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a The writer feels worried and uncertain about
his future. He has had a dream about the sea
which he finds difficult to interpret.

b The writer feels sad and frustrated. The
whole of his life feels like a dream and he is los-
ing everything that is important to him.

¢ The writer feels optimistic and full of hope.
He is certain that his dreams of a happy and
wealthy future are going to be fulfilled.

Suggested answer: sentence b.

Pexum pobotu: S,-S,, S,-S,i T.n.

Task 2. Choose the correct meanings of these
words. Use the poem to help you. Then compare
with your partner.

1) part from

a meet b leave

2) avow

a confess b complain

3) deem

a decide b think

4) roar

a noise b stiliness

5) creep

a rush b move slowly

6) grasp

a hold loosely b hold firmly

Suggested answers: 1-b;2-a;3—-b; 4 - a;
5-b;6—b.
Pexxum pobotu: T-S,-S,, S,-S, i T.n.

Task 3. Discuss the questions.

Teacher: Work with a partner and discuss the
questions.

Pexum pobotu: S,-S,, S,-S,i T.n.

Vitae:

First verse:

1) Who do you think the writer is parting
from? In what way?

2) What does this person think about the
writer’s life? What does the writer think?

Second verse:

1) Where is the writer?

2) What is he trying to hold on to? What is
happening to it?

3) What do you think is ‘the pitiless wave’?

Teacher: Do you like the poem? Why or why
not?

Pexum pobotu: S,-S,, S,-S,i T.n.

Task 4. Read the poem by heart.

Pexxum pobomu: T-S -S,,, S,-S,i T.n.

Etan 9. MNMigBegaeHHA nigcyMmKiB 3aHATTA.
HapaHHA meToAMYHMX peKOMeHAauin woao
BMKOHAHHA AOMaWHbLOro 3aBAaHHA. OuiHto-
BaHHA 3HaHb CTYAEHTIB.

Today, my dear, we've done a lot of work.
Thank you for being so active and enthusiastic. It
was a real pleasure to work with you today. You
get ...

Home task: Using Dr. King's speech as a
model, write an emotionally persuasive appeal,
to be delivered at a site of appropriate historical
significance, urging and encouraging your fellow
student to adopt a course of action or to assume
an attitude of mind that you believe necessary.
Subijects that readily come to mind bear on such
issues as civil rights, the environment, overpop-
ulation, peace, women’s liberation, justice, and
education.

Good-bye. See you in a week. Have a nice
day.
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LWLBMOKMA PUTM CYy4aCHOrO XWUTTS CTBOPHOE
KOHKYPEHTHI YMOBW, $IKi CMOHYKalOTb HayKOBLIiB
Pi3HMX ranysen gocnigXyBaTh HEBIQOMI Ta Maro
BMBYEHI siBULLA i Npouecu abo XX po3rnsaaTty Bxe
JocnigpxeHe Kpisb NpU3My HOBaAaTOPCKMX MiOXOAIB.
Taki cTpiMKi HayKOBi TeHAEHLii 3yMOBIIEHi CBiTO-
BMMW npouecamMu iHTerpadii Ta rmobanisadii, ki
MOKMMKaHi CTUpaTn He nuLie TepuTopianbHi Kop-
OOHW KpaiH, a N NOniTUYHi, EKOHOMIYHI, KynbTyp-
Hi Ta HaykoBi. Tak 3BaHe BipTyarnbHe 3BY>XEHHS
CBITOBOI CMiSIbHOTU, @ TOYHILLE CBITOBOI HAyKOBOI
CMiNbHOTW, BiAKPUBAE HOBI NOPU3OHTW | Ansa a-
XiBUiB TaKol AUCUMUMNMIHN, K Memoouka 8uKra-
0aHHS [HO3eMHUX MO8, a BiATaK Ans neparoris,
yuuTeniB Ta METOOMCTIB PI3HNX KpaiH 3'SIBNSAETb-
CH MOXIMBICTb CTATU YreHaMn MiXKHapPOOHUX Op-
raHisauin, Takux sik MixkHapogHa acouiauisi ocBi-
™1 giten (Association for Childhood Education
International), MixHapogHa ocsita (Education
International), Mmo6anbHe napTHepcTBO y cdepi
oceiTn (The Global Partnership for Education),
FOHECKO (UNESCO), FOHICE® (UNICEF), Bu-
Knagadi aHrmincbkol MOBM AN HOCIIB iHLUMX MOB
(TESOL) Ta 6patun y4acTb y CniflbHUX NpoekTax.
Y Mexax Takux MPOEKTIB, AK npaBwuno, MpoBO-
OATbCA MOPIBHANBbHI OOCNIAXKEHHSA i3 3anyyeH-
HAM MYNbTUKYNBTYPHOI ayauTopii Ta anpobadieto
BUKOPUCTAHHS CMINTbHUX METOOUK, 3’SCOBYHOTLCA
rnobanbHO 3aTpebyBanbHi nNpobnemu Ta 34in-
CHIOKOTbCS MOLUYKM METOAIB i NpUAOMIB NoOo-
naHHsa nepeLwkod. Y noganbliomMy MikHapoaHa
crniBnpausa LO3BOMSAE MOLWMPIOBATU  BigYM3HSAHI
HayKoBi 3000yTKM Ta 3ano3nyvyBaTu Ti, siki crnpu-
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ATUMYTb MNIAHATTIO HALUiOHaNbHUX CTaHA4ApPTIB BU-
KragaHHsi iHO3eMHMX MOB | OCBITU B LiifiOMY.

OTXe, aKTyamnbHIiCTb O3HANOMIIEHHA 3 KHU-
ramu iHO3EMHUX aBTOPIB 3ymMOBMeHa notpeba-
MU i BUMOraMn Cy4acHOro HaykoBOrO MpPOCTOpY,
OCKiNIbKM BUBYEHHSA OOCBIAY iHO3EMHUX Koner Ta
BNPOBaMKEHHS IXHIX METOAMK B HaBYalbHi npo-
LeCn BITYM3HSHMX 3aKknagiB € npooyKTUBHUM
cnocobom 3abesnevyeHHs SAKOCTi OCBITU i Habnu-
XEeHHs Ti cTaHgapTiB OO MiXKHApOAHOro piBHA.
OG’ekTOM 03HanoOMMeHHs € KHura lcobenb PelHi
“EFL in the Secondary Sector”. Llto npauto MoxHa
pekoMeHAyBaTu K NigPYYHUK 3 KypCcy MemoOuKuU
8UKnadaHHs1 aHasiticbKoi MO8U y cepelHil WKOITI,
OCKiNbK/ B HbOMY aBTOpKa onucana pesynsratu
CBOEl GaraTopiyHOI Npaui B MiXKHapOAHMX OCBITHIX
npoekTax kpaiH €sponu (IcnaHiq, ITania), Cepen-
Hboro Ta [anekoro Cxoay (AnoHis, MNakucTaH,
MieoeHHa Kopesi, O6’egHaHi Apabcbki Emipa-
), MiBoeHHoi AMepukun (ApreHTunHa, Konymois,
Mepy). LiHHicTb nigpy4HuKa nonsirae, no-nepue,
B TOMY, Lo Icobenb PenHi nponoHye Ao po3rnagy
dparMeHTU ypOKiB aHrmMinCbKOT MOBU Yy cepeaHin
LLKONMi, A& aHrmnincbka MoBa BUBYAETbCA K iHO-
3eMHa, a no-gpyre, Te, LLO BOHa Nodae aHanis sk
BOanux, Tak i HeBOanux YacTuH YpoKiB Ta Hagae
NPakTWUYHI Nnopaaw.

MepL HiXX NnepenTn 4O AeTanisoBaHOro ornagy
nigpyYyHrKa 3 METOAMKN BUKNALAHHSA aHMMiNCbKoT
MoBM y cepefgHin wkoni “EFL in the Secondary
Sector: Grassroots teachers’ realities, research
and practices”, 3BepHiMO yBary Ha npodeciiHumn
Joceig roro asTopku. Y 1964 poui Icobenb Pen-
Hi, ipriaHOKa 3a MOXOMXKEHHAM, oTpumarna CTy-
niHb 6akanaspa B KoponiBCbkOMYy YyHiBEpCUTETI
Bendacty (Queen’s University Belfast) 3a cne-
Lianisauielo «HiMeLbka Ta icnaHCbka MOBUY»; Y
1965 poui 3akiH4mna acnipaHTypy (BuknagaHHs
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iHO3eMHMX MoB) Yy KoporniBCbKOMY YHiBEpCUTETI
Bendgacra, a B 1978 — 3006yna gunnom marictpa
B Yenbcbkomy yHiBepcuTeTi B BaHropi (University
of Wales at Bangor) 3i cneuianisauii «npuknagHa
niHresicTMkay. NMpautooym B pisHUX KpaiHax CBITY,
BUKNagavka n metogmctka 3a daxom, lcobenb
PeliHi Mana MOXNKMBICTb 4ONy4aTMCS 40 OCBITHIX
npoueciB y cepefHin Ta BULLIA LUKOMAx PisHUX
KpaiH, BpaxoByl4M 0COBnMBOCTI MiCLUEBUX MOB
Ta KynbTyp i Hagar4umM pekoMmeHgaduii, nopagu Ta
NPOBOASAYN MOHITOPUHIM, 3aCHOBaHi Ha BIKOBI
NpaKkTuLi BMKMagaHHs aHrmincbkoi MOBM y CBITI.
MpodbecinHnin WNsax Ta BUKNagaubKnin OCBIL
YYEHOI € YHiKanbHMUM, OCKinbkn il poboTta B 4mc-
NEeHHUX 3aKopAOHHMX NpoekTax Byna cnpsmosa-
Ha Ha NiIABULLEHHS PiBHS 3HAHHA Ta SIKOCTi BU-
KragaHHs aHrmincbkoi MOBW Y CBITi.

Icobenb PelHi ynpoooBx AEKINbKOX OeCATU-
niTb BUKNagana gucumnnniny «MpuknagHa niHrei-
CTUKa» B Pi3HMX OCBITHIX 3aknagax cBiTy. Y Be-
nukin BpuTtaHii U NpakTuKy BoHa 34incHoBana y
cniBnpaui 3 metoguctamm OpraHisauii BuknagaHs-
HS @aHrMiNCbKOI MOBW HOCIAAM iHLWKMX MoB (TESOL)
B YHiBepcuTeTi Cyppen (M. Nndopa). Mpavtotoun
y KpaiHax €sponu, B lliBgeHHin Adpuui Ta Ha
CepegHbomy 11 Oanekomy Cxogi, BignpauboBy-
Bana 1 yagockoHartoBarna MeToaMKy BUKNagaHHSA
Ta BMBYEHHS aHMMINCbKOI MOBM SK BUKMNagad Ta
BYMTENb-HAcTaBHUK. lcobenb PelHi 6yna koopau-
HaTopoM psaay npoekTiB Bigainy mixHapogHoro
po3BuTKy (BennkobpuTaHis), ski 6ynu cnpsimosa-
Hi Ha BNPOBaKEHHSA e(PEKTUBHOIO BUKNALAHHS
aHrMiNCbKOI MOBW B CepeaHin wkoni. 3a ycniLHi
pesynbraty CBOET NpaLi BOHA Y4OCTOEHA HAaropo-
au Big Minictepctsa ocsitu NMepy (1993p.).

Y nepiog Buknagaubkoi npaktuku lcobenb
PeliHi Gyna ek3amMeHaTopoOM Ha YyCHUX icnuTax,
a TaKoX 30BHILLHIM eK3aMeHaTOpPOM Yy OEeKifNIbKOX
KoMmicisix, Bkntovarounm MikHapogHun 6GakanaBs-
pat, TpiHiTi Koneax y JloHaoHi Ta Ek3ameHyBarb-
HUM cuHaukaT KemOpumKCbKOro yHiBepcuTeTy
(UCLES). TMicna 3aBeplUeHHs BUKIadaubKoi
aisinbHocTi Icobenb PerHi npogoBxye Qinutmncs
JOCBiOM BMKMagada W ek3ameHaTtopa, ycniwl-
HO CniBMpauloyYn 3 MNpUBaTHOK OpraHisadi-
€0 «AHrMicbka MoBa AN HOCIIB iHWKWX MOBY»
(ESOL). Y uin opraHizauii Icobenb PelHi B AkoCTi
KOHCynbTaHTa 3armanacs nporpamamu, cnps-
MOBaHUMMW Ha MiABULLIEHHS PIBHA BUKNagaHHSA
aHMmMiNCbKOI MOBM SIK iIHO3eMHOI B KpaiHax Asii Ta
JTaTtuHebkin Amepuli.
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Icobenb PeliHi € aBTopomM 27 nigpyyHuKiB 3
KypCYy aHrnincbkoi MOBWM ANA Pi3HMX piBHIB: «In-
tercom 2000 / Levels 1-4»; «Perspectives 2000:
Intermediate English 1-2 Student Text», «Test
Manual and Test Tape Package»; «New Perspec-
tives: Intermediate English 1-2»; «Up Close 1-4:
Student Book»; «In Detail 1-2: English for Global
Communication» Ta iHLLUi.

PesynetaTn cBOET NefaroriyHol AiganNbHOCTI Ta
3HaHHA BYNTENSA-METOAUCTA i KOHCYNnbTaHTa lco-
Oenb PenHi BMKknana Ha cTtopiHkax kHurn “EFL in
the Secondary School Sector: G” y 2012 poui.
KHuUry paktMyHo MOXHa BBaXaTu NigpyyHUKOM 3
Kypcy MemoOuKu sukriadaHHs aHariticbKoi Mogu
SIK iIHO3eMHOI 8 cepeOHili WKOsi, OCKIflbKA B Hil
aBTOpKa Nnodae TEOPETUYHUI MaTepiar, a TakoX
O3HANOMJIIOKE YMTada 3 doparMeHTaMmn Ypokis,
Hagae X aHani3 i NPONoHYe NpPakTUYHi nopaaw.

Cnig 3asHaumTy, wo y 2018/2019 HaBuarnbHo-
My poui nigpyyHuk “EFL in the Secondary School
Sector: Grassroots teachers’ realities, research
and practices ” 6yB anpo6oBaHuI Ha 3aHATTSX 3
Kypcy «MeTtoguka BMKNagaHHSA iHO3EMHUX MOB»
Ha kadenpi MeToOMKU BUKNaAaHHA YKpaiHCbKOI
Ta iHO3eMHMX MOB i niTepatyp IHCTUTYTY (inono-
rii KNIBCbKOro HauioHanbHOro YHiBEpPCUTETY iMEHI
Tapaca LleByeHka. 3Baxatoum Ha MNO3UTUBHUI
pesynbsrar poboTu 3 NigpyYHUKOM NPOTATOM POKY
Ha CeMiHapCbKMUX 3aHATTSX Ta CXBalbHi Biaryku
CTYAEHTIB, BBAXXaeMO 3a NOTPiGHE 03HANOMUTK 3
UMM NigpYyYHUKOM OCBITSIH i BCiX, XTO JONyYaeTb-
CA A0 OCBITHIX nporpam y ranysi MeToauKM BU-
KnagaHHs iHO3eMHUX MOB.

AHanisoBaHUM MigpyyYHUK cKnagaetbcs 3 7
posainis. Y rnepwomy po3gini, SKMA Ha3NBaETbLCS
«EFL in the Secondary School Sector», aBTOpKa
O3HaMOMIIOE YMTaYa 3 iCTOPIED TaKOI ANCUMMMIHN,
AK NpUKnagHa niHrmiBCcTMKa, a caMe BUKNagaHHSA
aHITINCbKOI SIK iIHO3EMHOI, a TaKOX NOSICHKOE Mpu-
YMHW BIOCYTHOCTI NniTepatypu, ska 6 BMUCBITMOBa-
na Tematuky npobnem BUKIagaHHs aHMIiCbKol
MOBMW $IK IHO3EMHOI Y CEPEHil LLKOTII.

Opyrun posgin nig Haseow «Theory and
Modes of Inquiry» 3HaiOMUTb BUMOraMn A0 He-
00xigHOI TeopeTuyHoro 6Gasun 3HaHb BYUTENIB
aHrMiNCbKOol MOBU SK iHO3EMHOI, 3 KOHLEMNLE
NiAroTOBKM BYMTENIB, BUMOT A0 poboTMTaB Knaci,
a TaKoX TYT PO3rnagaeTbCs HACKiNbKX YCMiLLHO
Ta e(eKTUBHOK € OCBITHA nporpama 3 nigro-
ToBKM BYnTenis. Ocobnuea yBara npuainsaeTbcs
COUIOKYNbTYpHOMY acnektoBi. ABTOp aHanisye
MOLIMPEHY B HAyKOBUX KOrax AyMKY Mpo Te, Lo
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piBeHb MPOdECINHUX 3HaHb Ta HaBUYOK y4yuTe-
niB cepegHbOi LLKONMN YOOCKOHAMETLCA Bigno-
BiAHO OO BMMOI OCBIiTHbOIO 3akrnagy Ta yyYacHu-
KiB OCBITHBOrO npouecy. laetsca takox npo Te,
Lo npoBefeHi JoCNigXEHHS Ta CNOCTePEeXeHHS
BUABWUSIM NepeLlKoan N TPYAHOLL, SKi nocTaloTb
nepes yuntensamun cepeaHbol LWKoMnu, a came co-
LianbHi, KyNbTypHi Ta MmatepianbHi.

TpeTint po3nin — «Teachers’ Classroom and
other School Experiences», npucBs4eHnn pea-
nisMm BYNTENIB CEPEAHBOI LLKONK, Ha sKi lcobenb
PeliHi 3BepTae yBary He siKk HaCTaBHUK, a SK yBax-
HWUIA crnocTepirad. 3MiCT po3ainy MoXHa noginuTu
Ha TpW YacTuHW: a) 0BroBOPEHHS TOrO, LLIO KOH-
TEKCT NOTPIBHO iHTEPNPETYBaTU, BUXOASAUN 3 pe-
anin Ta notped yunTens, a TakoX opraHisauifiHoi
APY>XHBOrO Ta NO3UTUBHOIO KniMaTy Ha pobo4yo-
My Micui; 6) getanbHUA ONMC Ta aHanis poboTn
M'ATWM BUMTENIB SK B ayQMTOpIl, TaK i No3a Heto; B)
3aKIIOYHI 3ayBaXKeHHS, AKi MiACYMOBYIOTb O3Ha-
MOMITEHHSA 3 TakUM AOCBiAOM Ta NOAAKTb aHarli-
TUYHY OLHKY TOrO, LLO € CNiflbHUM i WO BMnMBae
Ha npodeciniHy poboTy BUnTENMIB.

Y UueHTpi yBarM YeTBEpPTOro  po3aginy,
«Teachers’ Narratives», — nOBCSKOEHHI Oya-
Hi BUMNTENA CepenHbol LUKOMU, AKUA BUKNadae
aHrmincbKy MoBY siK iHO3eMHy. OcobnuBicTIo Lbo-
ro posginy € Te, Wo peanii cBoro NpodecinHoro
XWUTTA NpeacTaBnsAlTb caMi BunTeni. TyT 3ibpaHi
onosigi BunTenis 3a nepiog 3 2000 go 2016 poky,
B SKMX PO3MOBIAAETLCA HE Nuwe npo Te, Wo
BNnMBae Ha pobOTy Ta XUTTA BYUMTENS, a N Npo
Pi3HUIA CTYMiHb KOHTPOJSIO, MO0 NCUXOSIONYHI Ta
eMouirHi Hacrnigkn. KoxxHa onoBifb CynpoBOOXKY-
€TbCHA aHani3om, po3ain 3aBepLuyeTbCcs 0Broeo-
PEHHSM BaXXIMBOCTI 3aranbHOro 03HaNOMJIEHHS
3 piBHEM OCBITM BYMTENS Ta nporpamMmamu, cnps-
MOBaHMMM Ha PO3BUTOK NPOdECINHMX 3HAHb, Ha
OpieHTaLilo 0O 3any4YeHHs iHHoBaUin Ta npobne-
MW, MOB’A3aHi 3 YacTUMK 3MiHaMKW fporpam Bu-
KnagaHHSA aHrmnincbkol MOBMU.

Matun posgin, «Research and Practices in
Secondary School», cknagaeTbca 3 OBOX 4a-
CTUH. Y nepuin NponoHYeTbCS ONUC Ta aHanis
yXe onybnikoBaHWX 3BiTiB y4uTernis npo poboTty
B LUKINbHIN ayauTopii. 3asHadveHi JocniokeH-
HA NPOBOAWUSINCH BYMTENSAMU CaMOCTIMHO abo y
cnienpaui 3 MiCLUeBMM y4ynTenemM-HacTaBHMKOM.
YBara npuginanacs 3anyyeHHIo Cy4acHUX iHHO-
BaUiMHNX TEOPIN Y METOAUL, BUKNagaHHS iHO3eM-
HUX MOB 3 YpaxyBaHHAM KynbTypHMUX 0cobnmBoc-
Ten kpato. lcobenb PeiHi 3a3Hadvae, LWwo, nonpwu
HeabusiKy 3aMHATICTb, LUKIFIbHI BYMTENi 3HaXo-
O4ATb Yac yoOCKOHantoBaTu CcBOI 3HaHHA. ABTOpKa
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3ayBaXxye, WO LUKiMbHI BUMTENi B Pi3HUX KpaiHax
MatoTb 6arato cninbHMX nNpobnem, 3okpema yac-
Te i HenocnigoBHe nNpoBefeHHSA pedopM OCBITH
(3miHa HaB4YanbHUX Nporpam Ta Nigpy4HUKIB), On-
COHaHC y cnpobi 3any4yaTn cyyacHi MeToguKn Ta
Niaxoau i B TOM Xe Yac BUKOPUCTaHHS 3acTapino-
ro HarnoBHEHHHA TeCTOBUX 3aBAaHb Ta popmaTty
npoBedeHHs BCTYMHWUX iCnuTiB. Y ApYriln YacTuHI
noeTbcs Npo poboTy BUNTENS B KNaci cepeaHbol
LLIKOMM, YMI AOCBIA Lie He ByB pO3rnsHyTUNA Y Ha-
YKOBUMX CTaTTAX, ane 3acnyrosye Ha yeary. Llen
Matepian Oyno BigidbpaHO aBTOPKOK Ha BigKpU-
TUX 3aHATTAX, CeMiHapax, Ha AKuUX yuuTeni ginu-
nucsa Ooceiaom Ta B npoLeci poboTu B knaci ge-
MOHCTpyBanun eekT1BHI BUaW Bnpas. 3aranowm,
y LUbOMY pO34ini NOBiAOMMASETLCA NPO METY NpPOo-
rpamMu Kypcy «aHrfincbka sik gpyra mosay; npo
noTpebun y4HiB-NigNiTKIB Y BMBYEHHI MOBU Ta Npo
edeKTUBHI niaxoan 0O BUBYEHHS ApYrol MOBW B
cepenHin WKoni.

Woctun posgin, «Profile of Grassroots
Secondary School Teachers of EFL», noynHa-
€TbCH 3 BUBYEHHS MaTepiany, 3ibpaHoro npo Byn-
TeniB Ta ixHi MnaHn Ha maiibyTHe. igeTbes npo
Te, AKMM YMHOM pedhopMK Ta iHHOBALI BNMBa-
I0Tb HA 0COOMCTE XUTTS BUUTENIB, KBanidikaLito
MOMOANX y4YUTENiB CepedHbOi LIKOMM Ta BYUTE-
niB-MeToaucTiB. ABTOpKa TaKoX MOBigOMNsE
npo po3yapyBaHHA BYUTENIB, OCKINbKM Nporpamm
pPO3BUTKY BYUTENIB YaCcTO NpoBaasTh dhaxiBu, sKi
MatTb OOMEXEHI COLLIOKYNBTYPHI 3HAHHS.

Y cbomoMy po3gini, «Summaries and
Concluding Comments», npegctaeneHa iHpop-
Mauisi, sika 6yna 3ibpaHa BignoBigHO 00 06paHoil
METU OOCHIMKEHHS: a) po3gyMun BYMTENIB OO0
HanpsMKiB Ta 3acobiB 3a0x04eHHs B pedopmy-
BaHHI NporpamMmn HaB4aHHA BYMTENIB Ta Nporpam,
CMPSIMOBaHMX Ha BAOCKOHANEHHS 3HaHb i BMiHb
yuntenis; 6) NpyHUMNK, Ha AKMX BasyrTbCcsa ne-
PEKOHAHHA Ta MNpPaKkTUKM BYAUTENIB; C) IOEHTWY-
HICTb MONOAUX y4UTENIB Ta IXHE CYMHIBHE YrieH-
CTBO Y Benukin cninbHoTi TESOL.

3anydeHHs kHurm “EFL in the Secondary
Sector” go nporpamu Kypcy METOOUKM BUKNa-
OaHHST aHITNCbKOT MOBM MOXE CTaTu KOPUCHUM,
Hacamneped, TMM, WO B Ui npaui nogaHo onucu
dparmMeHTiB YPOKIB, NMPUCYTHIN TEOPETUYHMI Ma-
Tepian i npoaHanisoBaHoO NPaKTUYHUIA OOCBIA Y4un-
Tenis, BUKNagadiB Ta eK3amMeHaTopiB Pi3HUX PiBHIB
HaBYaHHS aHrMINCbKOT MOBU SIK IHO3EMHOI, a 3peLu-
TOM, WEe W TUM, LLIO B Hill LUMPOKO NpeacraBreHa
HOBITHSI HAyKOBa Ta METOAMYHA TEPMIHOMOTis, No-
wmpeHa y cdpepi haxoBOro BUKagaHHsS aHrmin-
CbKOI MOBW Ta BM3HAYEHHSI PiBHIB BOMOAIHHSA HELO.
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Book Review

Isobel Rainey. EFL in the Secondary School Sector: Grassroots teachers’ realities, research and practices.
Columbia Sc, 2018. — 300p.
Reviewed by
Dr. Tamara Kavytska
Taras Shevchenko National University of Kyiv, Ukraine
kawicka_t@ukr.net

An excellent resource for teachers, students and EFL enthusiasts, this book is an interesting research in the
field of teaching English as a foreign language in a secondary education setting. The author discusses typical
challenges faced by most secondary school (SS) teachers of English all over the world by inviting readers to
an engaging professional dialogue on the issue that has not received much attention in literature. In her book,
Isobel Rainey combines a broad theoretical analysis of the SS EFL research with observations of classroom
activities, which breathes life into the author’s narrative.

The theory of EFL — considered by many as a dull subject — is treated as a means to achieve the goal of
improving language teaching and learning. The description of teachers’ classroom experiences is the most
valuable asset of the book, as it gives SS teachers practical tips on how to respond to certain challenges in the
classroom. Another positive aspect of the book is that with the terminology explained, the writing is clear and
understandable; it allows readers to easily follow the author’s narration, which makes the book attractive for
language educators whose English is a second or foreign language.

The author’s enthusiasm for the topic is obvious throughout the book; its manifestation can be traced in the
content of the book, its structural organization, design and careful reports of numerous classroom episodes
collected by the author for many years. The book is completed by a thorough bibliography, making skillful use
of the sources. | recommend this book to secondary EFL teachers, students and researchers as | am sure all

these audiences will benefit from reading it.

Tamara Kavytska

August 28, 2018

Hwxye HaBOAUMO YPUBKM 3 KHUMM (3 [O3BOSY aBTOPKM).

PROLOGUE

Two companies were keen to acquire the
rights to publish this book. Both wanted me to
produce what would have amounted to a manual
for teaching English as a foreign language in the
secondary school sector. | could not comply with
this orientation. | do not believe that anyone can,
or should even attempt to, produce such a book.
The EFL secondary school sector is too vast and
the contexts of teaching too complex and varied
for such an undertaking to be feasible.

A third company with which | discussed the
project stated quite categorically that they had
nothing whatsoever to do with secondary school
teachers’. This made me all the more determined
to write the book, among other reasons, to show
that such disdain is unmerited.

Publishing independently has had many ad-
vantages: | have been able to show the realities
of grassroots secondary school teachers as they
themselves experience them in disparate re-
gions, countries and settings. | did not have to
propose a creed or even a strong orientation for
the teaching of English as a foreign language in
secondary schools; thus, | was in a position to
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show what teachers do, why they do what they
do, what their priorities and challenges are and
how they respond to mainstream knowledge.
In chapters 3-5, | present my own analyses of
episodes, narratives, research and practices of
secondary school teachers but these are open to
debate — in teacher education and teacher devel-
opment programmes, for example. In some cas-
es the analyses contain unanswered questions
to encourage users of the book to offer their own
reflections and opinions on the issues.

Although | have not been prescriptive with
respect to classroom teaching, | have been
quite detailed about how teacher education and
teacher development programmes for the sec-
tor could be improved. This reflects Ty belief that
many problems in the sector derive not teacher
inadequacies but from flaws in their initial edu-
cation and teacher development programmes,
as well as in the nature and implementation of
mainstream-influence reforms for EFL secondary
school curricula.

Self-publishing meant | could be true to my
conviction that we cannot understand secondary
school teachers and learners without drawing on
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information about the world outside the class-
rooms. Some of that information can be found in
the media, in the results of large scale polls and
survey, in letters to the editor, and so on, from
which, and without compunction, | occasionally
quote.

Because it is an area of TESOL which has
been neglected for many decades by the main-
stream, it is not easy to find literature or research
reports on the secondary school sector. In addi-
tion to the meagre supply of articles and chapters
in books from standard mainstream literature, |
have also drawn on regional publications which |
have collected while on tour in Latin America and
Asia. There are, however, many more such pub-
lications, to which | did not have access. An in-
teresting project for future research into this field
would be to collect as many regional publications
as possible and expand further on the research in
this study [viii — ix].

INTRODUCTION

English as a foreign language (EFL) in the sec-
ondary school sector receives scant attention in
the literature and research agenda of the Teach-
ing of English to Speakers of Other Languages
(TESOL) mainstream. Lee (2012) describes it as
‘an instructional context that unfortunately tends to
be neglected ... ‘ (p. 167); and Lie (2007) asserts
that [i]t’s time that the scholarship and fellowship
be directed also to secondary school teachers
rather than to university teachers only’ (p. 13).
Yet, as chapter | reveals, neglect of the secondary
school sector has not always been the case. Its
absence or very low profile in today’s mainstream
debate is, however, a fact and something of an
aberration, given that it is arguably still the larg-
est of the three main English Language Teaching
(EL T) sectors; primary school and programmes
for adults at university language centres and in
private language academies being the other two.
The main aim of this book is to redress this derelic-
tion by providing insights into the teaching of EFL
in secondary schools and by initiating the con-
struction of the corresponding and much-needed
knowledge base, which, in this case, derives from
the realities, research and practices of grassroots
secondary school teachers themselves [1].

Teacher knowledge

Traditionally, research into teacher knowledge
is explored formally deductively and using instru-
ments such as questionnaires, semi-structured
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interviews, post-lesson self-reflection schedules,
autobiographical diaries, and so on. The content
of these instruments reflects the literature on con-
ceptions of teacher knowledge (see, for example,
Appel 2011; Yu, 2011; Macias, 2013). Problems
with this approach arise from the multiplicity and
complexity of, and disparities in, categories of
teacher knowledge proposed by scholars.

Perspectives on teacher knowledge

Elbaz (1983) proposes five categories:
knowledge of subject matter; knowledge of the
curriculum; knowledge of instruction [classroom
management, classroom routines, and students’
needs]; knowledge of self; knowledge of the mi-
lieu of schooling. She argues that, when it comes
to practice, there is a dynamic relationship be-
tween these five domains. Thus, ‘they embody
“knowledge of practice” as well as “knowledge
mediated by practice’” (Tsui, 2011, p. 18, original
italics).

Fenstermacher’s (1994) conceptualisation of
teacher knowledge is less complex as he propos-
es two basic categories: (a) formal knowledge,
which is the knowledge accessed by teachers
through familiarising themselves with the knowl-
edge produced by scholars and researchers; and
(b) practical knowledge, which is produced by the
teachers themselves and is the result of their own
teaching experiences.

This perspective on teacher knowledge runs
contrary to the view of some earlier scholars who
propose that experts, that is, teachers in this
case, have an intuitive, tacit knowledge which in-
volves ‘knowing how’ rather than ‘knowing what’
(see Ryle, 1949, p. 32) and that the ‘knowing
how’ knowledge is hard to articulate or explain.
Modern researchers would claim, however, that
methods, such as reflective practice and teach-
ers’ post-lesson ruminations on the interactions
in classroom events which have been document-
ed in video recordings and transcripts (see, for
example, Appel, 2011, pp. 38-40) offer ways of
uncovering the rationales underlying this ‘know-
ing how’ knowledge.

Schulman (1986, p. 6), for his part, rejects
any view of teacher knowledge which excludes
subject matter knowledge and the ways in which
it is transformed into the content of instruction.
Although similar to Elbaz’s categories of teacher
knowledge, Schulman’s framework is even more
complex and detailed, involving seven catego-
ries. Of major interest to this study (see chapters
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3-5) is the importance he attaches to knowledge
of the leaners, their ‘characteristics and cognition
and their learning development and motivation’
(Tsui, 2011, p. 20); and his acknowledgement of
the importance of teachers’ knowledge of oth-
er content, that is, knowledge that falls outside
the boundaries of the official content that is be-
ing taught. In his research, Borg (2003) uses the
term ‘teacher cognition’, as opposed to teacher
knowledge, and defines it as ‘the unobservable
cognitive dimension of teaching — what teachers
think, know and believe and the relationships
of these mental constructs to what Ts do in the
language teaching classroom’ (p. 81). There are
those who argue, on the other hand, that what
teachers do in the classroom, the observable,
can offer major insights into the unobservable,
that is, into the thoughts, knowledge and beliefs
of teachers (Fajardo Castafieda, 2014).

Researching teacher knowledge and re-
search questions

Although the foregoing overview is incom-
plete, it reveals the complexity of the frameworks
for conceptualising teacher knowledge. It also
reveals the difficulty of maintaining the proposed
categories separate when attempting to under-
stand teacher activity as they constantly interact
and overlap with one another. Thus, any .effort to
research teacher knowledge via traditional theo-
ry-constructed instruments is rejected here.

The challenge of researching knowledge
through formal instruments is further compound-
ed by the tendency in the literature to blend to-
gether teacher knowledge and teacher beliefs
and to research them simultaneously as if they
were one and the same concept (see, for ex-
ample, Yu, 2011). This is perhaps indicative of
the very close interaction which exists between
the two, and of how they feed from and into
one another. This study proposes that although
most theories view beliefs as rooted in a person’
s mind, it is in the classroom where beliefs are
manifested and understood so ‘one way to ap-
proach beliefs is by describing and explaining
some of the actions undertaken in the language
classroom’ (Fajardo Castafieda , 2014, p.40).
Teacher knowledge, on the other hand, concerns
the sum of their beliefs as manifested in their ap-
proach and as articulated, the case of this book,
by teachers themselves.

In eschewing the use of conventional re-
search instruments, this study attempts to avoid
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placing ‘teachers’ knowledge as external to the
teacher’ (Golombek, 1994, p. 404) or reproduc-
ing ‘knowledge that has been given to teachers
by outside authorities’ (Golombek, 1994, p. 405).
In line with the views outlined above, it endeav-
ours to understand their knowledge and beliefs
inductively from observing their experiences, ex-
amining their research and classroom practices
and listening to their stories. It seeks, therefore,
‘... to develop a holistic base’ (Goodson, 1997,
p. 20) for their knowledge by examining their
work from a variety of angles and, in so doing,
seeks to answer the following questions:

In what ways can this study inform EFL curric-
ulum reform and the contents of teacher educa-
tion and development programmes?

What principles (or maxims) underpin these
teachers’ beliefs and the decisions they take
about their learners’ needs?

What insights are gained, in the course of this
study, into the profile of grassroots SS teachers
of EFL? [42-45]

Research from Korea

Whereas Fang’ s report is concerned with
overall curriculum reform that of Kim’s (2012)
deals with reform to one, albeit major, aspect
of the curriculum; namely, implementing ability
grouping within the EFL programme. Kiw’ s study
was researcher-led and involved 55 English
teachers of EFL and 754 Korean middle school
students, average age 15; the students were,
therefore, at the crossroads between early and
late adolescence.

Although she does not discuss the reasons
for this initiative on the part of the Korean Ministry
of Education, title the majority of the references in
Kim’s literature review derive from Western edu-
cational sources. This could indicate that the de-
cision to implement ability grouping in EFL cours-
es ill Korean primary and secondary schools was
strongly influenced by Western scholarship.

Drawing on McCoach, et al. (2006), Kim de-
scribes ability grouping as a ‘format which refers
to the process of teaching students in groups
that are stratified byachievement, skill or abil-
ity’ (p. 290). She justifies her research on the
grounds that ‘[a]lthough the issue of ability group-
ing has received growing attention among Eng-
lish educational researchers in Korean’ (p. 291),
only a few have been data driven. Because those
data-driven studies which have carried out have
produced inconsistent results, possibly because
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different ways of implementing ability grouping
were not accounted for, Kim, in her large-scale,
questionnaire-based study, sets out to explore
the actual practices of ability grouping in schools
and participants (both teachers’ and students’)
perceptions of those practices.

Given that this initiative has affected SS teach-
ers with already demanding work schedules and
leaners who are still experiencing the challeng-
es of adolescence, it is not surprising that one of
Kim’s main concerns in carrying out the research is
to examine ‘the benefits and problems associated
with the practice based on teachers’ and students’
first hand experiences’ (p. 292) so this discussion
concentrates on those aspects of her report.

Kim’ s report is detailed and complex as not
all schools implemented ability grouping in the
same way; for example, in some schools, lean-
ers were divided into three groups: high, mid and
low; in others, they were divided into just two: high
and low. Furthermore, not all schools applied abil-
ity grouping to all EFL class hours, confining its
application, in some instances, to just one hour a
week. Kim'’s research accounts for and analyses
the perceived outcomes ability grouping for all
these different modalities. For the purpose of the
current study, however, it is the overall perceptions
of ability groupings reported which are of interest.

The benefits identified by teachers (Ts) and
learners (Ls) are very similar, the most salient
among them being: appropriate 1evels of 1esson
content; promoting student learning (Ts and Ls);
facilitating student participation (Ts); and develop-
ing motivation (Ls). However, comments such as
facilitating student learning’ (Ts) were made with
reference mainly to high group learners; in fact,
some teachers felt that ability grouping was bene-
ficial mainly to learners in the high groups. What is
most revealing in this research is that both teach-
ers and learners identify a lot more problems than
benefits in ability grouping and most worrying are
some of the reasons they give for the problems.

The teachers reported, for example, that they
had a lot more discip1ine problems especially in
the low groups, where the learners appeared to
suffer from a lack of confidence due to feelings
of inferiority induced by the ability grouping. Low
groups were, therefore, a lot more stressful to
teach and teachers tried to avoid teaching them,
a situation which most likely led to tension among
the teachers themselves.

Administrative problems related to ability
grouping also developed. Teachers stated that
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there were not enough rooms in the schools to
accommodate all the groups; nor were there
enough teachers to teach them. What's more,
scheduling for the different groups was proving
very complicated.

Two other problems identified by the teachers
have come up regularly in the discussions of cur-
riculum reform in other contexts discussed so far
in this book (see chapters 3 and 4 and the report
from China immediately above). First, there was
an increase in the teachers’ workload — they now
had to prepare two or three lessons whereas be-
fore they had to prepare only one. Second, there
was, once again, a lack of fit between assessment
and material taught. Despite this initiative, where
mid and low level learners were taught, in theory
at least, easier material at a slower pace, all learn-
ers still had to take the same final written exam

Given the types of problems identified, it is
not unreasonable to assume that the stress and
frustration associated with similar outcomes of
curriculum reform in other contexts examined so
far are just as likely to have affected these South
Korean teachers. These in turn could result in
deterioration in the quality of their teaching and
erosion of their job satisfaction.

Learners complained that the system was
chaotic because they had to leave their regular
classrooms and go other rooms and sit at anoth-
er learner’s desk for EFL lessons; what's more,
the moving around reduced their break time. Oth-
ers reported feeling ‘embarrassed’ because of
the group to which they had been assigned and
believed that they had been treated unequally
and unfairly, especially as only limited informa-
tion had been used to group students.

In short, this initiative had created, in many
of the adolescent learners, the kinds of emotions
and feelings which it is imperative to try to avoid
at this stage of their development. What’s more,
being placed in the lower groups was likely to ag-
gravate the sense of failure with which many ad-
olescents already struggle (see chapter 1, p. 27)
and this would doubtless lower their motivation
for EFL. The belief that they were being treated
unfairly could result in their loss of trust in the
very adults the learners would normally choose
to have as their role models at this age (see Pete,
Episode 2, chapter 3, p. 74); this in turn would au-
gur badly for the establishment and maintenance
of good teacher-student relationships [146-149].



