verified. Shifting towards an optimal use or seeing the
classroom as multilingual could present more perceived action possibilities. Another
option would be to offer action possibilities that Bethany had not considered for maintain
the maximal use policy. There may be multifinal means that allow for both L2 production
and analysis of social justice topics. Perhaps Bethany could employ TPRS, and read a
story about an incident of racial discrimination. The story could incorporate key
vocabulary terms, and ask students for their opinion. A third approach may be to
reconsider the goals themselves. In keeping in line with her self-attribute as a social
activist, she could implement practices in her classroom that foster antiracism, but do not
ask students to address the topic in discussion. For example, she could arrange the

curriculum to highlight minority voices, implement restorative instead of punitive
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punishments or use her classroom art to present minority people and their practices.
Meanwhile she could encourage more basic conversation.

Of course, there are likely many more approaches one could take, but the three
presented here would help reduce conflict. These also demonstrate how the identity
system is ever evolving, and in a constant state of flux. Perhaps these approaches would
reduce tension or eliminate conflict temporarily, but new tensions would arise that would
require further negotiation. Or these approaches themselves, once acted upon, would
increase the salience of some of the content within the components, and therefore
influence further action. In any case, examining diverging goals as one part of a complex
dynamic system provides many avenues for resolving conflict.

Summary

The first generation of research on multiple goal pursuit has prioritized theory
building and a general understanding of the phenomenon. As addressed previously,
studies have often examined goals that are easy to manipulate but are decontextualized
(e.g., Vallard & Vancouver, 2018). Consequently, past studies have not focused on how
internal psychological processes and context shape goal negotiation. However, such aims
would require researchers to expand their theoretical framework and their methodological
designs. Therefore, the current study employed a mixed-method design and adopted the
DSMRI as lens to investigate how L2 teachers navigate two potentially conflicting goals:
(@) teaching in the target language for 90% of classroom time and (b) form relationships
with their students. With this approach, | aimed to answer the following three research

questions.
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1. Quantitative: Are there significant relationships between L2 teachers’ perception
of alignment for goals (a) and (b), goal commitment, goal expectancy, self-
concordance, job satisfaction, and contextual variables?

2. Qualitative: What key themes relating to teacher role-identity undergird teachers’
perceptions?

3. Integrated: What is the relationship between the perception of tension/conflict,

multifinality, and role-identity?
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CHAPTER 3: METHODOLOGY

Overview

The aim of this study is to understand how context might be related to the manner
in which L2 teachers negotiate multiple goals. Prior research aimed to establish
generalizable theories and broad principles that govern multiple goal pursuit irrespective
of context. Although this initiative has generated important findings, researchers have
only begun to investigate how these principles vary in nuanced and individualized
circumstances. Therefore, this study focuses on how context, examined through the lens
of role identity, seems to relate to the negotiation of two common goals for L2 teachers -
speaking in the TL for 90% of the classroom time and forming meaningful relationships

with students.

Research Design

In this study | used a mixed methods design. Mixed methods research has gained
prominence over the last few decades due to its ability to address complex problems
(Bazeley, 2017; McCrudden et all., 2019; Mertens, 2015). According to Nolen (2020),
mixed methods studies are suitable for the domain of educational psychology because
“the phenomena of interest are complex, socially situated, and culturally embedded” (p.
267). Due to this complexity, traditional methods may result in only a partial
understanding of the phenomena, while integrating quantitative and qualitative findings
generates a richer perspective.

Undergirding mixed methods historically, and in this study specifically, is the
philosophical paradigm of pragmatism (Johnson et al, 2007). Unlike other research

paradigms, pragmatism does not propose research methods based on claims about the
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nature of reality, rather it adapts to the research questions (Morgan, 2014). This approach
stems from the pragmatist’s ontological acceptance of singular and multiple realities. In
addition, epistemologically the pragmatist views knowledge as inseparably linked to
consequences and outcomes (Tashakkori et al., 2020). That is to say, there are no
absolute truths, but ‘working truths’ that are bound by the context of the question at hand.
Likewise, I do not consider the findings presented in this study to be absolutely true, but
only reasonable explanations that should be amended and adapted with future findings. In
line with a pragmatic perspective, | employed an adaptation of the explanatory sequential
design (Creswell & Plano Clark, 2017).
Participants

To ensure a wide variety of contextual backgrounds, data collection occurred at
three venues during a one-month period: a conference for second language teachers, six
school districts in the northeastern United States, and online L2 teacher community
groups. Participants who completed an online survey were placed in a drawing to win a
$50 gift card. Those who opted to participate in an interview were placed in a second
lottery for $50. In total, 56 L2 teachers completed a 53-question survey. Of the
participants, 44 identified as female, 11 as male, and 1 as non-binary. Geographically,
participants from the United States were divided by region into four categories: the
northeast (23), the Midwest (12), the South (8), West (4). A fifth category included
international participants (9). Table 1 further presents more detailed demographics.
Measures

In this study, participants completed a survey with 53 questions divided into 6

sections (see Appendix A). The first section included demographical and
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Table 1. Participant Demographics

Category N %
Ethnicity

Black/African 4 7%

Asian 1 2%

Caucasian 37 66%

Hispanic 12 21%

Native American 1 2%
Education Level

Bachelors 18 32%

Masters 37 66%

Doctorate 1 2%
School Type

Public 43 7%

Private 9 16%

Charter 2 3%

Magnet 2 3%
Setting

Urban 11 20%

Suburban 34 61%

Rural 10 18%
School’s SES

Low 13 23%
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Table 1

Language Taught

Student Age Group

Student Proficiency

(Continued)

Mid 20
High 21
Spanish 34
Chinese 2
Japanese 1
French 7
German 5
Italian 2
English 5
Primary 6
Secondary 45
Tertiary 5}
Novice 23
Intermediate 7
Advanced 2
All Levels 7
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38%

63%

3%

2%

13%

9%

3%

3%

11%

80%

9%

41%

13%

3%

13%



Table 1. (continued)
TL is teacher’s L1 (The language of instruction is the teacher’s L1)
Yes 18 32%

No 38 68%

contextual questions: self-identified gender, age, ethnicity, first or native language,
educational background, years teaching, school type, school location, school socio-
economic status, school work climate, the L2 instructed, age group (primary, secondary,
tertiary), primary teaching responsibility (novice, intermediate, advanced), and frequency
of L2 use (hardly ever, not very often, sometimes, usually, always).

Immediately following the item on frequency of L2 use, participants completed a
second series of questions regarding self-concordance. To assess self-concordance, | used
the same procedure as prior studies (e.g., Gorges & Wild, 2014; Sheldon & Elliot, 1999;
Sheldon et al., 2019; Werner et al., 2016). Participants rated their motivation for speaking
in the target language using a 5-point Likert scale from 1 (not at all) to 5 (very much so)
on four items measuring external, introjected, identified and intrinsic reasons for pursuit.
An aggregate score for the TL goal was calculated by first summing the intrinsic and
identified items, and then subtracting the external and introjected items. Finally, to aid in
interpretation, 9 was added to each score. As a result, one’s the self-concordant index
could fall between 1-17. For example, a participant may provide the following responses:
external 4, introjected 4, identified 2, intrinsic 1. The next step in the procedure would be

to add the identified (2) to the intrinsic score (1), resulting in 3. Additionally, the external
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score (4) would be added to the introjected (4), summing 8. Next, the sum of the external
and introjected scores would be subtracted from the identified and intrinsic scores (3-8)
with a result of -5. For ease of interpretation 9 would be added, resulting in a total of 4.
This same procedure was repeated for the goal of forming meaningful relationships with
students. Consequently, there was a total of two self-concordant aggregate scores.

The third section includes 5 questions related to teacher satisfaction. | used the
Teacher Satisfaction Survey developed by Ho and Au (2006). Participants rated
statements such as “In most ways, being a teacher is close to my ideal career” and “So far
I have gotten the important things | want out of being a teacher” on a 1 (Strongly
Disagree) to 5 (Strongly Agree) scale. In its Ho and Au’s administration the survey had a
high Cronbach’s alpha of .77 (Taber, 2018). In this study, the alpha was found to be 0.86.

Open-ended Questions and Multifinality. The fourth section consist of five
open-ended questions. The first three questions were intended to provide insight into
participants’ role-identity, specifically their self-attributes, goals, and beliefs as
conceptualized and defined in the DSMRI (Kaplan & Garner, 2017). Questions included
“How would you describe yourself as a teacher,” “Describe your goals as a teacher”, and
“Explain your perception of the tension (if any) between the goals of speaking in the L2
for 90% of instruction and building meaningful relationships with students.” The
following two questions also probed the perception of multifinality and one’s action
possibilities. Similar to the procedures by Kruglanski et al. (2011) and Kdpetz et al.
(2011) teachers were asked to list the strategies (means) they employed to meet each of

the goals.
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Commitment and expectancy. The fifth section targeted commitment and
expectancy relating to each goal. As recommended by Klein et al. (2001), I used a
modified version of the goal commitment survey created by Hollenbeck et al. (1989).
While answering five questions, participants rated their commitment on a 1 (Strongly
Disagree) to 5 (Strongly Agree) scale. Sample items include “It’s hard to take this goal
seriously” and “T am strongly committed to pursuing this goal.” Participants answered the
set of questions twice - once for the goal of speaking in the TL for 90% of the time or
more, and again for the goal relating to forming meaningful relationships. Klein et al.
(2001) reported a Cronbach’s alpha of .74, for these five questions. In this study, alphas
for the language goal commitment and relationship goal commitment were 0.907, and
0.805, respectively.

Two questions were included to assess participants’ expectancy regarding the
goals. “If I try really hard, I can accomplish this goal” and “No matter what I do, I
couldn’t complete this goal.” These two questions were found to have acceptable
correlations; .42 for TL expectancy and .40 for relationship expectancy.

Goal Conflict. A common method for evaluating goal conflict is to pair one goal
with another and ask participants to rate whether goal A inhibits, supports, or has no
effect on goal B (Gray et al., 2017). Emmons and King (1988) posed the question “Does
being successful at this striving have a helpful, harmful, or no effect at all on the other
striving” (p. 1042). In this case, the researchers were studying personal goals stated by
the participants, and each person was asked to list 15 personal goals. The conflict scale in

this study had a reliability of 0.89. Boudreaux and Ozer (2013) used a similar model.
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They asked participants to form 8 personal goals. They then asked participants to ‘judge
whether working toward one goal interferes with working toward and attaining another
goal’ (p. 436). In this study, the sixth section, teacher perception of the conflict was
gauged by their responses when comparing the goal of speaking in the TL for 90% of the
time or more and the goal of forming a relationship with students. Teachers responded on
a 1-5 scale to the following question: “Does the pursuit of speaking in the target language
for 90% or more of the instructional time inhibit, support or have no effect on your
striving to convey warmth to students?. A score of 1 implied that the two goals inhibited
each other, 3 implied that the two goals had no effect, and 5 implied that the two goals
were aligned. According to teachers’ perception of the conflict between the TL and
relationship goals they were assigned to one of three groups. Participants who selected 1
or 2 were grouped together as perceiving misalignment. Participants who selected 4 and 5
were grouped together as perceiving alignment. Finally, those who selected 3, were
placed into their own group. As a result, there were three self-determined groups since
each participant rated their perception of conflict and was then grouped with others with
the same sentiment. Individuals who selected a 2 were interpreted as perceiving some
misalignment between the two goals, while a 4 was interpreted as perceiving some
alignment. For this reason, some heterogeneity was expected within the groups, yet the
underlying message was misalignment, no effect, or alignment.
An Operational Definition of Student-Teacher Relationships

Since varying definitions of what constitutes a relationship could greatly influence
designation, and consequently, interpretation of the results, | included eight additional

questions that further probed teachers’ perception of the possible conflict between using
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the TL and forming relationships. These questions were used to triangulate teachers’
classification and provide further insight into their role identity. The questions were also
intended to provide an operational definition of what constitutes a meaningful student
relationship. They were developed using overlapping components of the Teaching
Through Interactions Framework (Hamre et al, 2007) and the Developmental
Relationships Framework (Pekel et al. 2018). The pertinent overlapping components are:

1. Meaningful student-teacher relationships are developmental.

2. Developmental student-teacher relationships are characterized by expressions of

care, support, and autonomy.

The first guideline stipulates that a meaningful student-teacher relationship is
developmental. This stands in contrast to Hamre and Pianta’s (2007) framework that
focuses on fostering positive interactions. Positive interactions may be the foundation for
meaningful relationships, but they are not the end themselves. That is to say, one can
have positive interactions without the goal of having a meaningful relationship. Pekel’s et
al. (2018) developmental relationships framework moves beyond this by advocating for
“close connections through which young people discover who they are (their identity),
cultivate abilities to shape their own lives (agency), and engage with and contribute to the
world around them (contributions and connections to community).”

The second guideline then establishes the components of a
development/meaningful relationship. The questions are based on the shared components
from the teaching through interactions framework and the developmental relationships
framework, these include: Emotional care, providing support, and sharing power. See

table 2 for a comparison of the two frameworks.
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To clarify where tension or conflict could exist, | asked participants to evaluate
how the goal of enacting each one of the components (emotional care, support, sharing
power) aligned with the goal of speaking in the TL for 90% or more of the classroom
time. For emotional care | included questions on warmth, respect, trust, and humor. For
providing support I included questions on building confidence, reassurance, and fostering
a safe learning environment. Finally, for sharing power, | included questions on choice
within the classroom environment (curricular and classroom decisions). Sample questions
included “Does the pursuit of speaking in the target language for 90% or more of the
instructional time inhibit, support or have no effect on your striving to build trust with
students?” And “Does the pursuit of speaking in the target language for 90% or more of
the instructional time inhibit, support or have no effect on your striving to convey warmth

to students?”
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Table 2. Comparing Frameworks on Student-Teacher Relationships

Component

Teaching through interactions framework
(Hamre et al, 2013, p. 465)

Developmental relationships
framework (Pekel et al., 2018)

Emotional care

Support

Sharing Power

“Positive climate: Reflects the overall
emotional tone of the classroom and the
connection between the teachers and
students”

“Teacher sensitivity: Encompasses
teacher’s responsivity to students’ needs
and awareness of student’s level of
academic and emotional functioning”

“Regard for student perspectives: The
degree to which the teacher’s interactions
with students and classroom activities
place an emphasis on students’ interests,
motivations, and points of view, rather
than being very teacher-driven”
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Expressing care: “show me that I
matter to you. Be dependable,
listen, be warm, encourage. Be
someone | can trust. Really pay
attention when we are together,
make me feel known and valued,
show me you enjoy being with
me. Praise me for my efforts and
achievements”

“Providing support: Help me
complete tasks and achieve goals.
Navigate, empower, advocate, set
boundaries. Guide me through
hard situations and systems.
Build my confidence to take
charge of my life. Stand up for
me when | need it. Put in place
limits that keep me on track.

“Sharing power: Treat me with
respect and give me a say.
Respect me, include me.
Collaborate. Let me lead. Take
me seriously and treat me fairly.
Involve me in decisions that
affect me. Work with me to solve
problems and reach goals. Create
opportunities for me to take
action and lead.”



Interview Protocol

The last question of the survey asked the respondents if they would agree to be

interviewed. Semi-structured one-on-one interviews were conducted via Zoom

teleconferencing. Interviews were video-recorded and automatically transcribed by

Zoom’s recording software. The automated transcription were then checked for accuracy

and revised when necessary. Interview questions, and probes included:

1.

2.

10.

Why did you become a second language teacher?

What brings you the greatest satisfaction in teaching (language)?
What is the most challenging aspect of teaching (language)?
You stated that you would describe yourself as , could you explain

further how you view yourself?

a. Could you describe an example of yourself exhibiting this quality?
You stated that your goals included |, could you please elaborate on how
you achieve these goals?

a. Could you provide an example?

What is the role of relationships in learning a second language?
a. Can you provide an example?
How do you form relationships with students?
Can you describe a time you felt you had an impact on a student?
You stated that the L2 should be used % of the time, could you elaborate
on your answer?
Can you describe a time you experienced tension about speaking in the L2 to

students?
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Procedure and Phases of the Study

I completed this study in five phases. Figure 2 presents a research diagram that
visually shows the progression. Since | already discussed the data collection process
previously, | will begin the review of the procedure starting at phase 2.

Figure 2: Research Diagram

Phase 1: Quantitative and qualitative data collection
through surveys and semi-structured interview.

L. Phase 2: Quantitative analysis — Correlation of
variables, scale reliability, MANOVA, ANOVA

L Phase 3: Content analysis of the open-ended responses based
on the DSMRI and perception of alignment.

Phase 4: Content analysis of the semi-structured interviews
| based on the DSMRI and perception of alignment.

L) ’ Phase 5: Synthesis and summary of the findings

Phase 2: Quantitative Analysis

The second phase addressed the first research question of whether there were
significant differences based on participants’ perception of goal alignment (misaligned,
unrelated, or aligned). Prior to analysis, | ensured that there were no missing data. I then
began with an analysis of the categorical data, followed by the continuous data.

To examine the categorical data I conducted a Chi-square and Fischer exact tests
on eleven variables: (1) gender, (2) ethnicity (Asian, Black/African, Caucasian,
Hispanic/Latinx, Native American) (3) educational level (bachelor, master, doctorate),
(4) school type (public, magnet, charter, private), (5) geographical setting (rural,

suburban, urban), (6) socioeconomic status (low, mid, high), (7) teaching one’s native
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language (yes or no), (8) language taught, (9) student age level (primary, secondary,
tertiary), (10) student proficiency level (novice, intermediate advanced), (11) amount of
L2 used (grouped by tens from 50% to 100%). All ratings were according to the
subjective opinions of the L2 teachers. The Chi-square and Fischer exact tests analyzed
each variable in comparison to perceived (mis)alignment. Specifically, whether the
difference between the expected responses and the reported responses for each variable
different significantly for the various levels of alignment (misaligned, no effect, and
aligned) or could emerge by chance. Since this was an exploratory analysis, | did not
propose a hypothesis regarding these variables. However, the goal was to determine if
there were any significant relationships among the variables and the perceptions. The
analysis was conducted in SPSS and R.

For the continuous data I first calculated the reliabilities for each scale and
assessed the distribution of the groups. After confirming the reliability of the scales, |
conducted a multivariate analysis of variance (MANOVA) with the independent variable
as the participants’ perception of goal alignment, determined by their response to the
following question “Does the pursuit of speaking in the target language for 90% or more
of the instructional time inhibit (1), have no effect on (3), or support (5) your striving to
form a meaningful relationship with students?”” The dependent variables included
commitment (x2), expectancy (x2), self-concordance (x2), job satisfaction, and years of
experience. This was followed by univariate analysis with adjusted alpha levels to protect
against a type 1 error, along with Tukey post hoc tests. | used SPSS to complete this

analysis.
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Phase 3,4 and 5: Qualitative Analysis, Interviews, and Summary

In the third phase, | addressed the second research question, specifically
identifying the primary themes undergirding teachers’ perception of alignment. To do this
| analyzed each individual’s responses according to the steps provided in the DSMRI
Codebook and Analysis Guide (Kaplan & Garner, 2022) (See appendix B). Briefly, the
protocol is a multi-step process using both inductive and deductive reasoning to
characterize any identified role identities, followed by the corresponding identity
components. The overall result is a summary of the role-identities present, and their
salient components, structure, and process.

After analyzing the individual responses, | then looked for commonalities across
the participants with the same conflict rating. To identify these similarities, I used a
process of open-coding, framed by the components of the DSMRI. In other words, |
identified the most frequent response for each component of the DSMRI. For example,
after reviewing all the stated beliefs, | identified the common beliefs amongst those who
perceived the goals as misaligned. This process resulted in 7 common self-attributes, 9
common goals, 9 common beliefs, 7 common perceived actions for TL use, and 12
common actions for relationship building. Table 3 presents a full description of each
commonality, with definitions and examples. To increase reliability, a second person
coded 25% of the responses once anonymized. Differences in the coding were discussed
and resolved.

In the fourth phase, | completed a semi-structured interview with all willing
participants. The intended goal was for these interviews to provide further insight into

how one’s role identity influenced the subjective negotiation of multiple goals. As in the
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third phase, | used the DSMRI to analyze the participants’ responses. I once again

followed the steps provided in the DSMRI Codebook and Analysis Guide (Kaplan &

Garner, 2022). After the analysis, a second coder audited a quarter of the interviews to

search for negative cases. As defined by Creswell and Miller (2000) this is “the process

where the preliminary investigators first establish themes or categories in a study and

then search through the data for evidence that is consistent with or disconfirms these

themes” (p. 127). In this study, a second coder did not find disconfirming evidence for

the primary categories or themes. Finally, in the fifth phase, | synthesized the findings by

reviewing the major themes from within each group, and the findings from the

interviews.

Table 3. Codes for Group Commonalities

Code Description Example
Self-Attributes
Extroverted Attributes that express high energy, positivity,  “Energetic,

and enthusiasm

Supporter Attributes that highlight a concern for students
by expressing care or focusing on
relationships.

Striving Attributes that highlight work ethic, work
values, and expectations for self or others.
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enthusiastic in
teaching a foreign
language”

“Empathetic
(understanding
students'
circumstances,
whether IEP/esl or
personal struggles,
and being proactive
to make them feel
valued and useful in
the class).”

“Passionate,
committed, and
hardworking”



Table 3.

Expert

Method-user

Learner

Multi-tasker

(continued)

When one defines themselves by the role itself
or uses perceived skill in the role as a self-
attribute

A person who describes their identity by
referencing a teaching style or technique

Attributes that highlight an open-mind,
reflective attitude, and willingness to grow.

Attributes that highlight a balancing of many
tasks, related or unrelated to the L2.
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“...Qualified,
experienced”

“Stuck between
old-school language
teaching (page by
page from the
book) and wanting
to do what’s most
beneficial for
students (high
input). Am mostly
top-down, step-by-
step, systematic
about breaking
things (language or
culture) down.”

“A teacher that is
not afraid to be
wrong or make
mistakes.”

“T'd first say I'm
burning my candle
at both ends,
spending way too
much time prepping
for my classes. I'm
at a new school this
year so there's a lot
of new things to
learn, like the
grading policies,
specific disciplinary
stuff, how to do
things like PSAT
day-- I'm constantly
overwhelmed...”



Table 3.
Goals

Connect

Foster Interest

Language
proficiency

Broaden horizons

Foster personal
growth

(continued)

This goal refers to wanting to form a
relationship/bond with students or expresses a
desire to have students know that the
individual cares about them, or that they are
accepted, or that they belong

This goal refers to wanting to instill, spark
share, demonstrate a passion, desire, interest,
joy for learning or learning the L2 and the
accompanying culture or the importance of the
L2.

This goal refers to wanting to specifically
advance students’ language skills

This goal refers to wanting to help students see
the world (in general) in a new way, take a new
perspective, expand, or challenge their
worldview, learn about other cultures and
practices.

This goal refers to wanting to help students
grow in general regarding their personhood,
maturity, in their personal life, as people. To
address holistic growth, not only L2 growth.
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“l want to build
relationships with
my students”

“To create interest
in second language
learning among
students.”

“l want my students
to be able to speak
in Spanish at the
end of the school
year at least with
80% of the new
language and be
able to write in
Spanish at least
60% of their time.”

“biggest goal is that
students leave
better
understanding how
diverse with
languages, cultures,
and perspectives the
world is- and how
our own of those
influence our
perceptions.”

“l want my students
to be independent
learners”



Table 3.

Establish trust

Academic
challenge

Professional goal

Cultural
awareness

Beliefs

L2 hinders
communication

(continued)

This goal refers to wanting to develop trust
between the student and the teacher so that
students feel comfortable, so that they can
relate with the teacher, or share with the
teacher. This has to do with building a safe
classroom where students can explore, and the
foundation for a relationship, and not a
relationship itself.

This goal refers to wanting to challenge
students academically in general or create a
rigorous academic environment where students
are challenged.

This goal refers to teachers, and teachers
setting classroom goals relating to curriculum
and academics or goals relating to their
professional work, development, or future.

This goal specifically refers to explaining or
exploring L2 communities and cultures of the
language of study (i.e. German culture,
Spanish culture), or helping those
communities.

This references the belief that using the L2 for
90% or more hinders communication and
makes it difficult to understand, consequently
teachers have to find ways or work arounds to
get their message across. This applies to
teachers or students.
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“[T want] Students
to know | care
about them”

“My goal as a
teacher is to
provide a quality
and challenging
course for a variety
of students with a
wide range of
ability and interest
in the content”

“Plan and use
authentic resources
in the classroom”

“l want to instill in
them a curiosity
about the
Francophone world
and an acceptance
that "different™ does
not equal "weird"
or "“wrong".”

“They don’t always
understand what
I’m saying or can’t
communicate
effectively enough
in L2 to share their
true thoughts and
feelings.”



Table 3.

L2 demotivates

L2 hinders
relationships

L1/L2 value

Relationships are

valuable

(continued)

This references the belief that using the L2 for
90% or more demotivates students by either
causing anxiety, frustration, or anger. It also
references student dislike of L2 use at high
levels.

This references the belief that using the L2
hinders the relationship or connection between
students and teachers, emanating from either
direction

This references the belief that the L1(L2) is
valuable and should be included or not
curtailed. It could be either explicit (stating
L1/L2 use) or implicit (using the 90%/10%).

This references the belief that relationships are
valuable and should be prioritized.
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“I feel like speaking
the language this
amount of time
would deter
students from
taking French, and |
would therefore be
out of a job.”

“I would not be
able to make close
relationships
speaking in L2 in
the target
language.”
“...asmuch I
understand the
importance of
building
relationships, |
would not sacrifice
the learning process
by not using the
target language.”

“I also think that to
be authentic and
transparent in
showing my interest
in and concern for
them requires | use
a language where |
am 100%
comprehensible.”

“I believe teachers
should create
meaningful
relations with the
students before
trying to teach them
a language different
than their own”



Table 3.

Relationships
lead to L2

Context
Dependent

L2 Leads to
relationships

No tension

(continued)

This references the belief that forming a
relationship first, allows for more L2 use

This references the belief that use of the L2 for
90% or more depends on the students or
context, such as level, student motivation,
teaching strategy or environment.

This references the belief that using the L2
enhances or fosters relationship building

This references that the two goals have no

tension or are aligned
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“The time that you
“waste” having
conversations with
your students in
English and
building those
relationships, is
time you will gain
later in the school
year when your
students are more
willing to
participate, engage,
and try new things
with the Spanish
language”

“At the lower
levels, there is a
significant tension”

“l know so much
more about my
students (favorite
colors, pets, foods,
family situation)
from speaking all in
Spanish than many
of our content
teachers know who
teach in all
English.”

“I never felt that
speaking in L2 was
creating a barrier or
distance between
my students and
me.”



Table 3.

(continued)

Perceived Actions for language teaching

TPR/TPRS

Visuals

Gestures

Cl

Scaffolding

Insiders

Repetition

Specific reference to TPR or TPRS

Reference to visuals or images

Reference to physical movements or acting to
make the message clear

Reference to CI or CI techniques such as easy
vocab, word choice, sentence structure, speed

References preparing the lesson in such a way
to help students understand i.e., writing things
on the board, pre-loading vocabulary,
reviewing pertinent ideas

References having a student translate what the
teacher says on behalf of the class

Reference the repetition of words/sentences or
rephrasing
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“After presenting
and reviewing
vocabulary for a
few days, I like to
tell stories using
this vocabulary...”

“Lots of visuals,
instructions with
visuals, word wall
with pictures.”

“...1 also use my
hands to pantomime
the action that I am
looking for.”

“...cognates, slow
speech,
comprehension
checks”

“I write the lessons
on the board in the
TL at the start of
class, we review for
understanding.”

“having students
translate in case
anyone missed it”

“...did games that
required lots of
repetition”



Table 3. (continued)

Perceived action possibilities for relationships

Probing References asking questions or engaging “T ask for “things”
students in conversation to learn about them at the beginning of
class to see what is

happening with

students”
Community References activities that are designed to foster “creating activities
building relationships (icebreakers, games etc.) that allow students

to share meaningful
information about

themselves”
Name use References using and remembering student “l use names, a lot.”
names
Affirming References expressing praise, care, concern for “First and foremost,
students, building trust with students | tell my students
that I'm glad they're
here. | constantly
tell my students that
I'm glad to see
them, happy they
are in my classes,”
Outside of References attending events or seeing students  “I attend their
classroom outside of the classroom games and concerts
and plays.”
Greeting References greeting students before class “greeting them at
the door by name”
Humor References using jokes, comedy and humor “Jokes”
Relevancy References the use of technology, music or “ask for music
teen culture recommendations

and play music
during work time.”
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Table 3

Personal
revelation

Honesty

Personal
conversations

Being available

(continued)

References sharing personal information to
students

References Admitting when mistakes are
made, holding one and other accountable

Referencing having individual conversations

References being available for students either
literally or emotionally
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“Talking about
myself to show
them I'm a real
person opens up
discussions about
their lives.”

“If make a mistake
| ownuptoit.”

“Create one-on-one
opportunities with
students”

“being there to help
them navigate my
course, being
available to them
both via email, text,
and phone”



CHAPTER 4: RESULTS

In this section I will review the results from the study. I will begin by reporting
the results of quantitative analysis. Then | will review the results of the qualitative
content analysis of the open-ended responses. Finally, I will present the results from
semi-structured interviews.
Phase 2: Quantitative Analysis

In phase two | began with a Chi-square test where one variable was always the
perception of alignment between goals and the second was a contextual factor (e.g.,
geography, student level, etc.). However, after violating the assumption that 80% of the
cells for the expected outcome have at least 5 observations I used a Fischer’s exact test,
which does not have such an assumption (Kim, 2017). Of the 11 categorical variables, 2
were significant, school geography (rural, suburban, urban) (p = 0.025), and percent of
time speaking in the target language (p = 0.021). The Fisher exact test does not provide
expected outcomes for contingency tables beyond 2x2. Therefore, to further analyze
these results, 1 collapsed all the variables (where possible) into dichotomies and once
more completed a Chi-square test. After this maneuver, only one significant association
remained — percent of class time speaking in the TL. This was divided between a) greater
than 70% and b) less than 70% (2, N = 56), p =.009) (see table 4). I chose to divide the
participants at 70% use in the TL to ensure statistical power, and because determining
exact percentage of TL use is imprecise, especially for self-report. Figure 3 visually
shows the difference between goal alignment and time speaking in the L2, and indicates
that teachers who spend less than 70% of class time in the L2 reported significantly more

misalignment between the two goals. School geography, which was collapsed into two
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Count of outcomes

groups (suburban and other) based on frequency, was no longer significant, and therefore
the difference in geography had no significant relationship to perceived (mis)alignment

of the goals.

Table 4. Cross Tabulation for Goal alignment and L2 Use

More than 70% Less than 70%

Misaligned Count 6 19
Expected Count 11.6 13

No effect  Count 7 5
Expected Count 5.6 6.4

Aligned Count 13 6
Expected Count 8.8 10.6

Figure 3: Cross Tabulation: Alignment and L2 Use

20
18
16
14
12
10

o N B OO

Misaligned No efffect Aligned
B Great than 70% Less than 70%
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Correlation of Variables, and Categorical Analysis

After analyzing the categorical data, | completed the analysis of the ordinal data. |
first calculated the reliability of the scales. Excluding the two goal expectancy scales, all
measures had an acceptable Cronbach’s alpha, indicating good reliability (see Table 5).
As recommend by Esinga et al. (2013) the Spearman-Brown correlation was used to
measure the reliability of the two-item scales for target language expectancy (r = .48, p <
.001) and relationship expectancy = (r = .33, p =.01). Both demonstrated acceptable
correlations (Hair et al., 2010).

To answer the first research question of whether there are significant relationships
between L2 teachers’ perception of alignment for teachers’ instructional goal and
language use, goal commitment, goal expectancy, self-concordance, job satisfaction, and
contextual variables I first transformed the responses into variables, and then calculated
their correlations to ensure that they were appropriate fora MANOVA (see table 6).
Based on previous studies, | expected teachers with diverging perceptions of alignment
between the goals to differ significantly on their levels of expectancy, commitment, and
self-accordance. Overall, there were weak to moderate positive relationships among the
variables. The strongest relationships were between goal commitment and goal
expectancy (r = 0.572, p < 0.001), relationship goal commitment and relationship goal
expectancy (r = 0.529, p < 0.001) and relationship goal self-accordance and TL goal self-
accordance (r = 0.477, p < 0.001).

I then calculated the means and standard deviations of the variables (see table 5)
and tested the assumptions fora MANOVA. The skewness and kurtosis values did not

indicate material violations of the normality assumptions (Hair et al., 2010).
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Table 5. Variable Means, Standard Deviations, and Reliabilities

Variable N Mean (SD) Skewness Kurtosis Cronback
Alpha
Job satisfaction 56 3.9321(0.81) -1.047 1.203 .86
TL goal commitment 56 3.6786 (1.13) -.465 -.876 907
TL goal expectancy 56 3.9107 (1.11) -.702 -518 428*
Relationship goal commitment 56 45179 (0.711) -1.847 3.19 .805
Relationship goal expectancy 56 4.5446 (0.74) -2.181 5.175 407*
Relational components 56 2.96 (1.13) .20 .848 0.94
Teacher experience 56 14.027 (9.9) 176 415 -
TL goal self-accordance 56 12.84 (3.0) -.316 -.939 -
Relationship goal self-accordance 56 14.59 (2.63) -.658 -97 -

*Pearson correlation p<0.01
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Table 6. Correlation of Variables

1 2 3 4 5 6 7
1.Job Satisfaction -
2. TL Goal 0.344** -
commitment
3. TL goal 0.370** 0.572** -
expectancy
4. Relationship 0.128 0.125 0.124 -
goal commitment
5. Relationship 0.174 0.145  0.447** (0.529** -
Goal expectancy
6. Teacher 0.128 0.248 0.236 0.287*  0.238 -
experience
7. TL self- 0.334*  0.284* 0.224 0.212 0.093 0.199 -
accordance
8. Relationship 0.381**  0.281* 0.260 0.331* 0.462* 0.253 0.477**
self-accordance
*=0.05
** =p<0.001

However, for each variable Shapiro-Wilk test indicated violations of normality, as
may be expected from a non-random sample. Box’s test (p = 0.01) provided tepid support
for the equality of covariance matrices assumption if evaluating by the standard of p
being greater than 0.001, however the number of participants in each group was slightly
unequal (see table 7) (Tabachnick & Fidell, 2001). Finally, I did not consider the

independence assumption to be violated because each member was assigned to only one

group.
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Table 7. Group Membership

Group N
Misaligned 25
No effect 12
Aligned 19

To assess the assignment of group membership | correlated the perceived conflict
between the TL and relationship goal, with the perceived conflict between the TL and
eight questions relating to forming a relationship. There was a strong correlation between
them (r = .80, p < 0.001). I also calculated the group means for the relationship
components variable. The average for those perceiving misalignment was 2, the average
for those perceiving no effect was 3, and the average for those perceiving alignment was
4.1. Together, these calculations indicate that the group assignment reflected participants’
perceptions. In other words, these supplementary questions provided further evidence that
teachers selected the response that accurately reflected their sentiment in the moment.

As stated previously, | conducted a MANOVA to partially answer the first
research question. I used Pillai’s trace (V) to test for statistical significance, as it more
resilient to departures from the assumption of normality (Finch et al., 2005). The closer
Pillai’s trace is to 1, the likelier it is that the independent variables have an effect on the
outcome variables. Accordingly, group means differed on the set of dependent variables,
V =0.783, F(16, 94) = 3.899 , p<0.001 (see table 8). Given that there were 8 dependent

variables and 3 groups, | conducted a series of one-way ANOV As for each outcome at an
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adjusted alpha level of 0.006 (see table 9). Significant group-mean differences were

present for TL goal commitment (F[2,53] = 15.49, p <0.001) and relationship

expectancy (F([2, 53] = 5.82, p < 0.005) at the adjusted alpha levels, but not for any other

variable. A Tukey post-hoc test for TL goal commitment indicated that teachers who

perceived misalignment differed significantly from those who perceived no effect (p <

.004). The misaligned group also differed significantly from those that perceived

alignment (p < 0.001). Meanwhile, those perceiving no effect and those perceiving

alignment did not differ significantly. A Tukey post-hoc test for the relationship goal

expectancy also indicated that teachers perceiving misalignment differed from those

perceiving no effect (p < 0.004), but not from those perceiving alignment. Those

perceiving no effect differed significantly from those perceiving alignment aligned (p <

Table 8. Group Means

Variable Misaligned No Effect Aligned
Job Satisfaction 3.76 (.92) 3.95(.83) 4.14 (.62)
TL goal expectancy 3.6 (1.17) 3.75 (1.37) 4.3 (.7)
Relationship commitment 4.6 (.68) 4.3 (.94) 4.5 (.56)
Relationship Expectancy 4.7 (.45) 3.9(1.13) 4.6 (.54)
Teacher Experience 13 (8.9) 19 (13.7) 12 (7.6)

TL self-accordance 11.72 (2.96) 13.5 (3.03) 13.89 (2.64)
Relationship self-accordance 14.28 (2.05) 14.58 (2.31) 15(2.53)
TL commitment 2.9 (1.04) 4.01 (1.08) 4.4 (.55)
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Table 9. Univariate Effects on Group Means

Variable Sum of Squares df F Sig Partial Eta squared
Teacher experience 416.543 2 2.189 0.122 0.76

TL self-accordance 57.724 2 3.494  0.038 0.116
Relationship self-accordance  5.597 2 537 587 0.020

Job Satisfaction 1.625 2 1.232 0.300 0.044

TL commitment 26.234 2 15497 <0.001* 0.369

TL expectancy 4.758 2 1992 0146  0.070
Relationship commitment 0.775 2 0.739 0.482 0.027
Relationship expectancy 5.428 2 5.821 0.005*  0.180

(*significant at adjusted alpha p<0.006)

Phase 3: Qualitative Analysis

Content Analysis of Open-Ended Responses

The third phase was the content analysis of the open-ended responses to

characterize the commonalities in the role-identities of each group (misalignment, no

effect, alignment). It is important to note that the group assignments were based on

teachers’ self-perception in their response to questionnaire questions. Although multiple
questions were used to assure that assignment reflected teachers’ position, the qualitative

findings revealed overlap between the groups. For example, in many instances teachers

reported there being no tension, but sometimes described situations in which they saw

conflict (see below). A second coder rated 25% of the open-ended responses to increase

trustworthiness of the analysis. Cohen’s pooled kappa of inter-rater reliability was
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calculated to be 73%, signifying substantial agreement. Disagreements were resolved via
discussion. The qualitative results are presented by group. In each section I first discuss

their self-attributes, then beliefs, goals, action possibilities, structure and finally process,

highlighting the influence of context when applicable.

Teachers perceiving misalignment. There were 25 teachers who evaluated the
TL and relationship goals as misaligned. They had an average of 13 years of experience,
with a range of 1 to 33 years. Nearly half (11) taught only novice L2 students, while the
others (10) taught novice and intermediate. The remaining four taught a mixture of
novice, intermediate and advanced courses. Of the 25, 15 taught Spanish, 4 taught
German, 3 taught French, 1 taught Chinese, 1 taught Japanese, and 1 taught English. For
eight of the teachers, their L1 was the language of study. The vast majority (23) worked
at the secondary level, while two worked at the primary level. Their places of
employment were predominantly public schools (21), with a small minority working at
private schools (3) and charter schools (1).

Self-attributes. Based on code frequency, the most common attribute for the
teachers who perceive tension is that of a supporter (60%), or someone who cares about
students, is empathic and student-centered. For example, one teacher in this group
described herself as “Empathetic (understanding students' circumstances, whether
IEP/ESL or personal struggles, and being proactive to make them feel valued and useful
in the class).” And another stated, “I would describe myself as a teacher who cares about
my students, | want them to be successful and 1I'm willing to help them get there...” while

a third described herself as “Extremely relationally based...”
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The second most self-assigned attribute (52%) relates to enthusiasm in the
classroom, such as being un, positive, and active. Examples of which can be found in the
responses by two teachers who described themselves as “Energetic (always trying to keep
the energy up in the class so students stay focused and feel like they're having fun)” and
“Active, funny, energetic, caring”

Additionally, the third most perceived self-attribute relates to passion (36%).
Passion was defined as dedication to the job or subject matter, along with high
expectations for themselves and others. Another noteworthy attribute, although pertaining
to only a minority, was being open-minded and a “learner” (20%). These qualities, along
with that of being a supporter and enthusiastic can be seen in the following sample: “[I
am] Caring, fair, energetic, and dedicated,” “[I am] Open-minded, friendly, approachable,
reliable, good-natured,’ and

[I am] Hard working, always learning new ideas, always updating

curriculum, always keeping up with standards. | am creative, | try to make

my classroom fun and welcoming. | make an effort to connect with my

students, and I hope they enjoy my class even if the subject isn’t their

favorite.

Beliefs. The most common shared belief is that 90% L2 use hindered relationship
formation (48%), hindered communication (44%), and could demotivate students by
making them feel anxious, lost, or threatened (44%). Some teachers (28%) explicitly
mentioned how the context influenced such beliefs. This was the case with the following
response

Level O students are the only ones | have. Teaching with a 90% L2 rate

with a "harder" language (not Spanish) would cause problems and

confusion that would negatively impact foreign language apprehension,

anxiety, and ultimately motivation in the classroom. Students would be

frustrated with no knowing and give up before they had a chance to even
start in the learning process. 90% target for beginners seems like a great
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goal for highly motivated students or those who actively seek out higher
levels of language learning. (japanese 3 would be great for 90%). Using so
much L2 would also inhibit my ability to form relationships with students,
which is my favorite part of teaching.

(L2 demotivates, L2 hinders relationships, L2 hinders communication, context
dependent)

Here the context around the language of instruction and the teacher’s perception
of student motivation affected the pursuit of the TL goal. This was similar to another
participant, who provided the following response.

In the past when I’ve aimed for and almost reached 90% TL in classroom,
there’s a lot less laughter, first and foremost. There’s a more clinical,
distanced environment. There’s often a resistance from students to accept
the amounts of language (even though it’s simplified appropriately for
them). They complain they don’t understand- often from tuning out when
they hear only TL. Motivated students tend to like it more than the non-
motivated.

(L2 hinders relationships, L2 demotivates, context dependent)

In this response, the teacher carves out a specific context for motivated students.
The next two quotes similarly showcase the most frequent beliefs, along with the effects
of context.

Teaching in the TL 90% of the time is extremely time consuming
with beginners because they understand next to nothing. | have to
constantly repeat myself and find different ways to say things and
act things out. The students are frustrated because they don’t know
what’s going on and feel constantly overwhelmed. Because they
can only understand the most simple, simple sentences, there is no
opportunity for them to understand my sense of humor (because |
can’t make jokes) or for me to comfort or reassure them. All
nuances in speaking are lost. And if | require them to only speak
in the TL, they also can’t share anything significant or meaningful
about their lives with me. It creates a huge distance in building a
relationship of trust.
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(L2 hinders communication, L2 hinders relationships, L2 demotivates,
context dependent)

and

We don’t have this goal. I think it would scare the students to death if I

tried this. They would switch off. | aim to up my percentage of L2 over

the years, particularly in more able groups, but will always explain

grammar points etc. in L1.

(L2 demotivates, value of the L1, context dependent)
For both teachers, the salient aspect of the context was the proficiency level of the
students, although for others it was the students’ age, motivation, or language of study.
For these two teachers, the beliefs that the L2 would “scare students to death” or inhibit
humor contributed to their decision to either reject or reluctantly pursue the TL goal.

Goals. The most common stated goal for teachers in this group was to foster
interest in the L2 (44%). This was followed closely by aiding students in their personal
growth (36%), and language proficiency (32%). Examples of these goals can be found in
the following teacher statements: “[My goals is] To create interest in second language
learning among students” (Foster interest), “[My goal is to] help students find their path,
give them the tools to achieve their goals” (Foster personal growth), “Have students
produce the TL as much as possible, increase student confidence in the TL” (Language
proficiency).

For this group, there is often a clear hierarchy of goals, for example one teacher
when describing her goals wrote

1. Form meaningful relationships with my students. It should matter that |

work at my school. It should matter that | am their teacher. Form
relationships first as to teach more content later.
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2. Provide a safe but challenging learning environment. With words and
actions, I strive to tell my students, ‘I believe in you. I'm on your side.
You are capable.’

3. Teach for the acquirement of the L2, not memorization. Use research
backed, brain-friendly, trauma aware pedagogy.

4. Develop my students' L2 such that it is useful and relevant to the real
word outside of the classroom.

While another stated

My goal is always 90% but not at the expense of my ability to interact

with my students in a way that is meaningful for them. | use the TL as

much as possible until I perceive it is a hindrance to communication.

This last quote also demonstrates how teachers may adjust their goals depending
on their context. The teacher aims for 90% L2 use but under certain circumstance she
may have to abandon it. In another case, a teacher reported that he had abandoned the L2
goal because it hindered his ability to connect emotionally. Yet given the
interdependence of the components within the DSMRI one must take into account the

teachers other personal goals, which included:

1.Help students in my community (peers of my own Hispanic
children) see Latinos/diverse people with empathy and respect. 2. Help
students develop healthy self-talk, emotional regulation and manage
their anxiety and discomfort surrounding language learning and school
in general (high expectations, compliance and anxiety are huge in our
district) 3. Help develop student literacy skills.

Perceived action possibilities. To achieve their relationship goals, they have a
common set of action possibilities, specifically asking students questions about their lives
(60%). Beyond that strategy, there was greater variance, but two of the most common
were to reveal information about themselves (24%), and use their students’ names (24%).

The following three examples highlight prominent action possibilities: “Starting class

with a fun or interesting question, often about them or their opinions. Asking them about
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their hobbies, interests, etc. Going to their events (concerts, musicals, games). Being open
and honest with them...” (Probing), “Talking about myself to show them I'm a real
person opens up discussions about their lives. Going beyond the classroom discussion
helps form a stronger bound” (Personal revelation). Contextual factors once again played
arole in the perception of available actions, as was expressed in the below quote.

I show interest in them personally and respond to them when | see they are

excited or happy or upset or sad. | follow up with them in future days

about things they had previously shared with me. I also share personally

about what is going on in my life. My being plagued with anxiety and

anxiety-induced insomnia has unfortunately proven to be something |

share in common with a lot of my students...

(Probing, personal revelation).

As was the case for many other teachers, this quote demonstrates that teachers
show interest to build relationships, however, how they show interest is dependent on the
context of the class and the students.

To achieve their L2 goals they shared some common perceived action
possibilities. The most frequently cited were the use of visuals (44%), gestures (36%),
and ClI strategies (32%). Naturally, the choice of one strategy over the other would be
partially contingent on the context such as the goals of the lesson, the ability of the
students, and the teacher’s perception of her classroom environment.

Structure and Process. Overall, the structure of this group shows some tension
(21%). Regarding their process, they are reflective (76%) but some are justifying their
beliefs, positions, and goals (24%). Others are also in a process of evolving (24%). An

example of tension and reflection was identified in the following teacher’s repose:

[I am] Stuck between old-school language teaching - page by page from
the book - and wanting to do what’s most beneficial for students - high
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input. Am mostly top-down, step-by-step, systematic about breaking
things (language or culture) down. Really enjoy bringing in humor.

While the following teacher indicated reflection and evolution

In the past when I’ve aimed for and almost reached 90% TL in classroom,

there’s a lot less laughter, first and foremost. There’s a more clinical,

distanced environment. There’s often a resistance from students to accept

the amounts of language (even though it’s simplified appropriately for

them). They complain they don’t understand- often from tuning out when

they hear only TL. Motivated students tend to like it more than the non-

motivated.

The following example was identified as a process of justification, significant however
was the mention of the context.

I would not be able to make close relationships speaking in L2 in the

target language. The students in general feel threatened and have a high

fear of failing in everything, so doing this would increase their affective

filter. They would check out mentally and emotionally (in a non

immersion program).

Summary. In review, the teachers who perceived misalignment describe
themselves as primarily concerned about the welfare of their students. They consider
themselves as active and fun, and passionate. Nearly half agrees that the goal of 90% L2
use hinders or would hinder their goal to form relationships with students, and nearly as
many believe it hinders communication and demotivates students. Within this group,
almost half aim to foster interest in the L2, while a third seek to help students grow
personally. When considering how to form relationships, most teachers see asking
students questions and engaging them in dialogue about their life as a viable action
possibility. For L2 instruction, teachers often cited using visuals, gestures and CI or CI
strategies. Within these components, the context or the teachers’ perception of the context

contributed to the negotiation of the TL goal and relationship goal. Finally, although the

individuals in this group perceived that the two goals do not align, the overall role-
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identity structure for many teachers was found to be aligned, with a minority
demonstrating tension.

Teachers perceiving no effect. There were 12 teachers who evaluated the TL
goal as having no effect on the relationship goal. They had an average of 19 years of
experience, with a range of 1 to 45 years. A minority (3) taught only novice L2 students,
while half (6) taught novice and intermediate. The remaining three taught intermediate
and advanced courses. Of the 12 teachers, nine taught Spanish, two taught English, and
one taught French. For three of the teachers, their L1 was the language of study. The
majority (8) worked at the secondary level, while three worked at the tertiary level, and
one worked at the primary level. Their places of employment were predominantly public
schools (8), with a minority working at private schools (4).

Self-attributes. The most frequently mentioned self-attribute for teachers in the no
effect group related to being a supporter of students (67%), followed by passion and
dedication (33%). These attributes were identified in statements such as “I am a
relationship-focused teacher who just wants my kids to re-discover the JOY of learning.”
(Supporter) and “So very passionate about my subject and my students. | need to form
relationships from the get go and have them see that Speaking Spanish is so very useful
in this world” (Passion, supporter).

Beliefs. The most common belief among the teachers in this group is that tension
between the goals is contingent on the context (33%). For example, two participants
stated “At the lower levels, there is a significant tension” and ... There's no way | would

be able to speak L2 for 90% of the time in a Spanish 1 class.” However, a second
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identified trend was qualifying the tension as temporary, or something that eases with
time. For example, one teacher wrote,

Students can tell I want to help them to succeed. It takes a while but they

learn to be comfortable with me and as much I understand the importance

of building relationships, | would not sacrifice the learning process by not

using the target language. It is important they understand | am there for

them as a teacher.

Similarly, another teacher commented “Students push back a little at first then begin to
accept it gradually.” Relatedly, some qualified the tension as being the responsibility of
the teacher, “It’s hard to keep it comprehensible - or comprehended actually. It’s up to us
to bridge the gap. It’s hard. It’s scary. But it’s so important!!”

and

The class becomes tense when you as a teacher demand perfection from

your students and also take yourself too seriously in your position. when

talking about mild topics, it is easy to get into the topic of the day without

them noticing. when they feel good they participate much more in L2.

Finally, while two explicitly stated that no tension existed, two other teachers
made complicated and perhaps contradictory statements.  “Many of my students gave
up and tuned me out,” “Because of the culture of our school, | feel like speaking the
language this amount of time [90%] would deter students from taking French, and |
would therefore be out of a job.” Both of these individuals also selected answers
indicating that the L2 had no conflict with other components of forming a relationship,
their average scores for this relationship components variable were 3.4 and 2.7, indicating
further quantitative alignment with their self-selection into the no effect group.

Goals. The two most frequently mentioned goals were fostering student interest in

the L2 (50%) and improving language proficiency (25%). These goals, alongside others

were identified in the following statements. “To teach kids to love learning. To share my
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love of French language and culture. To show kids there is more to the world than what
they can see from here.” (Foster interest, broaden horizons). “To help my students feel
like they have a place in our school, to help them see the benefits of learning Spanish, to
help them increase their proficiency.” (Establish trust, foster interest, language
proficiency). Regarding the two teachers that expressed tension between the TL and
relationships, one sought to establish relationships and broaden horizons, while the other
aimed to increase language proficiency.

Perceived action possibilities. The most common perceived action possibility for
the goal of using the TL was to utilize the teaching strategy of CI (50%). For example,
one teacher wrote “Speak slowly, targeted language that is very comprehensible input”
While another mentioned ClI strategies, along with CI itself “Images, modeling, gestures,
scaffolding, repetition, CI1”

The most common perceived action to develop relationships was to express
interest in students’ lives (42%) and affirm the students (33%). Both of these were
frequently presented as contextually dependent. For example, one teacher wrote that she
may “Ask them about their day, if they don't look good ask them how they're doing and if
I can help them with anything.”

This group had the highest level of tension in their role identities (42%). The
previous comments referring to the initial tension of the TL, and that students at certain
levels would not be able to access the TL, or that students were demotivated by the L2
led to this designation. The most common process was reflecting on their identity, beliefs,

goals and action possibilities (84%).
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Summary. In review, the teachers who perceived there to be no effect were
chiefly concerned about the welfare of their students, and nearly a third considered
themselves as passionate and dedicated. Regarding their beliefs, a third maintained that
tension between the goals as context dependent, and eased over time. A small, but
unexpected minority expressed considerable tension between the goals. Within this
group, half aimed to foster interest in the L2, while a quarter sought to improve their
students’ language proficiency. When considering how to form relationships, most
teachers perceived asking students questions as a viable action possibility. For L2
instruction, half of the teachers cited CI or ClI strategies as the primary perceived action
possibility. Notably, there was considerable tension within this group’s collective identity
structure due to beliefs that the L2 may demotivate students or that the level was not
appropriate for certain levels.

The teachers who perceive alignment. There were 19 teachers who evaluated
the TL goal as supporting the relationship goal. They had an average of 13 years of
experience, with a range of 1 to 28 years. Nearly half (9) taught only novice L2 students,
while a minority (6) taught a combination of novice, intermediate, and advanced.. The
remaining four taught intermediate. Of the 19 teachers, ten taught Spanish, three taught
French, two taught English, two taught Italian, one taught German, and one taught
Mandarin. For seven of the teachers, their L1 was the language of study. The majority
(14) worked at the secondary level, while three worked at the primary level, and two
worked at the tertiary level. Their places of employment were predominantly public

schools (14), with a minority working at charter schools (3) and private schools (2).
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Self-attributes. The teachers in the aligned group most frequently used attributes
relating to enthusiasm in the classroom, such as being, fun, positive, and active (58%).
Another frequent theme was attributes expressing support for students (53%). For
example, teachers stated that they were “Funny, Outgoing and Caring” (Extroverted,
supporter), “Animated, involved, caring, fair” (Extroverted, supporter), “Fun, energetic,
dedicated, very creative happy” (Extroverted, striver).

Some incorporated a goal into their self-description, for example “[I am] kind,
patient, ambitious, trying to bring out the best in my students individually, organized”

(Emphasis added). Notably, two in this group considered actions as extensions of their

self-description. The first wrote,

In recent years, I've shifted to mainly using comprehensible input
strategies in the classroom. It suits my personality well. I enjoy the
flexibility of it and that it allows the class discussion to head in the
direction that the class finds most interesting. | like that if one activity is
not working with a particular group, then I can immediately shift to a new
activity, while still achieving the same objective. So, | guess as a teacher
I'm pretty flexible.

And the second stated,

I am kind and show the students that | care. | make learning Spanish
accessible by designing lessons that are useful, relatable, and fun. We
spend class time practicing using the target language rather than
completing rote exercisers.

Beliefs. The most frequent beliefs amongst the teachers in this group was that L2

use was contingent on context (42%). For example, one teacher wrote

In Spanish 1, there is no tension. However, in Spanish 2, | find that
students come in with their minds made up about Spanish class based on
their experience in the previous year. | have been met with a lot of
resistance and verbal frustration from students when | speak to them in
Spanish if they did not have a positive first year experience. It’s almost
like they are mad that | speak Spanish to them.
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Another teacher wrote,

For students who aren’t truly intermediate level, it is more challenging to

build a relationship in L2. They don’t always understand what [’m saying

or can’t communicate effectively enough in L2 to share their true thoughts

and feelings.

This sentiment was expressed by others “It depends on their level - with beginners
I am not too sure how much they would understand” and “I do think that in order to build
meaningful relationships you need to use English, especially at the novice level which is
what | teach.”

The second most common belief was that using the L2 for 90% hindered
communication (37%). A handful of statements express this explicitly, consider the
following examples: “Most of the learners don't speak French, so | have to repeat many
times and translate”; “...They don’t always understand what I’m saying or can’t
communicate effectively enough in L2 to share their true thoughts and feelings”;
“Sometimes it's hard to communicate some ideas without using English because of taking
(sic) novice speakers”; “Not easy to communicate.”

However, no one in this group expressed that the L2 hindered relationship
building. Although some hinted that the goals maybe sequential, like in the following
quote “Relationship is important to engage the children in learning a foreign language.”
Others stated that L2 use contributed to their relationships, as was expressed in these
statements “It’s using the language so much that has allowed me to build relationships
with my students. We talk in the language about our everyday lives” and “I honestly don't
believe there is any tension between those two goals. Since switching from a traditional

grammar-vocab focused classroom to comprehensible input, my relationship with my

students has improved.”
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Some teachers expressed statements that did not align with their self-declared
belief that the TL and relationship goals are aligned. Such statements were identified in
the following responses, along with some presented previously denoting how the L2
hinders communication.

I do think that in order to build meaningful relationships you need to use

English, especially at the novice level which is what I teach. I don’t feel

guilty about taking time to do this because | believe it is essential. | do

think there is tension around this topic for other people, but | am a firm

believer that using English to form relationship is important.

And

Students who are uncomfortable speaking the L2 are more shy to build a

relationship with me and the rest of the class. They may feel incompetent

to express their thoughts in a meaningful way.

Both quotes also highlight the importance of context in the decision-making
process. For these two teachers, student proficiency level and motivation factored largely
into their negotiation of their L2 use.

Goals. The most common goals amongst the teachers in this group were to foster
interest (42%) and improve language proficiency (37%). Many times, these goals
coincided with others. For example, one participant stated “My goal is to share my
passion for language learning and to help students be more culturally aware, global
citizens. 1 also strive to build positive relationships with students and help them develop
holistically” (Foster interest, broaden horizons, connect, foster personal growth), while
another said “Foster a love of languages and a level of proficiency in my students”
(Foster interest, language proficiency), and “Help learners to communicate effectively in
French” (Language proficiency), finally,

Teach students to use a foreign language correctly, express their own

opinions and beliefs in this foreign language. To show students the
importance and fun of language learning, motivate students on different
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levels, listen to what my students have on their hearts/ in their minds

regarding the topic of the lesson, motivate students to question their

beliefs and rethink about their own world view.

(Language proficiency, foster interest, connect, foster personal growth)

As was the case for the first group, some goals were heavily influenced by the
teacher’s perception of the context. For example, one teacher mentioned that her
community was very homogeneous and lacking in diversity, correspondingly, her
primary goal was to “To open the minds of young learners to the world”

Perceived action possibilities. To achieve their TL goals the most frequently
mentioned perceived action possibility was CI or CI strategies (47%). Example responses
include: “Constant visual input to support the oral input, making it comprehensible,”
“Comprehensible Input and TPRS,” and “TPR, comprehensible input, using images,
cognates.”

The teachers in this group also more frequently mentioned scaffolding and
purposefully planning as an action possibility (26%). Scaffolding was identified in the
following two examples:

Movements or acting out ideas, rewording in simpler terms, having a

student reexplain instructions after | explain in L2, using models,

examples or visuals, speaking slowly, scaffolding from simple ideas to

more complex.

And

I try to think about how much vocabulary my students of that level have
and if I can say what | want in L2 in a way that they can understand, | do
lots of self-reflection at the end of the day and take note of where | might
be lacking in my use of L2 or how I can better incorporate it/explain
something differently so as to use it more.

To build relationships, the most common perceived action possibility was to express

interest in student lives by asking them questions (53%). For example: “Talking to them
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daily, asking questions, greeting them by name, walking around all class period,” “Brain
Breaks, asking questions,” and “Listening to them, asking about their day, surveys if
interest.”

Teachers in this group also mentioned multifinal means largely stemming from CI
strategies that advanced both the TL and relationship goals simultaneously such as: “Our
daily “calendar talks” about their day/week have been the most advantageous,” and
“Always greeting them in the school when outside of my classroom. Unit on All about
Me at the start of the academic year. This gives me tons of info to work with as the units
in the year progresses...” or “Expose them to French music, ask in French about their
weekends, how they are doing, what they are doing this weekend and what they like to do
for fun! Teaching them fun expressions like darn or yeah!” and finally “Class
discussions in L2. Mysterious Person — Students fill out information about themselves in
L1, I present the info to the class in L2, students guess the mysterious person”

Structure and Process. The most common structure in this group was alignment
(63%), with a minority expressing tension (32%), with one (5%) not writing enough to
make a determination. Tension was identified within their statements, and between their
statements and survey responses indicating no conflict between the L2 and relationship
goals, and no conflict between the L2 and the relationship components. This was the
case for five teachers. The most common process was reflection.

Summary. In review, the teachers who perceived alignment primarily described
themselves as fun, positive and energetic teachers. However, they were also concerned
about the welfare of their students. Despite the overall perception that the two goals align,

nearly half believed that tension between the goals was context dependent, and a third
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believed that the L2 hinders communication. Notably, no one in this group explicitly
believed that the L2 hinders relationships. As in the no effect group, a small, but
unexpected minority expressed tension between the goals.

Within this group, nearly half aimed to foster interest in the L2, while more than a
third sought to improve their students’ language proficiency. As with the no effect group,
most teachers perceived asking students questions as the most common viable action
possibility. For L2 instruction, nearly half of the teachers cited CI or CI strategies as the
primary perceived action possibility. Markedly, a quarter of this group mentioned
scaffolding their lessons to aid in student comprehension. Although the structure of this
group as mostly aligned, there as noteworthy tension within this group’s collective
identity structure.

Phase 4: Results from the Semi-Structured Interviews

In the fourth phase of this study, | conducted 14 semi-structured interviews, or
25% of the sample. | interviewed 7 (28%) teachers from the group perceiving
misalignment, 2 (16%) from those perceiving no effect, and 5 (26%) from those
perceiving alignment. | will present the role-identity analysis by group, beginning with
misalignment, then the no effect, and lastly the alignment. The analysis will review the
components of the DSMRI, flexibly using the following order: perceived attributes,
beliefs, goals, action possibilities, structure and finally process.

Participants Perceiving Misalignment.

| interviewed seven L2 teachers from the group perceiving misalignment:

Isabella, Amanda, Rory, Hannah, Gloria, Kendra, Valerie (all names are pseudonyms).

Table 10 presents granular data for each respondent that were used for triangulation
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Table 10. Interviewed Teachers Perceiving Misalignment

4 of vears Perceived
Teacher y % in the TL  alignment (1 to Level of Instruction
teaching 5)
Isabella 15 50%-60% 2 All
Amanda 12 <50% 2 Novice
Rory 23 50%-60% 1 Novice
Hannah 11 50%-60% 2 Intermediate
Gloria 6 <50% 1 Novice
Kendra 16 80%-90% 1 Advanced
Valerie 18 60%-70% 2 Intermediate

Isabella, the newcomer Isabella is a novice teacher, who describes herself as a
native speaker of the TL, a lover of languages, and cultures, and although new, she
perceives that she is a good teacher.

...1 really do love languages. I've always thought, how can | incorporate
that into my career? | never thought that I'd have you know, the chops to
teach language. So, it's kind of been new to me, but I guess | ended up
really enjoying it and thinking at least I’'m pretty okay at it.

Isabella also perceives herself as having native competence with the L2, which
influences her self-attribute as being a person with sometimes unrealistic expectations for

her students. The following excerpt highlights this attribute.

Interviewer: How has that [native proficiency in the TL] influenced the
way that you interact in your classroom?

Isabella: Yeah, | would say that I think it's made me, at least at first, and
sometimes even now | need to remind myself that | can, | may go
too fast sometimes, and | may expect people to understand more
than they do...So sometimes I have to kind of be like “all right,
slow down, like these people do not know every single thing about
the TL, you need to like slow down.” So | think that that is
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something I've had to work on, too, because, you know, if you
grow up and you hear it, and you're used to it. It's different. Then
you're sitting in a classroom for the first time hearing this ever.
Maybe even this is your first language you're learning ever, and
someone’s not expecting you to understand everything. So, | think
that's something 1've had to work on, too.

This passage also captures Isabella’s beliefs about L2 learners, along with reflective
process regarding her negotiation of her teacher identity.

Turning to beliefs, Isabella maintains that teaching the L2 to students helps forge
a special bond, because it is a way of communicating that is unique.

[We] Share that connection [of speaking in the L2], it's kind of like,

almost like a secret club. You know what | mean? It's like you feel like

‘Oh, you know you speak this, and so do I,” and it's almost like that's so

out of the norm, and it's really cool, and we can share this thing that we

have like just this language, you know?
However, she believes that learning the L2 is not as automatic for some students, while
for others it comes easily. Accordingly, she believes that for the former group, speaking
in in the TL is often difficult and overwhelming.

I think the most challenging part is having a room that is at so many

different levels, and they all need so many different things. Where you

know, some people click automatically with the language, and some

people need a lot of slowing down or reviewing or a different method that

you know you don't have time for or something...I feel like in a room of

twenty kids, fifteen of them will shut down completely when they stop,

like when they don't understand one word. For example, when reading,

you know you'll have someone whao'll be like ‘uh this, this, this. Oh, I dont
know how to say that word” just shuts down.

For Isabella, students who seem to lack interest or motivation to use the L2
sometimes can be a source of frustration and make her doubt her relationship with them.
Consequently, she believes it’s easier to build relationships with students that are
interested in the subject matter. Moreover, she states that not only their disinterest but

also inability to communicate in the TL hinders relationships. Here then, the context
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plays an important role in her negotiation of the goals. The importance of context and
motivation can be seen in the following exchange.

Isabella: | guess | sort of feel like, you know, “what you don't, you don't
really want to try to understand?” Like sometimes when | feel like
I’m doing everything I can to help you understand, and if you want
to revert back to English, 1 just feel like right there. I feel like the
connection that we have as a teacher and the student, it's already
kind of breaking, because it shows to me that this isn't like maybe
this isn't really what something you're passionate about...

Interviewer: Can you expand on that connection and how it breaks down?

Isabella:...So now there's always this push to also build strong
relationships with students. And then there's still that teacher
relationship where your point is to get something across to them,
and their point is to learn. So, when I see them shut off, | feel like
that relationship is kind of breaking like “You're kind of not
motivated to learn,” and then it also kind of affects the other
relationship where it's like, “Well, 1 can't build that stronger
connection with the student if they don't, understand me, and |
don't understand them.” If they don't understand what | want to say
in the L2, like, let's say, | ask, what did you do on the weekend,
and they can't respond to me in that language. If they don't even
know what I’'m asking, I can't now, you know, be like, ‘Oh, you
know, they like soccer. Let me bring that into the mix for the next
chapter’ you know things like that. But then it also screams to me
like, you know, maybe they like they don't have that deep interest
in the TL, which is something important to me, too.

The previous passage also expressed one of Isabella’s goals — the transfer of knowledge.
However, returning to the theme of TL use and relationship building, Isabella in a later
part of the interview states,

| feel like I can converse more in the TL with the people that have
established that [motivation for learning the TL]. I'm like, “Okay, yeah,
they really do care. They're sitting in the front of the class. They're
answering all the questions they want to be spoken to in TL, because this
is their one opportunity to do it a day.” Whereas, the other kids, you know,
this is school, and they just want to get it done. So, if I start speaking to
them in the TL. “They're like great extra work. Why is Ms.---- picking on
me in the TL?” You know what I mean, so I feel like there are students,
now that you mentioned it, thinking about it, that I do ask more questions
in the TL, or | try to say something to them in TL more, even if it's
something simple like. “Oh, I like your shirt.” I'll say to them in German
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versus the kid, who, like, you know, doesn't say much in class, | might

say, ‘Oh, nice shoes,” you know, and I said it in English. So now that you

mentioned it, yeah, | tend to do that. | don't know if that's fair, definitely

that's something I should probably work on.

This passage shows how context (student’s motivation) influences Isabella’s
beliefs, and her process of evolution and reflection. Despite the effect that lack of
motivation has on relationship building, Isabella believes that forming a relationship
fosters engagement in the L2. After discussing perceived actions to build relationships
with students, she states

| feel like, so then they'll just start talking to you, and you don't even have

to be the one to push as much, because then you've already established

that you care about what they have to say so. Then | feel like, after those

first few weeks where it's a little bit tougher like they start doing work for

you, and then it's just very natural.

Isabella aims to use the TL 50% to 60% of time, and as noted previously her goal
is to transfer her knowledge or “get something across to them” and allow them repeated
opportunities to learn, specifically after failure. Ultimately, she hopes that students can
converse with her in the TL and find ways to navigate a conversation.

To achieve these goals, she has a handful of tools at her disposal. To maintain the
TL she may encourage students to keep trying, modulate her speech, and use gestures. To
form relationships, she will engage the students and ask them questions about their
weekend, hobbies, and interest. To foster growth overtime, she scaffolds questions
according to skill level, but also identifies students that will benefit from greater attention
and time.

There is some tension within Isabella’s identity structure. Isabella believes that

some students do not want to be in her course, and aren’t interested in learning the TL.

While recognizing this she also feels that when students don’t use the TL, it affects her
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relationships with the students. Therefore, there is tension between knowing students are
uninterested, but also predicating a student-teacher relationship on their motivation in the
subject matter. Isabella’s role identity is in flux and a shows signs of reflection. She is in
the process of shaping her beliefs, her self-attributes, goals, and perceived actions.

Amanda, the antiracist. Amanda is an energetic L2 teacher from south America
who enjoys seeing students have their “ah ha” moments. She finds it difficult to switch
between the various age groups she instructs but is well versed in each group’s cultural
trends. She believes that she is a safe place for students, and that her very presence
solidifies her as an antiracist, for example when talking about a racially charged moment
in class, she wrote:

What more can you ask of a teachable moment than when a fourth grader

is laughing at you because you said something [differently due to my

accent], and it's so wrong in so many levels, because one you're laughing

at a grown up, like what happened with the values of teaching respect in

your family. Second, you're laughing at a teacher, and you're laughing at

the you know all those different things. So, to start there my experience,

my existence here in this school is part of me being anti-racist, and it's part

of teaching them from me like...not like this happens to some people, you

know, like, No! it happened to me!

Amanda believes that learning an L2 is a challenging process, and that she had to
work hard to get to where she is. For Amanda, the most challenging part about teaching

the L2 is its cumulative nature, that new information build onto previously learned

information. This belief can be seen in the following excerpt

Interviewer: What would you say is the most challenging part of teaching
the TL?

Amanda: The most challenging part. | would say, and it might be most
challenging for other teachers in other subjects who also get to
experience that as well from the students, maybe even more so in
math, because learning the language in math, it's similar in that
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whatever we're learning now, practicing today is the basis of next
week, and that's going to be the basis of that, the basis of you
know... So, if you don't have this really really learned, I will say
like in in your heart, in your brain and your heart and everything
that comes after it's going to be all wobbly.

Additionally, she believes that it can be challenging to manage students’ affective
filters, their anxiety around foreign language learning, and finding the method that is best
for the age group, as noted in the continuation of her response from the previous question

And also, I would say, is when we talk about like the affective filter of
students as they grow older, like third grade, fourth grade, and you know,
like everything related, and they're preteens now, prepubescent, and they
have like the preteens ‘I’m too cool for school attitude’ in the great
majority, so like learning through songs and games, stops being so
appealing to them, and they are more aware of maybe the mistakes that
they can get, or of being ridiculed is the word. Yeah, Oh, no, ridiculous.
made fun of by others. So that to me is more challenging, to work with
that affective filter in the kiddos. To continue as they grow older in those
ages, like third grade, fourth grade, fifth grade, to continue to foster that
environment of ‘we'll make mistakes.” We can make mistakes so that they
can keep having fun and learning.

She believes that younger children (kindergarten) are more curious and willing to
make mistakes than preteens, this then highlights how context — in this case the age of the
students — influences the use of TL use. In fact, the current generation of teens seem far
more fearful of making mistakes. Despite this, she believes that good teachers know how
to make hard things digestible for students,
Those little things | see are challenging about teaching the TL. So, not so
much the content itself, because as great teachers or teachers with
experience, you'll learn how to make something hard, simple, or at least
you break it down to make it more digestible.

Amanda believes that relationships are extremely important for keeping students

engaged, as they can either “make or break” a student experience.

Interviewer: ...Can you tell me, talk to me about the influence of a
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relationship, a student teacher - relationship in learning a second
language?

Amanda: Sometimes | feel it’s as important as it is either like make it or
break it for some students that really depend on those like
relationships with a grown up. Other students are already engaged
in the subject, just because. And for the ones that are not, to have
that relationship with the teacher makes it or break it. I feel, and
I've seen that in my experience.

Part of the reason, Amanda states at a later time, is because relationships
sometimes tell students things that they don’t know about themselves, positive traits such
as curiosity, and persistence.

Finally, Amanda states that her level of Spanish use depends on the context —
specifically the students, and many variables such as student motivation, level, and

“vibe.” When asked to explain how she determines when to use the L2 Amanda stated

Many many...variables. It's the level of the students, it’s the vibe of the

class. | have a third-grade class that their overall vibe is “We love a

challenge,” and they have that persistency and that resiliency. And | have

other classes where their vibe is. ‘We're going to cry if we don't get it,” or

“if it's too hard for us, we're going to give up,” you know. So, it depends

on, the level of the students their desire. And of course, | would love to do

it like the textbook, say, like 90%, or even a 100% in a non-immersion

setting...

Given these beliefs, Amanda’s goals are to match her energy to that of the group,
and address each group appropriately. She also wants her students to be active in their
antiracism, not simply people who don’t participate in wrongdoing. Correspondingly, she
wants students to have a broad understanding of latinity, and what it means to be “Latin.”

To achieve these goals, Amanda perceives that she can address students
appropriately by changing her teaching materials, body language, and way of speaking.

To help students be antiracist she adorns her classroom with relevant posters and books,

she redirects students and models appropriate responses. To make connections with
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students she can write positive notes and send them home, and inquire about student
interests. Finally, to teach the L2 she can use TPR, gestures, and simplified speech.

The components of Amanda’s teacher identity appear aligned. Her self-
description regarding her ethnicity and teaching skills, align with her beliefs, goals, and
perceived actions. Her perception that some students struggle to stay motivated, due to
their anxiety, also aligns with her varying use of L2. Amanda’s process includes
reflecting on her practices and beliefs.

Rory, the candle burner. Rory describes herself as a classically trained Spanish
teacher, but a convert to Cl. Although she describes herself as older, and not a native
speaker, she is fun. For example she states, “I mean, I’'m wicked fun, and they're gonna
have fun with me doing some of my stuff.” A salient aspect of her identity is her work
ethic, which I identified in the following statement, “Burning the candle at both ends,
man..that's me all the time. I mean, it's just ’'m in a new school this year, so I’m like
basically creating two new curriculums.”

Rory also noted that she loves seeing her students succeed, not only in Spanish
but as people. Regarding beliefs, Rory makes the following statement about students and
relationships

...they’re not going to listen to me if they don't, if they don't feel that kind

of connection n, especially those kids who are really disengaged, or

hearing negative things about the subject area at home. So, by having them

like me and connect with me. Then they're gonna then learn the subject

area because it's what we're doing, or they're going to want to play the

game or do the activity that we're doing in class... | don't think you're

going to get anything if you don't connect with them.

Relatedly, she believes that the most challenging aspect of teaching is overcoming

student apathy, and student bias against the language. In her context, students are
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influenced by their environment, and some students believe that Spanish isn’t something
they want to associate with. Regarding language teaching specifically, she has concluded
that traditional methods are not effective, but that CI is natural because it is the way we
learn our first language. Although teaching using grammar is probably easier, few people
have actually acquired the language using it. Cl is preferable because it allows for
conversations about oneself. Which aligns with forming connections. This can be seen in
the following excerpt, where she is discussing how she prepares the board with phrases to
assist in providing comprehensible input.

So yeah, | have like, you know, ‘yo fui, yo vi, yo visité, yo sali con’ [l

went, | visited, | went out with] up on the board. And so, | can say, you

know, like, <¢O yeah, ta fuiste al concierto?’ [0 yeah, you went to a

concert?] | have to take notes on what they actually tell me they're going

to do, you know? ‘Oh, yeah ¢fuiste a Maine, si? ;Fuiste a Maine para ver

familia?’ [you went to Maine, right? Did you go to Maine to see family?].

And that's how, that's where the language learning actually happens,

because we're conversing about ourselves, and who doesn't like to talk

about ourselves? And because we connect because we have that

connection, because if we don't connect, they're not going to want to tell
me..they’re like whatever. ‘No hice nada’ [I didn’t do anything].

In this passage Rory explains why she believes relationships are important. She
also discusses action possibilities, namely writing phrases on the board and using the CI
strategy of calendar talk, which starts the period by asking the students about their day or
week. Although Rory adheres to using ClI, she acknowledges that for novice students, it is
not easy to connect with them when speaking 90% in the TL. This can be seen in the

following answer.

I do not think it's fair or reasonable for me to talk with them in Spanish
90% of the time because they just won't understand it -- | try to keep
things simple for them but it's difficult and I need them to trust me and so
I have to explain things to them in English.
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Accompanying these beliefs Rory has three basic goals, which she explains in the

following excerpt.

My first goal when I, when | meet my students is to try to find out

something about each of them, just to be able to connect with them...[My

second goal is to help them] leave my class as a better learner for whatever

class they end up taking next, be it a language class, or a history class, or

whatever, just to give them anything that | know that'll help them do that

better. And then the subject area, it kind of comes last, but it's really a big

part of what we do. Don't get me wrong, you know, so | have them

connect with me, and then every Friday, | say, ‘what are you gonna do this

weekend?” And they want to tell me, you know, because they've

connected with me.

As noted previously her perceived action possibilities to form relationships
include connecting with students via anything they have in common (e.g., music, movies,
art, food etc.) and learning about students with surveys and questions. To help students be
better learners she will model good behavior, such as how to study for a quiz or organize
materials. Finally, to teach the TL she perceives there to be many CI techniques such as
story-telling, circling (repeating a phrase in many similar ways), scaffolding, and
informal dialogue at her disposal.

There is alignment between the components of Rory’s teacher identity. She
perceives herself as relationally based, believes connection is essential, and prioritize
relationship building. Although she uses CI to increase the amount of L2, she believes
that maximal L2 use is detrimental to relationship building for novice learners.
Nevertheless, she uses informal dialogue and interaction with students to achieve her
goals. A salient aspect of Rory’s process is her state of evolution, both as a CI user and as

a person in a new school, with no other foreign language colleagues and a new

curriculum.
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Hannah, the expectation setter. Hannah describes herself as an experienced
teacher, and a co-collaborator with her students. She loves to learn with them, and she
loves seeing her students get excited about topics related to language learning. She is
there to support the students, she is kind and cares, and does not expect perfection. Tied
to these self-attributes, Hannah has a central belief in natural consequences — that she can
only set expectations and allow students to make choices accordingly. This belief and
related qualitied were identified in the following passage, along with her goals for her
students, and action possibilities to achieve those goals

So for me, when | read Love and Logic [a parenting book by Charles Fay]
a couple of years ago it all kind of clicked for me. So, it's very much about
natural consequences, and I’m here to support the students. | want you to
be like successful. I want you to turn your work in on time, but I’m quite
aware of the fact that | can't force you to do it. So I can control my own
actions. If it gets turned in on time | can grade it. And it's just letting them
see that if they don't turn in on time, it's not going to get graded, but it's
not because you know I mean, I don't care. It's just this is what I’'m going
to do, and I was clear about that. So I’'m here, if you're like ‘Okay? Well, |
got a zero on that assignment because it was late. But, Miss H, can you
help me on this next one?’ “Yes, of course, like let's sit down together and
do it.” So I’'m always making sure I'm wandering the classroom and
always checking with students, like ‘Hey, how are you doing? Do you
need help? What can | do to make this easier.” But if they're like, ‘I don't
need any help’ like I just keep on going. If their heads are down. I check in
like, ‘Are you feeling okay? Do you need to go to the nurse?” And they're
like, ‘No, I just I can't do it today,’ like, ‘Okay, that's fine. Like let me
know if you need me,” and | just kinda keep circulating. And then so
they're aware of the fact, like if | have my head down, | can't earn my
participation points for the day. If that's the choice they want to make like
right, | can't force them to stay awake and participate. That's just going to
make them angry at me. So yeah, trying to show them like | do care about
them. But I’m also not here to like hover over them. I'm trying to show
them like...I think of it like preparing them for life, because when they get
to a job their boss is not going to always micromanage them. They need to
learn like, okay. This is what | should do. What are the consequences if |
don't, is it worth it kind of thing, and try to guide them towards those, you
know, hopefully those good choices?
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To summarize, Hannah cares about her students, and wants students to succeed.
She therefore sets expectations for them to meet. However, she does not believe she can
force students to meet her expectations.

Within this system, she believes that success is defined individually, and that
students have different motivations. She believes that some students are very anxious and
reluctant to speak in the L2, and that it causes their brains to shut down. She maintains
that relationships are central for creating a safe space where students can overcome that
anxiety. If students do not feel comfortable, they won’t learn anything. Hannah’s
approach is therefore contingent on the context of her classroom and perception of the
students. These beliefs, along with a language learning goal and perceived action
possibilities can be seen in the following excerpt where she explains how much L2 she
uses and when. Hannah states,

So | use a lot more English at the beginning of the year. So that way at this

point of the year [late fall] I’'m starting to transition to more Spanish, and

hopefully they already feel safe enough that they're like, “Oh, Miss H

messes up like I mess up. It's okay. We're in this together.” So yes, | do

spend a lot of time at the begining, because I've learned like, if you just

start straight Spanish, it doesn't matter how much you care about the kids.

Doesn't matter how much you're trying to get to know them...their brains

shut down, and they're like, ‘I don't even know. | don't know that she's

asking me my name and what | like to do after school. I just know she's

talking to me in Spanish, and | can't do it.” So it's very much a balancing

act for me, at least, of trying to make sure that both those needs are met

because it is a Spanish class. They need to know some Spanish, but they're

not going to learn anything if they don't feel comfortable in my class.

Relatedly, Hannah believes that students are more motivated with engaging

activities, and since CI offers engaging activities, CI makes it easier for her to build

relationships because she can tailor them to her students.
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In the following excerpt, when asked to talk about her goals as a teacher,
Hannah’s beliefs and goals, along with her self-attributes are intertwined.
I would say. Kind of my goal is for them to understand a certain level
Spanish like a basic level Spanish, and then to be understood. Like I tell
him, I don't expect perfection, but I do want you like....So a lot of them
work, and they're like ‘Oh, | have some Spanish speakers at my work,’ so
I want them to be able to understand, like the basics of conversations
they're hearing, feel confident enough to have like, to put themselves out
there and have basic conversations...then hopefully, a part of that goal is
that they're encouraged and have motivation to go and take it beyond my
classroom, and maybe like, teach themselves, like download DuoL.ingo,
whatever you know? Whatever it is that interests them, or whatever it is
that they need. So, | feel like my job is to kind of give them the building
blocks. Whether that would be like very, very basic like: can you

understand? Can you be understood?...But yeah, of course, and then, as |
was saying like success, then would be different for different students.

This passage expresses her primary goal, here expressed as a belief, that her job is
about giving students the building blocks for whatever end they desire, depending on the
circumstances. She also presents a self-attribute of being flexible and pragmatic.
Additionally, she expresses the belief that the definition of success is contextual and
dependent on the student. For some, it is to do well in future language classes, for others
it is pass her course.

As noted previously, an accompanying goal is that students learn to be
autonomous and accept the consequences of their decisions. She seeks to build a space
for students to engage, make those decisions.

To achieve these goals, she has various perceived actions. For language learning,
she feels like she can use tailored stories, informal conversations, level specific
scaffolding, and give instructions in English to start off or at the beginning of the year. To

connect with students, she can also employ CI activities. These perceived actions, which
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doubled as multifinal means for TL use and relationship building, were identified in the
following exchange where Hannah tells the story about how she first started using CI.

Hannah: | was sharing a room with someone. And she used these, they're
like comprehensible input methodologies, and | was just so
intrigued. So, | started researching. | went to conferences. | started
reading about it, and like the research behind it. And | was like, |
want to try this, and I just | fell in love with it. It made teaching
more exciting again. So instead of you know, drilling students, |
could be like, ‘Oh, let's tell a story today,’ and they get to like, be
more involved, and | can really tailor the class to their needs. Get
them interested, and then | get that engagement, and as soon as you
get them engaged, then they're putting in that effort to understand
me more so. Yes, | would say, there's very much been a shift from
grammar based to that comprehension base, and | have loved it.

Interviewer: Does the change in methodology change the way that you develop
relationships?

Hannah: Very much so, yes, because now that | have a class. Like one of my
classes, 4" period, has a lot athletes. So, in their stories they're like they
want to throw in like a basketball player and a football player and stuff
like that, so I can get them engaged. But then my 5th period, they're all
into Taylor Swift. So instead of football players, we can make it about
Taylor Swift, and they're still all getting... right now we're doing preterite
[past tense], so they're still getting their hearing those past tense verbs. But
they don't really realize that they're like, ‘Oh, we're talking about Taylor
Swift” instead of saying, ‘Taylor Swift es de Guatemala.”’ | can say, ‘Era
de Guatemala.” And they're just like. ‘Oh, yeah, okay, fine. She's from
Guatemala in this story.” So yeah, | think it makes it easier for me to build
relationships because instead of being super structured and like worksheet
based, we can do more games and understanding and that kind of thing. So
yes, it definitely helps me build those relationships a little bit more.

Overall, the components of Hannah’s role identity show alignment. Her self-
attributes as a flexible and pragmatic person dovetail with her beliefs about natural
consequences. Her description as a caring person aligns with her belief that the TL may
induce anxiety, and her action possibility of employing the L1 at the beginning to reduce
that anxiety. Finally, her goal of helping students acquire some level of proficiency, also

aligns with her belief that success looks differently for each individual.
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Gloria, the relevant. Gloria is an experienced teacher, and frames herself as a
research minded person, as was identified in the following quote “I’'m an MA in TESOL,
BA in the TL...and my MA was so research heavy. And it's like research is backing all of
SLA pedagogy...”

She is also an active user of the social media, which she perceives to be an action
possibility to connect with her students. The following passage demonstrates this self-
description, action possibility, and a belief about how students should be treated.

I’'m on TikTok a lot, which is a young people thing. So, it's just like

sometimes | have a TikTok song stuck in my head, and I'll be like ‘Guys

do you know this song? | can't get it out of my head,” and the people are

like “You're on Tiktok?’ and then they give me their favorite TikToks, and

it's a treating kids like people instead of treating them like you're the

teacher is really important.

Importantly, Gloria believes that the TL has made her into the person she is today,
since her spouse is a native speaker and much of her life revolves around the TL. In the
following quote, her self-description is intertwined with a belief about her personal and
professional identity, which then spawn a goal. “It’s like without the TL, I wouldn't have
been able to become the person | am, and that might be the same for someone else, so |
wanted to try to give that to some kids.”

She believes that language learning should focus on communicating and making
connections, which she explains in the following quote along with providing perceived
action possibilities.

So many people are focused on these things [translation, grammar, and

memorization] that they forget the point of language, which is to make

connections to be social, to communicate. So, I try to add fun, stories

about the culture or things...l know kids can make connections with, not

just grammar or vocab, but with, like my experiences, make connections
through my experiences, and then figure out how to make those
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connections through the communicative communication skills I'm
teaching.

She believes that the TL, especially given her rural context and setting, is
challenging to teach because she has to start from zero. She also believes that given her
very mixed skilled and aged classes, she limits her L2 use so that kids don’t get frustrated
or start to misbehave. In the following excerpt, Gloria describes this negotiation when
explaining how and when she decides to use the L2

[Based on the] Time. The class hour. And then the kid. So first the kid
who is the student I'm talking to? How are they going to respond to me,
guiding them along in L2 or in English. And then how are they going to
respond as a class to that guidance? Because some classes | can use a lot
of games, a lot of in like information gaps a lot of talking group work. But
there's two classes | have that | can't do that with, because there's too
many Kids in the class, so it becomes uncontrollable, especially when the
ages are ranged so wide. So kids, and then the class, and how they're
responding to the whole situation. Because if I’'m trying to interact with
one kid, I'm expecting thirty other kids to listen. But if there's thirty other
kids in a language class they're not going to be listening. They're going to
be talking to their friend next to them or across the room. And then time.
It's like I really want to help you get through this, but we've already
studied this for three days, and everyone else kind of is getting it. So, it's
like ‘I'm gonna have to just let you go behind. You're gonna have to come
in study hall or something, because | can't help you here. Now we don't
have time for this.” So those are the three things I think, that affect it the
most.

Relatedly, Gloria believes that if she could select students, or had a program that
went for more years, she could achieve more than 50% in the L2. In this response, Gloria
expresses that the context heavily influences her goal navigation. Gloria also believes that
relationships help mitigate frustration and behavior problems, as they motivate students.
She expresses this belief in the following statement

So, | have always believed that things like student teacher relationships

affect motivation. It affects second language apathy, anxiety,

apprehension, all of these things. So, I think it's really important for
teachers to have a relationship that goes, even if it's just in the classroom.
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She believes that relationships are made by knowing things about students, treating them
as people, and not having such a structured hierarchy. However, she can’t create those
relationships in the L2. Also, she believes that it is easier to teach younger students, as
they are more willing to take risks in the L2. Given these beliefs, her original goal for
being an L2 teacher was to give students the opportunity to connect with a language, and
to teach kids to communicate. This can be seen in the following quote

| became an L2 teacher after 10 or 12 years of ELL teaching. | wanted to

give students the opportunity to feel a way about a language and to

experience a language that | had never known what until I was eighteen,

starting to learn the L2, and then the L2 had become such a huge part of

my life.

Gloria also aims to keep the class moving, to stay motivated, and keep the class on track.
In sum, she wants the students to be engaged, to participate, listen and learn.

Her action possibilities to keep students interested include telling stories, using
her experience with the L2 culture, playing games, employing info gaps, and working in
groups. To teach the L2 she incorporates authentic materials like periodicals in the L2,
formative and summative measures, and speaks about 50% in the L2. To form
relationships Gloria learns student names, chats with them, listens and remembers
conversations, and treats the students as people, in addition to connecting over
technology. When students are struggling, she has the possibility of pushing them,
speaking to them in the L2, or offering to help them outside of class.

There is some tension in the beliefs that make up Gloria’s teacher role identity.
She positions herself against the traditional structural hierarchy, but also believes that

misbehavior is a problem, and that she should maintain authority. There is, however,

alignment between her perception that the L2 causes frustration, the importance of
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relationships to alleviate frustration and her perceived action of speaking the L2 for 50%
of the time.

Kendra, the conflicted. Kendra is passionate about her subject matter. She loves
teaching high school aged students because every day is new and exciting. In the past,
she was rather guarded towards her students but over time she has revealed more of
herself. Kendra describes herself as a facilitator, guiding students through a process of
language but also life challenges. This self-attribute was identified in these excerpts

I’m like the facilitator sort of holding their hand through the process like

reminding them like these are the things we need to be focused on. This is

how we need to level up.

And

I love the high school age in particular because I feel like they're about to

be fully formed people, so | like to sort of be there for them. Like they're

navigating all the difficulties of being teenagers, and you know | try my

best to like, give advice when I can, and like life lesson things if I’'m able

to. Obviously like it's rewarding when they connect to the subject matter,

that's really cool, because that's what I’m passionate about but it definitely

goes beyond that, because it's not every kid is gonna connect to Spanish

the way that I do. And | understand that, so it's more kind of like when

they make those real world connections.

This excerpt also reveals her goal of helping student navigate their personal lives
and her belief that that not all of them will enjoy the TL. Yet, Kendra states that the way
to get students to connect with Spanish is to make the curriculum engaging, deep, and
inspiring self-exploration — which she has achieved. The following quote shows this
belief presented as a goal. “So we've done a lot of revisions to try to make it like deeper
and more meaningful. And for kids to like, make those connections of like with
themselves and the target culture...”

Even so, she believes that some kids, especially given the COVID-19 pandemic,

have room for improvement. In order to help them grow, she believes that she has to be
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very clear about what the metrics are. At the same time, she believes that students
sometimes don’t feel safe speaking in the TL, and that fear hinders their progress. She
notes that in some contexts this is particularly difficult, such as at the lower levels. The
answer, she believes is to develop trust with her students, so that they know that it is ok to
fail, and that she will provide what they need to succeed. This sentiment can be seen in
the following exchange when Kendra was asked how she develops trust while speaking

in the TL for 90% of the time.

Kendra: | think that's what drew me to filling this out [the survey],
because that's always been in my head of like it can be hard, and
sometimes they talk about the affective filter, like kids can't learn
if they don't feel safe. And sometimes, if you're really only
speaking in the target language for some kids, they don't feel safe
because they're like “what's going on like I don't get it,” and they're
just so in their head about like that. They're confused that they just
can't like open their ears. And listen.

Interviewer: How do you manage that?

Kendra: I don't know, I think, trying to like, develop that trust with them that I’m
not going to leave them hanging? Personally, | teach level four and five.
So, it's definitely more challenging in the lower levels. But even for me,
like I run into kids trying to like Google translate all the time. So, for me,
that's like the big thing I have to build trust with them that they believe me
when | say ‘say it in your own words. | don't want you to Google translate,
because I’m not expecting perfection.’

In this quote it is also clear how context influences goal navigation, as Kendra
believes that with a beginner student it is more challenging to maintain the TL goal and
form trusting relationships.

A goal not addressed earlier is for her students to progress through various levels
of proficiency, depending on their starting points. She aims to do this by having the
students reflect on their current skills and what they need to do to advance.

To achieve her goals, she has various options available to her. To form

relationships and build trust she attemptsto get to know her students through surveys and
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check ins, or by asking them feedback about the course. Additionally, she perceives that
she can act on the feedback, such as providing the students with things they may like, or
changing the curriculum. To help them grow linguistically, she believes that she can push
them, and provide them with engaging materials. She perceives that she can do this in the
TL at 90% of the time.

There is some tension between Kendra’s beliefs, goals, and action possibilities.
Speaking in the TL is a goal, but it also conflicts with the belief that sometimes the L2 is
anxiety producing, and always conducive to relationship building, which is another
important goal. Kendra seems highly committed to both goals. Given this situation,
Kendra is in a process of reflection and growth, contemplating her beliefs, and attempting
to negotiate the tension between her goals.

Valerie, the connector. Valerie a veteran teacher and lover of the L2, but more
than that she really loves the relationships she cultivates with her students. She is the sole
teacher of her subject at her school, so she enjoys seeing the students grow over many
years. During that time, she has changed her teaching style from a traditional grammar
approach to a more relational and comprehensible approach. This was identified in the
following portion of the interview when Valerie was describing how her teaching style

has changed over the years.
This whole bit about relationships wasn't a thing for me back then...I got
along well with my kids...But the way I taught as well was very much by
the book. Now I don't use books at all. It was very grammar based. And

now grammar is important, but not the focus. I really focus on it being
comprehensible.

This statement also highlights one of Valerie’s goals of keeping her discourse

comprehensible. Valerie later states that she is still learning how to do this.
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Valerie believes that she was destined to teach French, even if it wasn’t her first
choice. Regarding relationships, she believes that it isn’t essential that students love her
in order for them to like the TL, but if a student knows that she cares, it is more likely the
student will listen, learn, and be more engaged. This was identified in the following
response when she was explaining the influence of relationships

| don't think that a student has to love me in order to get excited about the
language, but | would say they're probably more likely to care about what
I have to say, and about what I'm teaching if they know I care about them,
even if we don't have a great relationship, if they know that | care. I'm
hoping that they would be more open to listening and to learning, and not
just to earning the credit.

Furthermore, Valerie believes that the relationships that she has developed go
beyond the confines of her classroom, beyond even the school itself, as she maintains
relationships with many former students. Notably, she believes that sometimes the L2 can
be a barrier to forming relationships, because kids struggle to express what they’d like to
say, and she can’t be totally understood in the L2. This belief along with, her goal to
communicate and form relationships, and a perceived action possibility can be seen in the
following excerpt while she was explaining why she speaks 60% to 70% of the time in
the TL,

...if I'm trying to build those relationships. Sometimes language can be the
barrier, and if I’'m wanting to communicate effectively, especially in the
first year or two, that I'm sincere...you know that these things matter to
me, and they're not just a body in a seat in my classroom, | that | need to
communicate in a way that they can actually understand everything I’'m
trying to say. So | might begin with [speaks in the L2] “how are you”
because they've gotten that. And if they say [speaks in the L2] ‘I’m sad’
I'll say, ‘well, what's going on, what’s happening why are you sad?’ and |
just | feel it's important to be able to communicate authentically with them
in a way that they're going to be able to understand. Because if I if | ask
them all these things, and | start talking to them in, in the IR, I mean in the
L2, and they’re not comprehending there is no communication occurring,
and there is no relationship being built, and there's probably a wall being
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set up. Yeah, that whole affective filter is probably going up before we've
actually even started or you know the learning process that day.

This quote also highlights how context — the proficiency level, the level of anxiety — is a
factor in Valerie’s navigation of the two goals. Valerie believes that once the
relationships are built, total physical response (TPR) and teaching proficiency through
story telling (TPRS) are the best methods for language instruction. Only when students
have experience with the language does she believe it is appropriate to introduce
grammar. She also believes that learning a language can open up the world by exposing
the students to new cultures and ideas.

Regarding her goals, Valerie aims to have an energetic and engaging classes, that
students look forward to. She aims to communicate that the L2 is more than words, but a
culture. She aims to create lessons that are well structured, that challenge her students
appropriately, and have the focus be on comprehensibility. She aims to communicate to
students so that they can understand her. She also wants to stay in touch with students.

To accomplish her goals, she has a variety of perceived action possibilities. To
keep class engaging, she uses methods such as TPR, TPRS, songs, and experimentation
with technology. To focus on comprehensibility, she allows use of the L1, and she will
rephrase student utterances in the L2. To build relationships she will inquire about how
students are doing, attend their events, and show interest in their lives.

Valerie’s role identity shows alignment. The self-perceptions as someone who
values relationships, believes that relationships are important, and seeks to develop
relationships all align. Valerie’s process includes reflection and evolution. She
acknowledges that she is still learning how to use certain strategies, even after many

years of teaching.
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Summary of misalignment. Across the seven interviews there was considerable
overlap. The participants described themselves as caring and interested in the students,
sometimes above and beyond the TL. This aligned with three prominent and frequently
mentioned beliefs — that TL use complicated relationship building, that students often felt
nervous using the TL, and that TL use was context dependent. For some of the teachers,
their first goal was to form relationships, and then help students works towards
proficiency at various levels. Importantly, many of the teachers mentioned or were aware
of CI strategies and implemented them. Nevertheless, the L1 was still utilized, especially
at the early stages, to form relationships and be authentic. Overall, the interviews
expressed some latent tension, principally in teachers’ beliefs.

Participants Perceiving No Effect

I conducted two interviews with teachers who indicated that speaking in the L2
for 90% of the time had no effect on forming relationships. The first interview was with
Irene, and the second with Beverly. Table 14 presents further information about their

background and perceived alignment.

Table 11. Interviewed Teachers Perceiving No Effect

Teacher #ofyears % inthe TL Perceived Level of Instruction
teaching alignment

Irene 31 80%-90% 3 Novice, Intermediate

Beverly 45 70%-80%% 3 Novice
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Irene, the evangelizer. Irene is a veteran L2 teacher, with a multicultural family
tree. Her multinational family greatly influenced her language development, teaching

style, and self-concept. Presently, she perceives herself as older, and sometimes direct

with her students.

Regarding teaching, Irene believes that one doesn’t need to know how to teach, in
order to teach. She makes this statement, along with important beliefs, when explaining
how she transitioned from a translator on an archeological expedition to a classroom

teacher. In the following passage she also addresses a central goal of speaking in such a
way that students understand.

Irene:...l was translator for a group of 12 people simultaneously and |
was like “I've never done this and I speak English and I get it” but
and it wasn't a big deal and so then they said “oh we also need an
English teacher” and I'm like “well I'm not a certified teacher. I
know English, but I can't teach you English because | never
taught” they didn't care so that's how | began so | did it for a
couple of months then, I went back home and | decided to get a
degree in education and teach Spanish

Interviewer: So, was it a positive experience?

Irene: Oh absolutely, yes yes because | realized that you don't really have
to know how to teach to teach. Does that make sense?”

Interviewer: Can you explain that a little bit?

Irene: If you can make it comprehensible, they can get it. They can
understand it. And back in the day you know 35 years ago, they
had textbooks that you could follow, and | hated them all because
you know they would randomly talk about these weird themes that
didn't make any sense, and I'm like | kept saying to myself ‘the
way | learned English was repeating it as a child the way | learned
Spanish was repeating it as a young adult you know repeating and
getting corrected and then it made sense and then one day just
clicked and I could just talk and understand and go with it’ so you
don't need textbooks you just need to make it comprehensible.

In this passage, Irene expresses that previous methods for language teaching were
not effective, because they didn’t correspond to how people learn, and specifically how

she (Irene) learned. Relatedly, she believes that using CI to teach matches the natural way
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of learning. She provides an example of an interaction she has with parents who were
hesitant to embrace the teaching strategy. While reenacting the conversation she stated,

I guarantee you didn't teach a child English by giving them a pamphlet or
a thesaurus or a dictionary. Your child didn't learn to read until they were
at least five or six so they were doing repetition. So why do you expect, in
learning a foreign language anything different than how they learn their
native language.

In addition to being natural, she believes that CI is also unique, and provides
students with an experience that is different from other classes. She maintains that this
novelty allows for greater intimacy and relationship building. This can be seen in the
following excerpt where she explains if there is any tension between building
relationships and using CI simultaneously.

No, because you're forming relationships, because [their] eyes [are] on
you. They’re watching you. You are their whole world at that moment in
time, for that split second. So you’re forming a relationship because
they're intent on watching you, | mean everything you do. So, it forms like
an intimacy and it's a lot different way of teaching than it was with a
textbook ‘Ok, open your books to page 14. Here's a new vocabulary.
Repeat after me.” You know? Choral reading? Oh God. You know it
teaches you to pronounce it, how it should sound, but after that there's no
point. But when one does it with ClI, they have to look at you, they have to
make eye contact. And you’re going from one child to the next, to the
next, to the next, you’re constantly evaluating. I’'m like a little owl, going
here going there. Looking around. Make sure ‘do you understand? Yes or
no?’ you know. And you're making all these faces, and they’re getting a
giggle out of it because other teachers aren't teaching this way. They're
going into the next class with mathematics or social studies or whatever
and they're getting a packet. I'm not criticizing I'm just saying they're
getting a packet and they're reading the packet and going through passages
and highlighting information and answering questions or true or false or
whatever. Where's the connection in that? Where's the intimacy?

Irene also believes that students feel like they are building a community using Cl
because it’s more personable. She describes CI as acquiring language, and not

memorizing it. While advocating for ClI, she also believes that it is very important to
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make kids feel safe to fail. She believes that if they don’t feel safe, they won’t explore or
step out of their comfort zones. Which can be seen in the following statement, where she

was describing the role of a student teacher relationship in L2 education

It's making them feel safe to fail. Because if they don't feel safe to fail,
they're not going to want to talk. They're not going to want to explore,
they won't step out of their comfort zone you know. ‘I don't want to
present to the class,” you know ‘I can't talk, I can't do this.’

While believing ClI is the most effective, she acknowledges that it is not perfect,
and stating that there are no foolproof ways. But she believes that CI allows for
relationship building and 90% TL use without any tension, because the kids can
understand it. However, she also believes that she must sometimes use the L1 because in
some contexts students don’t have the tools to understand certain concepts. For example,
at another point in the interview when she was describing possible tension between L2
use and relationship building she stated

And there are sometimes where | can't do the 90% in the L2 because the
theme might be too new they don't have the experience to talk about it you
know, if we're talking about abstract art or murals you know you they
don't have the experience yet in the English language. How are they going
toget it in in the L2? Because, you know, they don't, they don't know what
an abstract is and they don't know what... ‘what does abstract mean’ and |
was struck by ‘Oh my gosh if you don't have the basics in your language,
you're not gonna be able to understand it in another’ because you have
nothing to draw from so you have to go back in and you know start in
English so they can get it in the L2. Does that make sense?

Here then, how Irene manages her TL goal is contigent on the theme. However, she
believes that it isn’t about the percentage, as long as students are acquiring the language,
and so the amount may also be context dependent, as can be seen in the following quote.
We try we really try [to use the L2 for 90%] but sometimes we only get
maybe 70%, 80%, some days it's 100% because it could be towards the

end, towards the mastery where they're able to express what they learned
and answer basic questions but in the beginning you know it's like 70-
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80%, and you'll wish you for the 80%, but you know if they get it at the
end of the day it's not about percentages, it’s about what they acquire.
What sticks in their head and how can they use it. Yeah right, you mean
you can't you ‘oh | could only do 90% and then only 10% will save it to
the end of class’ no dude sometimes you need to pull back to make sure
that if they're gonna fail at it it's not because of what you did because you
didn't make it comprehensible, you know. They're failing because they're
trying to develop the idea and what experience do they have in their little
heads that can make that jump to grasp this you know because a cognate is
obvious to you and | maybe not to them yeah.

In her role, Irene’s primary goal is to teach lessons that are engaging, go beyond the
classroom, and can be applied to their lives. She also wants students to make a
connection to the content, and to make it matter. These goals can be seen in the following
excerpt

I try to make it something that's engaging to them, that hooks them that I

don't want to teach something that's just in a contained classroom. And

when they leave me, they can’t apply it, they forget about it, it's not useful,

they just need it for a test. | don't want that. | want them to take the skills

that | teach them to learn the L2 and apply that skill to learning math and

science, and other things | also want to keep it engaging and make it

matter.

To achieve her goals, Irene has action possibilities that mostly rely on the
methodologies of CI — speaking slowly, drawing pictures, using cognates, songs, videos,
demonstrations, checking for comprehension, and then finally using the L1. To build
relationships and help students feel safe she allows them to ask questions, and gives them
room to fail.

There are signs of misalignment and tension in Irene’s role identity system,
specifically her beliefs. She believes that there is no tension between ClI, relationship
building, and communication. However, she also recognizes that students don’t

understand and can’t understand the L2 in certain circumstances. Irene believes that Cl is

natural because it imitates how we learn our first language. However, she also notes that
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students have nothing to draw on for new topics, undercutting the claim that it is like
learning a first language (where there is no prior linguistic system to draw from). Irene
also notes that she can seem “rude”, potentially in tension with the desire to make
students feel safe to fail. Irene’s process shows signs of reflection, and also considering
alternative beliefs.

Beverly, the actress. Beverly is a veteran Spanish professor, who taught for 34
years at a large mid-Western university. She describes herself as a natural born teacher,
aided by the fact that she is the oldest of many siblings. She also is from a very diverse
neighborhood in a large north-eastern city, where she was exposed to many cultures, and
felt inspired to learn Spanish. During her childhood in this diverse setting, she lived and
learned the practices of other groups. Beverly is also an actress, and uses her acting skills
in the classroom to convey meaning. Additionally, she is a rebel, and from the beginning
of her career used communicative approaches even when they were not widely accepted,
and seldomly relied on a textbook.

Moving to her beliefs, Beverly asserts that each student learns differently.
However, many students don’t want to learn at all, and convincing them that the L2 is
valuable can be difficult. This belief was identified in the following quote when

explaining the most challenging aspect of teaching an L2.

That they don't want to learn. You know that you have to get them through
a course that they're honest with you that they don't want to be there...But
then | think the most challenging is when they refuse to do it [learn]
openly, in front of you and in front of the class.

Despite this reality, Beverly believes, that students should take responsibility for
their work, and that they should set and update personal goals. Beverly also believes,

after reflecting over her career, that she should have spoken more in the L2
119



Maybe | was unfair to my university students, you know... would they

have learned better if | would have taught a hundred percent in Spanish?...

Usually, the grammar was done in English, you know, especially in 102.

When you have the hard concepts like subjunctive, which you know,

indirect object pronouns, unless you're a lover of language, you really

don't know those... So yeah, you know, it was the, it was the grammar. It

was those students, you know, maybe that other forty percent who said,

“You know I’'m not gonna get anything you teach,’ so | figured English

might have been better way at that time. But you know the next teacher,

you know, whoever you know, one or two going into 201, would have

spoken one hundred percent Spanish. So literally, I, you know, I did not

do my students a service in that respect.

Mingled in this statement are two competing beliefs - that some students rebel
against the L2, and that there is educational value in using the L2 more. However, this
excerpt, along with other statements show that she believes that no matter her approach,
she won’t be able to reach everyone, and that the amount of L2 used depends more on the
context, specifically her students’ motivation and proficiency, than on her.

Turning to her goals, Beverly wants her students to learn, to see the value in the
L2, and to use the L2, to learn about themselves, and see what they are capable of. She
also wants students to open their horizons, and to learn about different cultures. In class,
she aimed to use the L2 in natural context. Finally, for each student, her goals were to
find ways the strategy that matched each student’s learning style.

To accomplish these goals, she employed communicative activities, and many
tactics such as using visuals, cognates, gestures, acting, and scaffolding. She also
perceived English as an option when explaining grammar topics.

There is some tension in Beverly’s role identity. Within her beliefs she
simultaneously holds that she should have spoken more in the L2, while also believing

that students would rebel against the L2. Furthermore, she notes that regardless of her

efforts, she couldn’t find a way to speak in the TL and keep students from rebelling. Her
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goal of “having the students learn something” and the belief that “some students refuse to
learn” signals tension, as the goal is undermined by her perception of students. Beverly’s

process is that of critical-self reflection, as she is contemplating her previous experiences

and pondering alternatives.

Summary of no effect. Although the source may differ, both Irene and Beverly
expressed tension around their TL use. Irene stated that CI allowed her to use the TL
almost exclusively, while also stating that in some contexts she had to use the L1, and
that percentages really didn’t matter. Likewise, Beverly was torn over her L2 use and her
use of the L2. Unlike Irene, Beverly was not a Cl user, although she was aware of the
methodology. Neither teacher expressed relationship forming as a primary goal.
Participants perceiving alignment

I conducted five interviews with teachers who perceived that the goal of speaking
in the TL for 90% or more supports the goal of forming relationships with students. The
teachers include Stephen, Mariana, Selena, Regina and Kimberly. See table 12 for
information on their background and perceived alignment.

Table 12. Interviewed Teachers Perceiving Alignment

Teacher # of years % in the TL Pgrcelved Level of Instruction
teaching alignment

Stephen 7 80%-90% 5 Novice

Mariana 13 50%-60% 5 Novice

Selena 17 90%-100% 5 Intermediate, Advanced

Regina 28 70%-80% 4 Novice

Kimberly 18 80%-90% 5 Novice
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Stephen, the advocate. Stephen is a teacher early in his career, with a passion for
social justice and helping students. He describes himself as not being like other teachers
in that he is there for his students, especially minority students, but also holds them to
high standards of behavior. He is consistent, but not “out to get them” He used to be a
traditional grammar textbook teacher, but now he uses comprehensible input. In the
following quote Stephen includes this self-attribute, along with perceived action
possibilities

When | first started. | was traditional. | taught out in the textbook, I [went]
paso 1, paso 2, paso 3, test. And now I’m not, I use ‘somos’ [CI inspired
textbook]...1 didn't know that there was this world of language teachers

out there...you know gold out there of all of these different strategies
movie talks and um write and discusses.

Stephen believes that CI has drastically changed his teaching approach. Whereas
there use to be a lot of wasted mental energy, now the focus is on what the students need.
He believes that his is how one is supposed to learn, and it has made him a better teacher.
These beliefs can be found in the following excerpt

In, for example, using ‘Avancemos’ or ‘Ven conmigo’ [traditional
textbooks] the students struggled a lot like they literally could study if they
wanted to. And study a lot with vocabulary quizzes and vocab cards, and
remembering all the different... Every chapter, every you know, unit has a
different grammar aspect to it. There's a lot to remember, and when you
change up your game and you do it differently, where you don't worry
about words that they're really never going to use and putting them in
situations where they may never have the money to be in an airport to fly
anywhere...so forcing them to learn certain words, just because...it ended
up never really working. With comprehensible input, they're using, ‘hay,
tiene, hola, es, estd,” [there is, she/he has, she/he is, she/he is] they're using
it and able to recognize it. Because that's the way we're supposed to learn.
Those are the...words that we're supposed to learn.

Despite this approach, he recognizes that not all students want to be in his

classroom. He believes he can’t force them into studying the TL. For this reason, he
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believes that “Learning the TL comes second. If they don't like me, they're not going to
learn from me The first two weeks of school. I don't really spend too much with the L2.”
In this way, the context of time and motivation shapes his goal navigation. Stephen opts
to pursue the relationship goal in these moments, and be an advocate and person they can
trust. Stephen believes that these relationships are created by having high expectations of
his students, by holding them accountable, as this shows care and concern for them.
Finally, he believes that his school does well with social justice issues, but does not
address L2 education appropriately due to scheduling issues.

Stephen’s primarily goal is to teach students life lessons, holding kids
accountable, and helping kids. This identified in the following statement,

So, I'm all about the [life] lesson. I make lesson moments out of almost

everything, and some days | get very little Spanish in, but at the end of the

day they're picking up ninety-nine of what I'm putting down because I'm

able to just...you know, and some teachers would say, ‘No, you're

spending too much time.” But, you don't see my class act like them

[classes where students misbehave].

He also wants kids to learn the TL, and use it later in life. He also wants to one
day teach at a higher level, to prepare the next generation of teachers. Overall, he says he
is still trying to learn the best way to be a teacher.

To achieve these goals he has a handful of perceived action possibilities. To form
relationships with students he starts by getting to know them, by discussing current
events when they happen, by helping his minority students when they are presented with
problems, by enforcing the rules and expectations, by being empathetic, by seeing every

opportunity as a teachable moment. To teach the L2, he uses the CI strategies like movie

talk, and write and discuss.
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Certain aspects of Stephen’s role identity show signs of alignment while others
show tension. Stephen reports that he uses the target language at 80%-90%, while he also
mentions that sometimes he speaks very little in the TL depending on the time of year, or
if a certain cultural event took place, or his goal for the class. There is, though, agreement
between Stephen’s commitment to diversity, his goal of teaching life lessons, and his
action-possibilities to support minorities. Stephen’s teacher role identity is in a process of
reflection and evolution, as he acknowledges that he is much to learn, and that he has
changed significantly within the last few years.

Mariana, the all-seeing Mariana describes herself as a native speaker and
passionate representative for her culture. In the classroom she is active and energetic,
qualities she shared when describing a routine exchange with students

8:00 am in the morning | am like, ‘Okay, open the books da dada’ and

they [the students] look at me like “come on! It's 8:00 am. I'm tired.”

[Mariana responds] ‘It's the morning, you're at school. You're awake. So

let's go. Let's go. Let's go!” So they say ‘Miss you are too active!’

[Mariana responds] “Yes, I’m a morning person. Yes, go.’

She also considers herself to be highly observant and aware. For example, she stated “I
have thirty kids in my classroom, and | know what everybody is doing.”

Regarding her beliefs, Mariana maintains that speaking in the TL is important, for
example when responding to how much TL she uses and why, she provided the following
response by creating an imaginary conversation with a student

[Students] say ‘No, no, I can’t. I don't know I don't know’ [Mariana

responds] ‘this is a Spanish class, we need to speak Spanish.” and some

kids say, ‘Oh, no, I can't.” Those are my best ones, because | know they

can do what you're talking about and | look at them like “You know that |

know that you know you. You speak Spanish, and you understand what
I’m saying,” and they just laugh, because they know.
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In another section she mentioned once more that students do understand but they
are simply “lazy.” However, in other moments Mariana contradicts these beliefs. For
example, later in the interview while explaining the tension between revealing her
identity and TL use she stated

So that'swhat | was talking about with my husband. That | need to explain
everything first in English, because there's just a few students who speak
Spanish or can understand Spanish. So, | need to incorporate everything in
English first, so they understand.

Additionally, she believes that learning Spanish is hard, and students need extra
help and time. Given this extra time, she believes that her students will eventually
understand, but that students do better in settings in which they are comfortable

In addition to teaching the TL, Mariana maintains that good teachers are aware of
what is happening in the classroom. Good teachers know their students, they know what
they are doing, and what they are struggling with. This belief identified in the following
excerpt

So sometimes, when I’m reading from the book, I’ll say ‘you with the
phone over there, stop doing that.” [the student asks] ‘How can you see?’
Or, if I’'m writing on the board, and I say, please, xyz, can you stop
making noise. [students asks] ‘How did you know it was me?’ since | was
writing on the board. | didn’t see the student, but | know them. It’s just
one month and a couple of days, and as a teacher | feel that that's a very
good characteristic that you know your students, and you know who's
struggling. Also, another time it was, | had a student in the back, and she
was doing this [squints], looking at the board. ‘Um, What are you doing?
Do you wear glasses?” And she said, “Yes, my mom ordered them.’
‘Okay, come here, Move here.” So, | moved her seat to the front so she’s
in the first line. Now she's writing. She's catching every word. So, a real
teacher I think knows the students, knows the facial expressions. Knows,
how are they acting, knows their struggles.
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Along with her beliefs, Mariana has many goals. A superordinate goal is to share her
language and culture with her students. For example, while explaining her aims in the

classroom she said,

Because when | asked [students] a couple of weeks ago, ‘Do you know

where Puerto Rico is?’ some people say, like, ‘No I don't know where it

is.” It'slike ‘0 my god | feel offended’. At the same time, | understood that

they may never went out from the city, so probably they don't know where

the countries are. So that's my main job. and | have a goal that | share with

my principal, that | want them at least to have a small conversation in the

L2 at the end of the year.

In this passage Mariana also stated that she has a more specific goal — to have her
students engage in a small conversation in the L2 by the end of the year. Other important
goals are to make students feel as comfortable as possible. And to align the curriculum
with relationship building and other facets of teaching.

To achieve these goals, she has flexible action possibilities — she can on some
days speak 90% in the L1, or 50%. Likewise, she can circle back to confusing topics in
English, or introduce them in English. She also helps students by providing them with
videos, online tools, and worksheets. Regarding relationship building she makes
connections with them by setting boundaries, laughing, making jokes, asking about their
lives while mixing in the L2 and latino culture. She also interacts with them outside of
class, and calls parents to praise children. Lastly, she makes references to social media.

There is unresolved tension between Mariana’s beliefs, goals and action. In some
cases, the content is misaligned. She believes that the goals of relationship building and
speaking in the L2 are aligned, yet uses the TL very little and recognizes that students

struggle to understand. Her belief that Spanish should be spoken in the classroom also

contradicts her practice of speaking in English first. Furthermore, she has contradicting
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positions on students. Sometimes students know the language but are lazy, while in other
instances they can’t understand and are confused. Mariana is in a process of evolution.
She is actively seeking new action possibilities, while she is also questioning some of her
own beliefs.

Selena, the detective. Selena describes herself as a veteran teacher, who has
taught in several countries. For Selena, language learning has long been an area of
interest, and has always come easily to her. Selena prizes curiosity, and she enjoys seeing
students show interest in the TL or in any subject.

Relatedly, Selena believes that students who show curiosity, but don’t achieve as
much are more enjoyable than students who do well but have no personality. Many times,
these students are only taking the course for the credits, and they are not interested in
learning. Selena believes that this is particularly true of the students in her current
position. Furthermore, she maintains that the national education system where she
teaches trains students to be blind followers, whereas she believes that being an
“independent learner” is far more valuable and should be prioritized generally.
Accordingly, she believes that it is important to give students autonomy and choice,
because they have very little options throughout the day.

Selena also believes that relationships are very vital, because without the
relationship her students won’t feel safe and trust her enough to dialogue. When
explaining the importance of relationships she made the following statement,

If you don't have a good relationship with the students. They don't want to

go. They don't want to go to class, they're afraid of you or...they're just

reluctant to spend any time with you...So you also need to establish a

good relationship with your local students, or else they don't want to come
into class.
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Dialoguing with students, however, is sometimes very challenging because they
do not speak the same language, and it requires one to be very smart to piece together the
students’ intentions. In this following excerpt discussing how she navigates this process
Selena not only address her belief about it, but also lists important perceived action-
possibilities for forming relationships.

So, some of the.... we have some students who are really good at the L2.
And it's easy to form relationships with these kids because they can
explain what they're trying to say... But then you have some other kids that
want to communicate, and you have to try to understand what they're
trying to say. So you have to basically infer. So...maybe they tell you that
they're happy. And then they say... ‘Happy birthday,’ because that's the
piece of a song that they know, and they say ‘happy meal, Mcdonald's’
and you have to say, “Oh, so it was your birthday? When? Y esterday?”’
And then you start pointing out the numbers, or you go to a calendar...
‘Oh, you went to Mcdonald's.” “Yes,” “You got a happy meal?’ ‘Yes,’ so
you have to start going with the Yes, no questions. You have to be really
smart to pick these things up and not get frustrated, and don't say like,
‘Oh, no, you you're not saying things correct so, | don't understand what
you're saying’ like, Okay, or you even ask the kid next to this kid like,
‘what is your classmate trying to say’ like If you're completely lost, you
say, ‘what is he or she trying to say?’ And then you get it like ‘Oh,
that...congratulations!” Or you won the swimming competition, or
whatever.

In this part, Selena is playing the part of the detective, having to piece together clues to
construct meaning.

Finally, she believes that the state of language education has changed from a
focus on grammar, to a focus on communication. She thinks this is a positive change, as
it matches reality.

Selena’s first goal is for students to be curious about the world. She also wants her
students to use her class to engage, to speak and to be active. Finally, Selena aims to
create independent thinkers and learners. To accomplish the goals of autonomy and

global awareness she relies on the internet, YouTube and media. She gives the students
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choices on what they watch and listen. To build relationships, she builds trust slowly
using clues, and the help of other students who can translate for her.

The components of Selena’s role identity seem aligned. Her beliefs and goals are
harmonious. She believes that independence and autonomy are important, and she
provides opportunities for students to be make choices and express their wishes. She also
believes that relationships are important and takes steps to build trust with her students.
Selena’s in a process of reflection, where she is considering her values as a teacher.

Regina, the artist Regina is a polyglot and veteran language teacher of k-6
students. Although she originally had no formal teacher training, she was previously a
ballet dancer and owner of a dance school and always loved to teach. Relatedly, she
describes herself as a very creative person, who loves creating art and doing crafts. In a
similar vein, she noted that she can get bored easily, and likes having fun.

Regina believes that the greatest part of teaching is seeing how kids grow, create,
and succeed. She believes that when teaching children, it is really important to get to their
level, to access their psychology, and think like them. She details this belief in the
following excerpt,

So, when 1 go into the classroom, my mother has come and observed me at

times, and she said, ‘Wow! You are completely a completely different

person in front of the classroom,” and | just go into, | get down to their

level. I try to feel like “What would it be like to be eight years old and

looking at this crazy lady in front of our class, trying to teach us

language?’ and | just go from there. I really think you have to have the

psychology of young children and the limitations of their psychology as

young kids and kind of get to it in a different route. So, for me they like to

play, and so | like to play. I play, you know I physically, when

something's happened in the classroom that | wasn't happy with, |

physically got down on the floor and kicking and shaking my legs, saying,

‘No, no,” I don't know, you know, like, get in, and they would look at me

like okay. She's crazy and just kind of being like a kid, but having the, of
course, the adult awareness of what I’'m doing to get my lessons across.
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Regarding L2 instruction, Regina believes that the amount of the TL used
depends on many contextual factors such as the grade level, and her perception of student
motivation, specifically if not using the L1, will cause her to lose students due to
frustration. This was explained in the following response when discussing her decision
on speaking 70% to 80% in the TL.

It’s depending on the grade level, like for example, | start the year out one

hundred percent. And then, when | experience too much frustration,

[gesturing downward with her hands] | kind of [use less TL a] little bit . 1

use a lot of gestures, and then, as the as the kids get a little bit older, I'm

able to keep it, you know. But the seventy to eighty was like a general

average over K through six. And it's basically because kids are either
frustrated

and they'll...I'll intuit that they’re going to give up if I can't make

something clear, you know | always put the directions, and what we're

going to do that day goes on the board in Spanish and we'll go through

each one at the beginning of class, so that | make sure that they

understand. But if they don't, you know we have to talk about the

vocabulary and what it means, and stuff like that. So, [the L1] it's more to

ease their frustration or a sense that I'm getting they're ready to just give

up and tune out.

This passage also shows Regina’s perceived action possibilities of scaffolding her
lesson and checking for comprehension. Nevertheless, Regina believes that sometimes
students struggle to understand, but she is the one responsible for that lack of
comprehension.

Regarding her predominantly white and non-diverse environment, Regina
believes that many of her students are either very privileged or unexperienced. For that
reason, she believes that she is doing service to her students by exposing them to other

cultures and the broader world. Regina discussed this perception in the following

segment when responding to how relationships help her in the classroom,
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When I'm talking about something that they really know nothing about

they're very attentive. They're very curious, and so | try to make it, you

know interesting but definitely real world. And you know, doing “compare

and contrast” kinds of things with what you [the students] have, what they

have [kids in other countries], what you don't have, that they have

different things like that. They're pretty attentive, and | feel like I'm doing

a service, not just as a teacher to these kids, But I’'m doing a more global

service.

Regina’s primary goal is related to this belief, she aims to open the minds of her
students beyond the conservative and homogenous community in which they live. She
wants to infuse cultural themes into all of her lessons while still being fun. Her action
possibilities to achieve these goals include the completion of a service project,
discussions with students about poverty, and race. To keep class fun, she will constantly
search for new activities, play like a child, and take on the persona of a child. To teach
the L2 she uses gestures, written instructions. She also pairs stronger students with
weaker students, and is willing to discuss with her students the importance of using the
TL, even if it is frustrating.

Regina’s teacher role identity shows alignment. The beliefs about the importance
of worldly exposure align with her goals, and actions, along with her own history. Her
use of the L2 aligns with her belief that the L2 is important but can also be frustrating.
Although Regina believe that the TL goal and relationship goal are aligned, she also
believes that students may get frustrated and need support in their L1.

Kimberly, the convert. Kimberly loves her subject matter and forming
relationships with her students. Specifically, she enjoys getting to know them, and looks
forwards to their interactions. In the classroom she has never been a textbook user, but in

the past she focused heavily on grammar and vocabulary. Now she uses CI and informal

dialogue and speaks 80% to 85% of the time in the TL. She also attributes this level of
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TL use to her self-efficacy in her ability to do so. She described this quality, along with
her belief that the more she uses the TL the more the students in the following statement
when explaining why she speaks 80% to 90% of the time in the TL

It just works, I guess. | guess because | can, you know, because | can
teach. I did it, probably closer to 80, 85%, and | don't know, it depends on
the class. But, I'd say closer to the lower end of that, because I can,

because it works, because | see results. When | speak more L2, | get more
output. Yeah, more input | get the more output | get.

This quote also highlights that the goal navigation changes depending on the
context, in certain classes or with certain students. Kimberly believes that she may help
shape her context by boosting student motivation. She believes that creating a student-
centered classroom aids students with anxiety. Student with anxiety remind her of herself
as a student. She explained this belief when describing the importance of relationships.

She said

I think they [relationships] It helps with motivation, but also like I mean
when | was in school | was a | was reluctant speaker. You know | loved
the grammar. | loved the verb conjugation. | had no issues memorizing
vocabulary when | need to do that sitting down and studying, but | was a
reluctant speaker. And I think that you, I understand, like the anxiety kids
have to speak in a foreign language, and | was, like, you know, a
perfectionist. | didn't want to screw up what | was speaking, and | think
that whenever you can just break down those barriers. And whenever
you're talking about stuff that’s interesting, like whenever they know they
you're going to focus on things that they want to talk about, and whenever
they...they can tell what a teacher is student-centered, and when they're
like, ‘let's just get through the curriculum,” you know. And | think that
helps with that those reluctant speakers, those kids who have that anxiety.
By speaking, I think I’ll break down those barriers.

In fact, Kimberly holds that if you don’t have relationships with the students, they will
not be engaged. In another part of the interview, she stated
If you don't have relationship with the kids at that age, like they're not

getting engaged. They're not going to engage with the topic. I think it suits
my personality because I like I just like talking to kids.
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Luckily, she feels that her current teaching method — CI — suits this well, because
she can talk to her students frequently about topics that are of interest to them. This is in
fact a key to her teaching philosophy, to talk about what interests the kids. When kids are
having fun, there is no tension between speaking in the TL and forming relationships.
Additionally, dialoguing with students, she believes, is an effective way to see progress in
the TL. Students, she maintains, are also comfortable with this method, with near
complete (90%) participation. However, she does believe that the L1 is effective for brief
explanations, and for behavior issues. She mentions that she is very fortunate because she
perceives that she has a high amount of autonomy to use methods that she believes are
effective — like CI.

Kimberly’s primary goal is to form relationships. Then another important goal,
both assigned and intrinsic, is to expose the students to the language and motivate them.
She wants to see the students progress, and to use the language and acquire it. Even
before adopting a CI strategy, she always wanted to have students communicate, and
aimed to create a student-centered classroom. Kimberly explained these goals in the
following section

The teachers that get the kids after middle school, they're very supportive

of the way | teach. Basically, like they said to me, “You know your goal is

to expose them to the language and get the motivated to learn.” All right. |

can do that so. I've always been able to do kind of what | wanted to do,

which is awesome. | think most teachers don't have that nowadays. But

yeah, | think I've always, | would strive even before | did like more

exclusively CI, yo have the kids communicating and | always had good

relationships with the kids. And I was trying to make things student

centered and make it stuff they were interested in.

To form relationships, expose the students to the TL, and motivate them, she

relies on CI based strategies such as informal dialogues, allowing the students to guide
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the conversations by choosing topics of interest, using visuals, and gestures, along with
group choral responses. The L1 is also available for brief explanations, and for students
to respond some of the time.

Among the components of Kimberly’s teacher identity there is harmony. Her
goals are to motivate and expose the students to the TL. She believes that her teaching
methods are highly effective at doing this. She also believes that she is capable of
achieving these goals, and she describes herself as someone who enjoys doing it.
Furthermore, thanks to CI she perceives there to be many action possibilities. Kimberly is
in a process of reflection, particularly salient is her transition from a traditional grammar
teacher to a communicatively focused teacher.

Summary of aligned group. The five interviews share some common elements.
First there was the shared belief that relationships are important in that they boost
motivation for the L2. A shared goal was to raise awareness about race and culture.
Finally, this group showed signs of unperceived tension, where the participants stated one
thing, but acted in a different way. There was also some shared use of CI strategies.
Overview of Results

In this section I presented the results from the quantitative and qualitative
analysis. The quantitative analysis showed a significant relationship between teachers’
perceptions of alignment between the two goals, their commitment to the TL goal, and
their relationship goal expectancy. However, there were no significant relationships
between their perceptions of alignment and contextual variables such as student
proficiency, language taught, or geographical setting. The content analysis of the open-

ended responses revealed important commonalties and differences amongst the groups
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(see table 13 for an overview), with one common thread being the influence of context on

how teachers navigate using the TL and forming relationships. This theme was also

present in the analysis of the interviews. In chapter 5, | will present a discussion and

interpretation of these results.

Table 13. Observed Differences Between the Groups

Aligned No Effect Misaligned

Count(%) Count(%) Count(%)
Beliefs
Extrovert 13(52%) 1(8%) 11(58%)
Supporter 15(60%) 8(67%) 10(53%)
Striving 9(36%) 4(33%) 8(42%)
Multitasker 2(8%) 1(8%) 0
Method-User 3(12%) 1(8%) 2(11%)
Learner 5(20%) 2(17%) 1(5%)
Expert 0 1(8%) 2(11%)
Goals
Language proficiency 8(32%) 3(25%) 7(37%)
Foster interest 11(44%)) 6(50%) 8(42%)
Academic challenge 4(16%) 1(8%) 3(16%)
Cultural awareness 5(20%) 1(8%) 0
Connect 3(12%) 2(17%) 4(21%)
Foster personal growth 9(26%) 1(4%) 3(16%)
Broaden horizons 2(8%) 2(17%) 4(21%)
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Table 13. (continued)
Professional goal

Establish trust

Beliefs

L2 hinders communication
L2 hinders relationships
L2 demotivates
Relationship value
Context dependent

L1 value

L2 value

Relationships lead to L2
No tension

L2 leads to relationships

4(16%)

2(8%)

11(44%)
12(48%)
11(44%)
5(20%)
7(28%)
3(12%)
1(4%)
1(4%)

0

0

Possible Instructional Actions

TPR/TPRS

Gesture
Comprehensible Input
Visuals

Repetition

scaffolding

Insider

6(24%)
9(36%)
8(32%)
11(44%)
6(24%)
1(4%)

0
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1(8%)

1(8%)

1(8%)
1(8%)
3(25%)
0
4(33%)
0
2(17%)
1(8%)
2(17%)

1(8%)

1(8%)

2(17%)
6(50%)
3(25%)
3(25%)
2(17%)

0

3(16%)

2(11%)

7(37%)
0
2(11%)
2(11%)
8(42%)
2(11%)
1(5%)
2(11%)
2(11%)

2(11%)

1(5%)

5(26%)
9(47%)
8(42%)
4(21%)
5(26%)

3(16%)



Table 13. (continued)

Possible actions for relationship development

Probing

Relevancy

Name use
Affirming

Greeting

Personal revelation
Humor

Outside classroom
Personal conversations
Community building
Honesty

Engaging activities

Perceived Alignment
Aligned
Tension

Not enough data

15(60%)
3(12%)
5(20%)
6(24%)
2(8%)
6(24%)
4(16%)
5(20%)
4(16%)
3(12%)
2(8%)

2(8%)

17(68%)
7(28%)

1(4%)

5(42%)
2(17%)
1(8%)
4(33%)
0
3(25%)
0
1(8%)
0

0

0

2(17%)

6(50%)
5(42%)

1(8%)
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10(52%)
0
1(5%)
1(5%)
1(5%)
1(5%)
2(11%)
2(11%)
3(15%)
2(11%)
1(5%)

6(32%)

12(63%)
6(32%)

1(5%)



CHAPTER 5: DISCUSSION, IMPLICATIONS, AND LIMITATIONS

The principal aim of this study was to understand how context shapes one’s
negotiation and pursuit of multiple goals. Throughout this paper | have argued that the
literature on multiple goal pursuit has been effective at establishing guiding principles but
has not yet begun to examine how these principles operate in particular domains. For this
reason, this study focused specifically on L2 teachers, and how they navigate two
prominent and potentially conflicting goals in L2 education — speaking in the TL for 90%
of class time and developing meaningful relationships with students.

Before moving on to a discussion of the research questions, | want to first
emphasize the utility of an identity lens, specifically the adoption of the DSRMI, in
studying multiple goal pursuit. Previously | contended that the current models for
understanding the phenomenon do not reference or take account of wider factors that
influence goal pursuit in a systematic way. However, the DSMRI incorporates aspects
such as the social relationships between students and teachers, the local school cultures,
and overall world languages paradigm. If this study had employed a model that only
considered goals and means, critical factors would have been undetected.

Additionally, the DSMRI frames goal pursuit as a dynamic process. Although the
current study took only a snapshot of teachers’ role-identities, the dynamic nature of their
beliefs, goals, self-perceptions, and action possibilities still emerged throughout the data
collection process. In comparison, prior studies’ decontextualized designs tacitly
maintained that the participants’ perceptions were static, and did not recognize that goals
and means shift and change. A significant finding, therefore, is the usefulness of the

DSMRI in studying multiple goal pursuit and goal conflict.
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Responses to the Research Questions

RQL1: Quantitative: Are there significant relationships between L2 teachers’
perception of alignment for their instructional goals and relational goal, goal
commitment, goal expectancy, self-concordance, job satisfaction, and contextual
variables.

My approach to answering this question was divided into two steps, first |
analyzed the categorical data and then the quantitative data. The categorical analysis
focused on 10 contextual and demographical variables including: (1) gender, (2) ethnicity
(3) educational level, (4) school type, (5) geographical setting, (6) socioeconomic status,
(7) teaching one’s native language, (8) language taught, (9) student age level, (10) student
proficiency level. Using Fischer’s exact test, and subsequent Chi-square analyses, |
determined that the only significant difference between the groups was how much L2 was
spoken. Without further investigation, these results would support the notion that, at least
for the teachers in this study, the context such as student age, level, language of study,
and school SES and location were not related to perception of alignment between the
goals. However, analysis in later phases better frame what this result may mean.

In the analysis of the quantitative data, my goal was to see if there were
significant difference between the groups for the variables of commitment, expectancy,
self-accordance, teacher experience, and job satisfaction. The analysis indicated that there
was a significant difference between groups relating to goal commitment and relationship
expectancy, but no significant difference for the other three variables. However, a very

conservative threshold of significance was used (p < 0.006) to defend against a Type 1
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error. With a typical threshold (p < 0.05), the variable of TL self-accordance would have
also been significant, but was excluded in this analysis.

According to the findings, the teachers that perceived misalignment between the
goals expressed less commitment to the TL goal than those who perceived there to be
alignment or no effect. Considering that there was not a meaningful effect for expectancy
for TL use, commitment to one’s goal seems to have a strong influence on goal
negotiation, which will be explored later in the discussion.

The significant difference between those perceiving no effect and the other two
groups regarding their expectancy of forming relationship may have also influenced
teachers’ perception of the conflict. Teachers perceiving misalignment and alignment
strongly anticipated forming relationships with their students, while those perceiving no
effect did not expect them to be as likely in comparison. There may be an association
between decreased expectation in forming relationships and perceived relevancy of the
TL. If some teachers do not expect to form a relationship, the use of the TL may not
make a difference either way. This interpretation also highlights the importance of
adopting a cohesive and dynamic framework such as the DSMRI. The teachers’ beliefs
about relationships potentially shaped their possible actions — in the case the increased
use of the TL.

Another notable finding was the absence of a significant difference among the groups
for teacher experience. The ages of the teachers perceiving misalignment were as varied
as those in the other two. Although it can only be said of this sample, the data indicate
that more teacher experience does not suggest greater likelihood of identifying and

implementing multifinal means to reduce tension or prioritization (as suggested by
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Fruend and Tomask, 2021). Indeed, it would seem that perceived conflict can exist at any
stage in the teaching trajectory, not only preliminary stages which are famous for
shattering idealized conceptions of teaching (Rolls & Plauborg, 2009). Looking again at
the theoretical identity lens underpinning this study, such a finding is not entirely
surprising as one’s identity is constantly developing and in a state of flux. According to
this perspective, there would never exist some static plateau where all conflict has been
resolved. As teachers have new experiences, elements of their role-identity may shift and
change, presenting potentially new tension but also the promise for growth (Garner &
Kaplan, 2019).

Another principal finding is the absence of a significant difference between
teachers’ perception and their job satisfaction. Prior research has indicated that goal
conflict is associated with well-being (Boudreaux & Ozer, 2013) and job satisfaction
(Daumiller & Dresel, 2020). Specifically, the study by Daumiller and Dresel (2020)
found that congruence between university professors’ achievement goals was associated
with their job satisfaction. Similar to their study, | asked teachers to evaluate goals that
are central to their job but also may be inherently conflicting. Unlike Daumiller and
Dresel (2020), however, there was no association between perceived conflict and job
satisfaction. A possible interpretation, especially given Boudreaux & Ozer (2013)
pairwise analysis of a larger set of goals, is that the mere presence of conflict between
some goals does not affect overall job satisfaction. Due to the large number of goals that
teachers pursue, the likelihood that conflict exists somewhere is high. Since conflict
would be inevitable, it is not so much the presence of conflict, but rather the specific

goals that conflict. Taking into account the components of one’s role-identity offers a
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further explanation. For example, if a key ontological belief about teaching is “students
learn best through lecture” and a key self-attribute is “I am expert in this field” a goal that
conflicts with these elements, such as project-based instruction, would be particularly
frustrating. Likewise, another possibility is that since teachers in this study reported high
levels of self-accordance, conflict was not construed as necessarily detrimental. This
interpretation aligns with the findings by Gorges et al. (2014) who concluded that goal
conflict is associated with positive reactions given greater self-accordance. Those who
have greater autonomy in the selection of their goals may perceive conflict more
positively, and as an interesting challenge. Those, however, who have less autonomy may
perceive conflict negatively.

RQ2: What key themes relating to teacher role-identity undergird teachers’
perceptions?

In phase three of this study, teachers completed a survey with open-ended
responses. These responses were intended to target components of the DSMRI,
specifically self-attributes, beliefs, goals, and perceived action possibilities. The
responses were first analyzed, and then used to characterize each group’s collective
attributes, beliefs, goals, and action possibilities. In phase four, a total of 14 volunteers
sat for semi-structured interviews that further probed each of these components and
characterizations. The analysis of these two phases produced five themes, two that united
the teachers, two that distinguished them, and one that addressed approaches to managing
tension.

The first theme is the influence of context on aspects of teachers’ role-identity,

specifically the goals teachers set and how they navigate them. Teachers from each group
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mentioned that their pursuit of the L2 goal was often contingent on multiple variables,
including student proficiency level, student motivation, the language of instruction,
extraneous circumstances (such as whether an important life event/lesson transpired),
student age, and the amount of student collective anxiety. Initially, on its face, this theme
seems to disaffirm the finding that the contextual variables had no significant relationship
with perceived alignment. However, an interpretation that fits both the quantitative and
qualitative results is that context is influential for all groups regardless of the perception
of alignment, therefore producing no significant difference. If all groups believe that
context is important, then no difference would be identified. This conclusion aligns with
the dynamic nature of goal navigation as presented by Kruglanski et al (2002) as well as
the fundamental principles in the DSMRI. As a teacher enters a new classroom, her
perceptions of the space will influence the components of her role-identity. This theme
underscores how prior research has largely overlooked the ecological factors inherent in
the DSMRI. For example, the social context and culture of the school where the
participants worked weighed heavily on their decision to use the L2. In many instances
the teachers referenced how the community’s perception of the L2 influenced their
instructional decisions. Another clear example is how one participant, Amanda, talked
about the differences between teaching younger and older students (a topic referenced by
others as well). While working with younger students, Amanda noted that the
expectations and rules governing that social context were different than with older
students.

The second theme is the belief that regardless of the context, forming

relationships with students is vital. Many teachers referenced relationships as
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fundamental in language learning because they help build trust and alleviate anxiety
about speaking in the L2. Furthermore, many teachers mentioned that relationship
building was an end itself, as they sought to help students grow as individuals. Both
sentiments align with the literature in educational research indicating the value of
relationships for both students and teachers (Roorda et al., 2011; Tran & Moni, 2015).
The widespread belief in the importance of relationships also aligns to the statistically
insignificant difference between the groups and commitment to the relationship goal.
Nevertheless, this specific goal conflict may not arise in other teachers but other goal
conflicts and action possibility constraints might. For example, advanced placement
teachers may aim to cover all the material on their respective tests, while also supporting
students’ mental health. However, taken together, these first two themes serve as the
basis for the third and fourth which differentiate the groups.

The third theme is the belief that L2 use hinders relationship development. This
belief was common amongst those who perceived misalignment, while cited only once
for those perceiving no effect, and not at all for those perceiving alignment. Overall there
was considerable tension demonstrated between the goals of forming relationships and
speaking in the L2. A related belief was that the L2 demotivates students, and was
mentioned most frequently for those perceiving misalignment, less so for effect group,
and infrequently for alignment. These positions were reiterated in the interviews with
Isabella, Hannah, Kendra and Valerie, participants who perceived misalignment. For
example, Isabella stated “Well, I can't build that stronger connection with the student if
they don't, understand me, and | don't understand them.” Another example is Hannah’s

response to managing the two goals.
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I've learned like, if you just start straight Spanish, it doesn't matter how

much you care about the kids. Doesn't matter how much you're trying to

get to know them...their brains shut down, and they're like, ‘I don't even

know. I don't know that she's asking me my name and what I like to do

after school. | just know she's talking to me in Spanish, and | can't do it.’

So it's very much a balancing act for me, at least, of trying to make sure

that both those needs are met because it is a Spanish class. They need to

know some Spanish, but they're not going to learn anything if they don't

feel comfortable in my class.

This theme corresponds to the vast body of literature documenting how foreign
language speaking anxiety can heavily influence student participation and willingness to
communicate in the L2 (Horwitz, 2010; Macintyre & Legatto, 2011). This theme also
aligns with the research that the formation of an inhibitory link deactivates possible
actions for one of the goals through goal shielding (Unsworthy et al., 2014).

The fourth theme was the difference in perceived action possibilities, specifically
multifinal means. Half of the no effect group and aligned group mentioned the use of ClI
as a viable way to alleviate the tension between TL use and relationship building.
Consider for example Irene’s perception of how CI serves as a multifinal means “So
you’re forming a relationship because they're intent on watching you, | mean everything
you do. So, it forms like an intimacy and it's a lot different way of teaching than it was
with a textbook.” In contrast, a third of the misaligned group referenced CI as an action
possibility, but use was conditional and only multifinal after an initial phase of L1 use
where relationships were established. This theme provides further support to the body of
evidence indicating that the identification of a multifinal means is key to resolving goal
conflict (Kruglanski et al., 2015).

Although this study did not attempt to isolate the components of role-identity

there are signs that the differences in beliefs, perceived availability of action possibilities,
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and teachers’ perception of their context contributed to the navigation of the TL goal and
relationship goal, along with their goal selection process in general. According to the
DSMRI, the components of one’s identity structure are interdependent, and changes in
one sphere may affect or influence another, as a result the differences in perceived means
and beliefs may have dramatic effects on action. For example, although fostering interest
in the L2 was the most common goal in all three, the subsequently mentioned goals were
distinct. For the misaligned group, their next shared goal was to foster personal growth,
while for the other two it was to improve students’ language proficiency.

A final theme does not differentiate the groups but provides a fuller picture of the
complexity of goal negotiation. Tension within teachers’ role identity was noted in a
minority of members from all three groups. According to this analysis, the tension could
be categorized as either conscious or unconscious. Conscious tension is when the
respondent recognizes and actively deliberates over goals perceived to be difficult to
reconcile. There were many such examples, such as “It often feels like it is one or the
other. In the beginning of the year, there is a strong push for building relationships but it
Is also important to set the standard of using the TL in the classroom. It can be difficult to
build the same relationship in 90% TL” another example is “It’s hard to keep it
comprehensible - or comprehended actually. It’s up to us to bridge the gap. It’s hard. It’s
scary. But it’s so important!!” These participants acknowledged the tension, were fully
aware that it exists, and may actively find ways to ease their tension. For the teachers in
this study, the most common resolution for this tension was to abandon one of the goals —
specifically the TL goal. This aligns with the wider literature as Kung and Scholer (2019)

state that “This strategy is particularly prevalent in the pursuit of inherent goal
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conflicts...” (p. 3). Many teachers perceiving misalignment mentioned that they rejected
the TL goal, finding it onerous and unachievable, or abandoned it when it became too
much of a hindrance. For example, one participant wrote “My goal is always 90% but not
at the expense of my ability to interact with my students in a way that is meaningful for
them. | use the TL as much as possible until I perceive it is a hindrance to
communication.” A second frequent approach was to prioritize one of the two goals and
reconfigure them into sequential aims. The order in this case started with the pursuit of
the relationship goals, then the TL goal. Many teachers felt that by first establishing
relationships, they could leverage their relationships to use more of the TL. Similar
findings were presented by Palmer et al. (2022).

The second type of tension was unconscious and was identified in all three
groups. This tension was not perceived by the individual but was observed by me. For
example, Stephen maintained that the TL goal aligned with the relationship goal, and
asserted the superiority of Cl as a L2 teaching methodology because it provides students
with what is essential. At another point in the interview, however, he stated that he
sometimes speaks very little in the TL, especially at the beginning of the year, when he
dedicates time in the L1 to intentionally develop relationships with students. Evidence of
such unconscious tension was also found in the survey responses.

RQ3: What is the relationship between the perception of tension/conflict,
multifinality, and role-identity?

The final research question integrated the quantitative and the qualitative
responses to understand the relationship between role-identity, multifinality, and multiple

goal pursuit. This synthesis produced two theoretical conclusions. First, a multifinal
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means is subjective, and that goal resolution may in part be due to unawareness of
tension.

An unexpected finding was that all three groups, although not with the same
frequency, had overlapping perceived action possibilities or means. For teachers
perceiving no effect and alignment, CI was considered a multifinal means for the pursuit
of the TL goal and the relationship goal simultaneously. Teachers perceiving
misalignment also mentioned CI, but did not perceive the goals to always align. For
example, when describing possible strategies to achieve both goals, a teacher from the
misaligned group wrote “TPS/TPRS is a big deal for those who are adamant that this is
best practice. Gestures and Signs/Visuals help with basic instructional / procedural
components. Also, CI strategies for content can help to limit the amount of English
needed.” Although this teacher is aware of these means, she does not perceive them in the
same way as the following teacher from the aligned group, who wrote “I honestly don't
believe there is any tension between those two goals. Since switching from a traditional
grammar-vocab focused classroom to comprehensible input, my relationship with my
students has improved.” A possible interpretation for this difference is that one’s role-
identity shapes the availability of multifinal means, making the same means instrumental
for one set of teachers but ineffectual for others. This also coincides with the quantitative
finding from RQ1 that those perceiving misalignment had lower commitment to the TL
goal. If a teacher perceives herself as an educator interested in students but believes the
TL hinders relationship development, she may be less committed to the TL goal, and not
perceive the available means as multifinal. Evidence for this possibility may also be

found in the dilution effect (Zhang et al, 2007), where the perceived multifaceted nature
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of a means may dilute its instrumentality and make it less useful for achieving each goal
attached to it. Higher commitment to one goal (i.e., forming relationships) may make a
unifinal means more valuable.

Finally, this study also found evidence that successful negotiation of goal conflict
sometimes was due to the belief that there was harmony, even when considerable tension
existed. In these circumstances the teachers maintained that the two goals aligned, yet
when probed by a third-party, fault lines of tension were still evident. This was the case
for both Irene and Mariana. Irene firmly believed, as noted by her quantitative and
qualitative responses, that given CI she was able to achieve both goals without tension.
Nevertheless, at one point in her interview she mentioned that she may adjust her TL use
for certain settings due to student’s limitations. This finding seems to differ meaningfully
from the conflict resolution strategy of altering one’s construal of the goals. Freitas et al.
(2009) outlined construal as changing the level of abstraction for the conflicting goals so
that both goals align under some supraordinate goal. In this case, however, the two goals
do not appear to be nested within some higher purpose, rather they are simply deemed
harmonious. One possible explanation could be that this is a conflict resolution strategy
specifically used to shield one’s self-perceptions from difficult to reconcile beliefs. For
example, if a teacher perceives herself to be a good teacher, while also believing that
good teachers use the TL and form meaningful relationships, she may deem these goals
as harmonious because failing at one of them would undermine her self-perceptions. It is
unclear, however, what this means for goal negotiation long term, if this belief is

sustainable or will eventually be addressed.
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Implications
Implications for Researchers

This study has multiple implications for researchers of multiple goal pursuit, in-
service teachers, and school administrators. For researchers this study has provided
evidence that adopting an identity lens to investigate multiple goal pursuit widens and
deepens our understanding of the phenomenon. In this case the use of the DSMRI has
highlighted how context can contribute to the way goals are perceived and pursued. At a
fundamental level, the DSMRI emphasizes ecological factors like domain and
disposition. Although it was not the aim of this study to consider its effects, the
importance of domain was constantly present in that world language and L2 teachers
largely struggle to achieve a goal (speaking in the TL for 90% of the time), that is
arbitrary and not based on research (Macaro, 2009). This more narrow goal is not the
norm in the wider field of Second Language Development, even though it is widely
agreed upon that L2 input is vital for language development. In the world language
domain, there is an effort to achieve a specific amount even if it may be detrimental to
other important and worthy pursuits — such as facilitating conversations about race,
cultural values, and identity. The use of the DSMRI, therefore highlights how a change in
domain may greatly alter the research findings. Furthermore, this study has also
demonstrated that even for individuals within the same domain, two goals may conflict in
one circumstance, while in another they may align. Although prior research by Kdpetz et
al (2011) supports this claim, the implementation of a novel lens has generated more
nuanced results. As mentioned in chapter 2, future research should design similar studies

for various domains.
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Another implication for researchers is that means, like goals themselves, are
cognitive representations and therefore contingent on the components of one’s context
and role-identity. It can be easy to assume that a means that was deemed as multifinal for
one setting or individual, will also be perceived as multifinal for someone who shares the
same goals. However, there is evidence from this study that the perceptions of
multifinality vary among individuals with the same goals according to context. This
could encourage administrators to closely consider their interactions with subordinates as
it highlights how those with the same end goals can disagree on the means. Future
research could probe these differences to further understand how they shape goal pursuit
and achievement.

Researchers should also consider the possibility that individuals may express
alignment between goals, but still demonstrate tension in their actions. Future studies
may investigate how such tension affects the attainment of the goals, and the individuals’
well-being and satisfaction. Additionally, researchers may consider how such
discordance affects the selection of multifinal means. If actions do not align with
perceptions, how is the selection of means affected?

Finally, researchers should consider how the use of a mixed methods approach
revealed greater ambiguity than what would have been presented in a purely quantitative
study. In prior research, conflict between two specific goals is often measured by a single
question (e.g., Boudreaux & Ozer, 2013; Emmons & King, 1988). This study used a
similar approach, but also included seven additional items to ensure reliability.
Regardless, analysis of the open-ended responses and transcripts revealed the dynamic

nature of the groupings and their considerable overlap in comparison to the quantitative
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results. Such a finding highlights the potential pitfalls of drawing conclusions from single
rating. At the time of responding participants may not understand the question the way
the researchers intended, or they may be considering a different unit analysis (specific
time frame vs general). Future researchers should consider participants’ responses as
dynamic and context dependent. Consequently, greater care should be taken to reliability
capture individuals’ perceptions of goal alignment.

Implications for Teachers

For teachers this study has important implications for practice and development.
First, this research demonstrates that some teachers may take a reactive approach to goal
setting based on their perception of the students. Rather than proactively setting a goal,
then finding ways to implement it, teachers may inadvertently allow students to set the
goals. A focus and reflection on one’s role-identity may offer teachers greater agency in
the process of goal selection, and subsequently the identification of multifinal means.
Analyzing one’s self-attributes and probing one’s beliefs may produce new goals or
means for attaining the goals.

Second, the findings in this dissertation demonstrate that teachers’ beliefs do not
always align with their actions. Purposeful development of one’s role-identity using the
DSMRI may help to reduce the possible tension between teachers’ beliefs and discordant
actions. Prior research has shown that using the DSMRI in conjunction with professional
development encourages identity exploration by helping participants reflect on elements
of their roles (Garner & Kaplan, 2019). In one study by Conrad et al. (2023) social
studies teachers took part in a series of dialogues and reflections, along with interviews

that were scaffolded by the DSMRI. Analysis of the data identified conflicting goals
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within the teachers’ role-identities and recommendations for teacher education. Similar
pedagogical reflections and recommendations, along with the personal explorations could
be very beneficial for L2 teachers.
Limitations

The study as a whole, along with each individual phase, had limitations that
require consideration. The non-experimental design of this study means that the findings
cannot be generalized to a larger population. However, the findings can be generalized to
theory, specifically the DSMRI and multiple goal pursuit. Furthermore, the specific goal
conflicts discussed here cannot be generalized to other contexts, but the importance of
context when analyzing conflict can be and other contexts surely contain comparable or
analogous goal conflicts.

Regarding the first phase of data collection, there were two potential weaknesses.
First, the survey relied on self-report, which may not accurately represent the
participants’ actions (such as whether they speak in the TL for the reported amount).
Future studies may find it beneficial to include observations and other means of
triangulation. This is especially important given the finding that teachers in this study
professed alignment but expressed tension elsewhere. A second weakness is that the
survey did not wholly capture teachers’ role-identity, as it was focused particularly on
one set of potentially conflicting goals. There may be many other facets and beliefs that
teachers use to negotiate a decision that were not addressed in the survey. Although the
semi-structured interviews allowed for greater elaboration and investigation, future
studies may consider implementing questions about participants’ wider teaching

philosophy.
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Regarding the quantitative analysis, a noted limitation was the low number of
participants, and as a result not all the assumptions for some of the procedures were fully
satisfied. This increases the likelihood that an important trend or theme was not detected.

Finally, for phase three and four, a primary limitation was the trustworthiness of
the interpretation. Steps were taken to increase the trustworthiness of the findings by
including a second coder, triangulating the data when possible, and searching for negative
cases.

Conclusion

This mixed-methods study aimed to understand how context, studied through the
lens of role-identity, influences multiple goal pursuit. Throughout this dissertation |
focused specifically on L2 teachers, and two common goals in L2 education — speaking
in the L2 for 90% of the classroom time and forming meaningful relationships with
students. After analyzing the quantitative and qualitative responses | concluded that one’s
context influences one’s role-identity, such as beliefs and self-attributes, and therefore
shapes multiple goal pursuit and the negotiation of goal conflict by narrowing or
expanding one’s action possibilities or means, influencing factors such as goal
commitment or expectancy, and prompting a construal of goals as aligned despite
underlying tension.

For researchers and teachers, a better understanding of how we navigate our goals
will lead to better outcomes for educators and students. This dissertation explores new
avenues and prompts new questions on about goal conflict in specific domains and
contexts. Likewise, for teachers, this study highlights the importance of self-reflection

and identity development. The various demands of the classroom invariably result in
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competing goals, closer examination of one’s role-identity will aid in the navigation and

negotiation of these conflicts.
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APPENDIX A: SURVEY

Please answer the following questions on your background

1. What is your gender?

2. What is your age?
3. What is your ethnicity? (Select all that apply)

Asian
Black/African
Caucasian
Hispanic/Latinx
Native American
Pacific Islander
Other

@ roo0oTw

4. What is the highest degree or level of schooling you have completed?

a. Bacherlor’s degree
b. Master’s degree
c. Doctoroate

5. Please select the option that best describes your school
a. Charter
b. Magnet
c. Private
d. Public

6. Please select the option that best describes your school
a. Rural
b. Suburban
c. Urban

7. In general, how would you describe the socio-economic status of your school?

a. Mostly low
b. Low-mid
c. Mid

d. Mid-high
e. High

8. How long have you been teaching?
Please write a number
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9. What is your first or native language?

10. What language do you teach?

11. What age group do you teach?
a. Primary
b. Secondary
c. Tertiary

12. What academic level do you primarily teach?
a. Novice

b. Intermediate
c. Advanced

13. What percent of the time do you speak in the L2 during class instruction?
%
Please answer questions 14-18 regarding the amount of time you speak in the L2

during class instruction

14. 1 strive to speak in the L2 for this amount of time because someone else wants me
to, or because it is required.

1 2 3 4 5

Not at all Very
much so

15. I strive to speak in the L2 for this amount of time because I would feel ashamed,
guilty, or anxious if I didn’t.

1 2 3 4 5

Not at all Very
much so

16. I strive to speak in the L2 for this amount of time because it is an important goal

to have.
1 2 3 4 5
Not at all Very
much so

175



17. 1 strive to speak in the L2 because it brings me joy and personal meaning.
1 2 3 4 5

Not at all Very
much so

Please answer the following questions about your job satisfaction

18. In most ways, being a teacher is close to my ideal career

1 2 3 4 5

Strongly Agree Strongly Disagree
19. My conditions of being a teacher are excellent.

1 2 3 4 5

Strongly Agree Strongly Disagree
20. | am satisfied with being a teacher.

1 2 3 4 5

Strongly Agree Strongly Disagree
21. So far | have gotten the important things | want out of being a teacher.

1 2 3 4 5

Strongly Agree Strongly Disagree
22. If I could choose my career over, | would change almost nothing

1 2 3 4 5

Strongly Agree Strongly Disagree

The following five questions are open-ended responses.

23. How would you describe yourself as a teacher?

24. Please describe your goals as a teacher.

25. Please explain your perception of the tension (if any) between the goals of
speaking in the L2 and building meaningful relationships with students

26. Please list the strategies (if any) that you use to speak in the target language for
90% or more of the instructional time.

27. Please list the strategies (if any) that you use to form meaningful relationships
with students.
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L2 Use

In questions 16-22, please indicate what you think about the goal to speak in the target
language for 90% or more of the instructional time by indicating your agreement or
disagreement with each statement.

28. It’s hard to take this goal seriously.
1 2 3 4 5
Strongly Agree Strongly Disagree
29. Quite frankly, I don’t care if I achieve this goal or not.
1 2 3 4 5
Strongly Agree Strongly Disagree
30. I am strongly committed to pursuing this goal.
1 2 3 4 5
Strongly Agree Strongly Disagree
31. It wouldn’t take much to make me abandon this goal.
1 2 3 4 5
Strongly Agree Strongly Disagree
32. I think this goal is a good goal to shoot for.
1 2 3 4 5
Strongly Agree Strongly Disagree

33. If I try really hard, I can accomplish this goal.
1 2 3 4 5
Strongly Agree Strongly Disagree
34. No matter what I do, I couldn’t complete this goal.

1 2 3 4 5
Strongly Agree Strongly Disagree
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Relationship Building

In questions 35-41 please indicate what you think about the goal of forming meaningful
relationships with students by indicating your agreement or disagreement with each
statement.

35. It’s hard to take this goal seriously.
1 2 3 4 5
Strongly Agree Strongly Disagree
36. Quite frankly, I don’t care if I achieve this goal or not.
1 2 3 4 5
Strongly Agree Strongly Disagree
37. I am strongly committed to pursuing this goal.
1 2 3 4 5
Strongly Agree Strongly Disagree
38. It wouldn’t take much to make me abandon this goal.
1 2 3 4 5
Strongly Agree Strongly Disagree
39. I think this goal is a good goal to shoot for.
1 2 3 4 5
Strongly Agree Strongly Disagree
40. If I try really hard, I can accomplish this goal.
1 2 3 4 5
Strongly Agree Strongly Disagree

41. No matter what I do, I couldn’t complete this goal.

1 2 3 4 5
Strongly Agree Strongly Disagree
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Please answer the following questions on forming meaningful relationships by
answering 1 (not at all) to 7 (very much so)

42. 1 strive to form meaningful relationships because someone else wants me to, or
because it is required

1 2 3 4 5
Not at all Very much so

43. I strive to form meaningful relationships because I would feel ashamed, guilty, or
anxious if I didn’t

1 2 3 4 5
Not at all Very much so
44. 1 strive to form meaningful relationships because it is an important goal to have.

1 2 3 4 5
Not at all Very much so

45. 1 strive to form meaningful relationships because it brings me joy and personal

meaning
1 2 3 4 5
Not at all Very much so

The following questions ask about how the goal of speaking in the target language
inhibits, supports, or has no effect on the individual aspects of the goal of forming
meaningful relationships with students.

46. Does the pursuit of speaking in the target language for 90% or more of the
instructional time inhibit, support or have no effect on your striving to convey
warmth to students?

1 2 3 4 5
Inhibit No effect Support

47. Does the pursuit of speaking in the target language for 90% or more of the

instructional time inhibit, support or have no effect on your striving to convey
respect to students?
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48.

49.

50.

51.

52.

53.

1 2 3 4 5
Inhibit No effect Support

Does the pursuit of speaking in the target language for 90% or more of the
instructional time inhibit, support or have no effect on your striving to build trust
with students?

1 2 3 4 5
Inhibit No effect Support

Does the pursuit of speaking in the target language for 90% or more of the
instructional time inhibit, support or have no effect on your striving to express
personal information (e.g., stories, opinions)

1 2 3 4 5
Inhibit No effect Support

Does the pursuit of speaking in the target language for 90% or more of the
instructional time inhibit, support or have no effect on your striving to express
humor (e.g., make jokes)

1 2 3 4 5
Inhibit No effect Support

Does the pursuit of speaking in the target language for 90% or more of the
instructional time inhibit, support or have no effect on your striving to reassure
students?

1 2 3 4 5
Inhibit No effect Support

Does the pursuit of speaking in the target language for 90% or more of the
instructional time inhibit, support or have no effect on your striving to create a
safe learning environment?

1 2 3 4 5
Inhibit No effect Support
Would you be willing to participate in a 30-minute interview?
a. Yes
b. No
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APPENDIX B: DSMRI CODEBOOK

Listed here is a portion of the DSMRI codebook by Kaplan and Garner (2022). This

segment lists the analytical steps that should be undertaken by the researchers.

ANALYTICAL STEPS

1. Read through the narrative transcripts or written product and identify the various
role-identities expressed within (e.g., teacher, participant, student, daughter,
colleague, employee).

2. Conduct an analysis for each central role separately, starting with the most
prominent role, orthe role that is the focus of the research question, and following

with the other roles in order of significance.

3. For each role, inductively identify meaning-units (e.g., an activity, a domain, a

period in

life),and deductively code the statements within that meaning-unit according to
the components inthe DSMRI, following the definitions below. Double-code
segments of data as appropriate. For each component, identify the content (i.e.,
beliefs, goals, self- perceptions, action possibilities), structural relations (e.g.,
harmony, alignment, tension), and process (e.g., critical self-reflection,
questioning, considering alternatives, change of content, change of structure,

imagining future possibilities regarding roles and their content).
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4. Conduct the inductive thematic analysis of the narrative, identifying themes,
narrative structure, and the framing parameters within which the role identity was
constructed including the cultural context (physical and semiotic), social
interactions, and possible implicit processes. Consider other available sources of
data you might be able to analyze for triangulation (e.g., documents, program
description, observations).

5. Write an analytical summary of each role-identity that includes its content (i.e.,
the beliefs held, the goals pursued, self-perceptions and definitions that are
expressed, and actions and strategies noted, and the emotions tied to the role and
the components); its structure (i.e., the harmony or tension within components,
alignment and misalignment between components, integration of tension between
role identities), the associated emotions, and the “maturity” or sophistication of
the structure (e.g., the strength, self- constructed, and aligned and integrated
nature of commitments to identity content); and of the process of its formation
(i.e., indications of change, reflectivity, experimentation, questions, exploration),
indicating the span of the role-identity across sub-roles and/or sub-contexts.

6. Write an overall analytical summary that integrates the various role-identities
throughout the narrative. This description can take various formats, to fit the
research question and audience.For example, the description can follow the
structure of the narrative, beginning with the roleidentities mentioned early in the
story and continuing to describe the role identities as they mentioned in the life
story. Or, the description can follow the chronological life of the person,

beginning with early (past) role identities and continuing up to the current role
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identities, ending with future imagined role identities. Or, the description can
follow themes that emerged and are central to the research question. Other
alternatives are also possible.

Interpret the analytical summary along the research question of the study.

Promote credibility and trustworthiness through independent coding by two

researchers, (possibly, calculate inter-rater reliability of the number and type of
role identities in the narrative (step 1) and their content (step 3)), and independent
interpretation by two or more researchers, with discussion over differences;

or/and through using an auditor to constructively critique the analysis.
Interpretation should involve re-reading the narrative to intentionally search for
negative evidence to challenge the interpretation. If working as a team, practice
“intersubjective recognition”—a collaborative interpretation process that values
diverse epistemological sources of expertise in the team (Levitt, Ipekci, Morrill, &

Rizo, 2021).
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