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Abstract

EFL learners who are regarded as low- or under-achievers may in some cases experience low self-confidence and self-esteem that manifests itself in an unwillingness to practise or appropriate the discourse imposed on them in the classroom. When discourse in textbooks, task materials and the like is sufficiently disconnected from learners’ sociohistorical backgrounds, the result can be a perception that it is “illegitimate”, greatly reducing the meaningfulness of communicative activities with which the students are asked to engage. Based on cross-disciplinary literature from critical applied linguistics, educational sociology and social-developmental psychology, I hypothesize that mismatches between the discourse that dominates the classroom at an institution in Thailand and learners’ “cultural capital” (Bourdieu 1991) have adverse effects on their classroom experience. I propose that learners should be encouraged to construct a language that is meaningful for them by having more opportunity to hybridize and populate the classroom discourse with their own preferred social languages, voices, styles, meanings and intentions (Lin, in press). This practice is likely to bring about more “internally persuasive discourse” than can be achieved with the “authoritative discourse” of traditional education (Bakhtin 1984 as cited in Lin, in press). I conclude this paper with a brief discussion of the procedures I am developing to test the hypothesis.  
1 introduction
At an institution of higher education in a remote Thai provincial town like the one in which I teach, most learners possess an “identity of failure” (Lin, in press) or are regarded as under- and low-achievers. Also they are from low socioeconomic backgrounds; their social experience and physical worlds are largely different from those projected in their educational materials and setting, in particular with regard to foreign language education. In my thesis, I hypothesize that mismatches between their lived experience and the discourse that dominates in the textbooks, task materials, and the like, adversely affect their learning experience. This renders the discourse “illegitimate”, leading in the worst instance to lack of motivation and unwillingness to communicate. This condition deprives them of opportunities for local creativity and voice construction which will help them develop the kind of social identities that will make their language learning meaningful and useful to them. If this is correct, then teachers need to reconsider the discourse in communicative tasks presented in textbooks and to modify it where necessary in order to turn the “authoritative discourse” of the traditional, utilitarian agenda into an “internally persuasive discourse” (Bakhtin 1984 as cited in Lin, in press). 

The English teachers at this institution conventionally use foreign, western-compiled textbooks, which are embedded with cultural meanings, artefacts, and visual signs disconnected from students’ social backgrounds. At present, we have to rely on them because they are part and parcel of ELT methodology as disseminated from centre agencies. These textbooks have their good points: the contents and linguistic skills are systematically presented, and they are convenient to use. Yet, for practising communicative skills, the model dialogues mostly revolve around cultural events, places, practices, and values outside learners’ lived experience. I argue that learning about the target culture is one thing; we would not want to exclude it from foreign-language learning. But speaking is a different situation; it involves thinking before uttering words to make meanings, and has to engage the speaker’s mind. Otherwise, speaking activities amount to parroting meaningless discourse, rendering the lesson unimaginative, ineffective, and boring.

2 Theoretical Frameworks

The research question I have defined crosses a range of disciplines. I have chosen to present three core theoretical frameworks in this paper: 1) situated learning and cognition, 2) critical pedagogy, and 3) critical applied linguistics.

2.1 Situated learning and cognition

Inspired by the sociocultural theory of Vygotsky (1896-1934), a great Russian linguistic psychologist, and by the anthropological research tradition, “situated learning” as initially suggested by Lave and Wenger (1991) emphasizes the development of cognitive skills by virtue of extensive interaction between the learner and the environment. Knowledge is held to be situated in the lived-in world where the learner has to participate to become a full member, for example, by learning through apprenticeship in workplaces. As Wenger (1998: 13) notes, theories of “situated experience” emphasize agency and intentions, and hold that interpersonal activities such as conversations are the product of local construction and focused experience.

Situated learning theories have evolved into various approaches to learning in different contexts with different theoretical emphases and practical purposes, and these approaches are not always consistent with one another (O’Connor 2001: 285). Primarily projected at education in general, Lave and Wenger’s ideas have been applied in language education, and the term “situated” has received a slightly different interpretation from applied linguists. Rather than using it to describe an activity that takes place in an authentic material world of social practices (in which case learning by immersion would be the ideal mode for language learning), they use it mainly to describe human activity in a particular place and time such as situated interaction in the classroom and other teaching-learning settings (see Lantolf 2000). Thorne (2000: 220-1) posits that the processes of second language acquisition (SLA) have to take into account learners’ “rich and specific historical situatedness, webs of social interactivity, context contingent identity work”, and emphasizes the historical and situated quality of “cognition”. According to Kramsch (2000), learners are perceived as discursive selves who can take on different roles when they engage with linguistic and non-linguistic signs intertwined in a socially and historically situated environment, and this characteristic significantly determines how they create or interpret meanings on their own terms using these signs. Kramsch (ibid.: 151) adds that SLA is the process by which “learners acquire ever greater conscious control of the semiotic choices offered by the foreign language”, and it involves 

“the dialogic construction of rhetorical roles through the written and spoken medium that students experience themselves as both private, individual, and public, social sign makers, and that they appreciate the fluidity of meanings they can attribute to themselves and others”. 

Foreign and second language learning is situated because it unfolds in different ways under different circumstances (Donato 2000: 47). 

Toohey (1998: 62) uses sociocultural theories in conceptualizing and investigating L2 learning as “situated cultural, institutional, and historical practices”. Likewise, Norton (2000) proposes a conception of identity that integrates language learners, who have complex histories with the learning context, and states that the language learner’s identity is multiple, a site of struggle, and subject to change. Importantly, she demonstrates that language learners’ opportunities for practising the target language are largely structured by their lived experience and by how they respond to, or act upon, their place within the power relations of native and target language, and their own identities as these change in the learning process. 
O’Connor (2001: 286) describes a critical approach to understanding situated learning on the basis of a critical theory of social practice, in which learning is bound up with the reproduction and transformation of social order, arguing for “the importance of close attention to the contested and conflictual nature of practice in learning contexts, to the multiple social identities that are potentially relevant for social actors, and to the complex interconnections among contexts”. Such an approach requires investigation of the interconnectedness and interdependence between learners, who are social actors, and the material world or immediate environment in which learning processes take place. 

The community-of-practice perspective (Lave and Wenger 1991; Wenger 1998) has become common among sociolinguists (e.g., Eckert 2000; Meyerhoff 2002) whereas it is rarely applied in L2 research (Toohey 1998: 61), let alone in contemporary EFL research. Regarding a group of learners as a “community” is by no means new, since the approach called “community language learning” has been developed since the 1970s by Charles Curran, who uses the term simply to describe language learning through group interaction where the teacher “provides a translation of what the learners wish to say from their L1 to the target language” (Knight 2001: 153). In contrast, the community-of-practice stance is utilized to conceptualize and investigate the dynamic complexity of social life in the L2 classroom. As sociolinguistic theories have for some years now been applied in the study of language learning in context (see for example the wide range of studies collected in Candlin & Mercer 2001), it is time we took the notion of “community of practice” more seriously in foreign language education. In fact, the term has been used extensively by applied linguists whose work in language acquisition has for some time now been based on an ecological or a relational perspective (see Kramsch 2002), and it is this perspective that I shall apply in the present study. 

By treating the foreign-language classroom as a community of practice, learners’ lived-in worlds can be transferred into sources of information upon which activities can be built and knowledge constructed, and members’ shared beliefs, norms, and goals accommodated. This mode of learning requires learners to interact constantly with the learning context and with their peers. The particular hypothesis I wish to investigate is that foreign language learning becomes more real and authentic when learners are given opportunities to produce the target language in contexts that reflect their real world, and that this helps stimulate learners’ direct mental representations in the target language – or, to put it in the terms used in the ecological perspective on language learning, ensures that they are immersed in an environment full of potential meanings (van Lier 2000: 246).

Van Lier (2000: 253) states that ecological language learning is in line with situated learning, which Lave and Wenger (1991) associate closely with the notion of  “legitimate peripheral participation”, as when language learners participate in target-language exchange practices which natives regard as authentic or legitimate. Lave and Wenger (1991) hold that learners are required to move toward full participation in the sociocultural practices of a community, which means that learning to talk like a full participant is the key to making the peripheral participation of newcomers or learners “legitimate”. In this process, we may say that the imitation and adoption of styles, voices, and so on, are vital. 

I attempt to modify this notion in my thesis, and to view language learning in context the other way around. Learners enter a classroom where only the teacher and learning materials are normally in authority. I argue that we have to create “legitimate knowledge” through “legitimate language” which takes into account the interests and world knowledge of those who are from the periphery. This can be done through increasing the proportion of native-cultural representations – in the target language, or more specifically in a version of the target language that may reflect forms of learner appropriation (see below) – with which students can readily connect. By doing so, we can achieve the full meaning and effectiveness of legitimate peripheral participation.

2.2 Critical Pedagogy

Critical pedagogy, as developed in the work of Freire, Giroux, et al., is the source of many of the critical perspectives currently being adopted by applied linguists (Auerbach 1995; Kanpol 1999; Norton & Toohey 2004). It emphasizes the relevance of classroom practices and students’ lives, and is aimed at alleviating forms of oppression, alienation, and subordination learners may face so as to promote equitable, democratic approaches to educational practices. Literacy is the focus of most research in this area (e.g., Delpit 2003, Freire & Macedo 2003; Peterson 2003; Stein 2004; Canagarajah 2004), though for my own purposes I will be concerned less with literacy than with the critical pedagogy viewpoint as a criterion for modifying existing ELL text materials and creating alternative ones to be used for the communicative activities of this research. 

Peterson (2003) describes an approach that involves the idea of teaching organically, which is sometimes called the “language experience” approach in North America. He cites Sylvia Ashton-Warner (1965) who successfully taught Maori children in New Zealand to learn words using a similar approach to Freire’s. She drew on learners’ interests and experience within the cultural context they brought to school, as she realized that their failure in school was due to their cultural clash with the Anglicized system. 
According to Auerbach (1995), pedagogical choices as regards content, materials, and so on, are inherently ideological in nature, imbued with issues of power and politics, as other macro-level components of the language classroom including language policy and planning. The classroom is thus the site of struggle about whose knowledge, experiences, ways of using language, literacy, and discourse practices count. By valuing those elements that are more characteristic of the dominant class, educational institutions perpetuate unequal power relations. For example, when it comes to materials, questions as to whose voice they represent and how their content is related to the reality of students’ lives are crucial. In order to increase the meaningfulness of language instruction, we need to connect the word and the world by finding out what the world – the lived experience – is for learners. Auerbach discusses Freire’s notion of conscientization, where teachers pose problems and engage students in dialogue and critical reflection, turning the classroom into a context in which students analyze their reality for the purpose of participating in its transformation. 
For the communicative activities to be used in my study, I extend these ideas to the criteria for selecting topics, themes, or subject matters. If the process Auerbach suggests (ibid.: 12, citing Freire and Macedo 1987), in which “reading the word” and “reading the world” have to go hand-in-hand, is to be of any value to the language classroom, it should not be valuable for literacy instruction only but also for oracy [sic]. I propose a modification of the above quotations to “reading the word” and “speaking the world”. By connecting the themes, meanings, and representations in the foreign language to students’ reality or lived experience, we are giving them L2 voice that is scaffolded upon their L1 voice. Auerbach (ibid.: 21) also says that inappropriate texts may cause students’ lack of active or enthusiastic involvement, the problem teachers tend to associate with learners’ poor memory, comprehension, and so on. She says that texts intended to promote correct forms for functional purposes in specific situations, or that leave minimal space for learners to create content  by drawing on their experience, preclude what Bakhtin calls true “appropriation” of the language (ibid.: 21). 

2.3 Critical applied linguistics
The stance derived from critical pedagogy is currently embraced by some of those who figure within “critical applied linguistics” as surveyed by Pennycook (2001). Critical applied linguistics covers a wide range of concerns, including interdisciplinarity and autonomy, social change, and relating language teaching and learning to broader social, cultural, and political issues, including class, power, gender, and identity. 

Pennycook (1994, 1995) discusses the relationship between the spread of English and the reproduction of global inequalities. He says that English textbooks tend to contain “forms of Western knowledge that are often of limited value and extreme inappropriacy to the local context” (1995: 42). ELT is thus a process whereby learners’ cultural forms are likely to be dominated by the mainstream culture, which is known to be that of the West. Culture in his opinion is the process by which people make sense of their lives, involving struggles over meaning and representation. English is therefore not neutral but closely tied to politics and is consequently the source of meanings in contention. He discusses unequal power/knowledge in discourse and the formation of counter-discourses whereby, for instance, English is used by the colonized to express their lived experiences and to oppose the central meanings of the colonizers. Citing Ashcroft, Griffiths, and Tiffin’s (1989) two elements of counter-discourse or writing back – abrogation and appropriation, he equates these two terms with his own notions of diremption and redemption respectively (ibid.: 53). Diremption is “the challenge to the hegemonizing character of prevailing Western discursive practices” and redemption is “the emancipation of subjugated knowledges and identities that have been submerged beneath or marginalized by the predominant discursive practices and power/knowledge relationships”. I shall be applying these concepts to a micro-level political arena of English language learning – the discourse in the textbooks in use at the institution where I teach. 

Recently, Angel M. Y. Lin has expressed her concerns about social class and how particular ways of teaching English may result in the reproduction or the transformation of class-based inequality. She has taken up the notions of “cultural capital” and “habitus” as used by Bourdieu (1991). Habitus refers to “language use, skills, and orientations, dispositions, attitudes, and schemes of perception” that are the product of cumulative socialization over the course of our personal histories (Lin 1999: 394). Cultural capital is the (abstract) value attaching to certain such skills etc. in opposition to others. She points out as one instance how the way the teacher uses either L1 or L2 can lead to the compatibility or incompatibility between the students’ habitus and the practice of the language classroom, which by definition is dominated by the target language. 

Canagarajah (1999) explores resistance to the target language and appropriation of certain types of discourse among students in rural Sri Lanka. It is evident that students who are somehow marginalized resist in practising the discourse that entails meaning and representation alien to their background. Canagarajah urges teachers not to suppress this reaction but to embrace it: “Rather than talking about apples, talk about mangoes; rather than talking about apartment houses, talk about village huts” (ibid.: 94). These students’ resistance reflects how incompatible meaning and representation embedded in discourse can lead to their  perception of their selves being oppressed by classroom discourse.  It follows that teachers need to fully understand the inseparable interrelationship of language, culture, and context in order to achieve the best teaching tools for their contexts. Canagarajah (ibid.: 98) states that the discourses used when students get engaged with in classroom learning are important, and teachers need “…to be sensitive to the multiplicity of cultures students bring from outside the classroom, and the ways in which these mediate the lesson”. 
In sum, learning a foreign language entails various forms of cultural clashes and the English language classroom is a place where individuals have continuously to negotiate their identities. For the purpose of this study, I will focus on textbook discourse, and the cultural meanings and representations embedded therein. The discourse in most textbooks produced by urban, western agencies represents the material world of urban societies as defining the centre of the target-language universe, and in so doing it positions itself differently toward students from urban culture than toward those from rural areas. Urban students are better equipped to deal with classroom discourse that represent artefacts, meaning, values, and so on, which are of higher familiarity to them than to their rural counterparts. This creates an unequal distribution of cultural capital even before a word of the target language is uttered, and, hypothetically at least, may perpetuate undemocratic life in the classroom, if some students are deprived of chances for projecting their voices or displaying their preferred social and cultural identities. 

3 Authoritative discourse and Internally persuasive discourse

Lin (in press) takes up Bakhtin’s (1981) notions of “authoritative discourse” and “internally persuasive discourse”. She points out the difference between these two types of discourse: 

“Authoritative discourse is language or discourse imposed on one, but for one to really accept, acquire and own a language or discourse, it has to become an internally persuasive discourse, hybridized and populated with one’s own voices, styles, meanings and intentions”. (Lin, in press)

I hold that the discourse presented in most western-compiled textbooks is authoritative because it is compatible with the speaker who has authority, power, and in particular the right cultural capital as far as meaning, representation, and the type of voice are concerned. For many underprivileged students, this type of discourse is “illegitimate” (a term I derive from Bourdieu’s (1991) notion of “legitimate” language) because it is incompatible with their habitus. That is to say, naturally these students do not have any orientation or disposition to produce such meaning in their language. Psychologically they do not recognize or believe that they are licensed to use it, hence the meaninglessness of the language they are asked to produce and manipulate. 

One way of characterizing the problem with the dominant discourse is that it tends to produce the condition Halliday (2001: 177) describes when learners can learn the language but they cannot “mean it” at the same time. This may cause some students to be marginalized due to insufficient cultural capital or “semiotic budget” (van Lier 2000: 253) and lead at least to alienation, if not to the perception of being oppressed. I argue that if language learning is to be more meaningful for students, new codes have to be provided that will better serve their “meaning potential” (Halliday 1978: 25). This will help them perceive the language as being more meaningful, and should lead to more motivation and affective involvement on their part.

The foreign-language classroom is the zone of contact where identities and counter-identities are negotiated. Lin (in press) discusses how students who are “oppressed” in the ways described above engage in resistance, by undertaking to bring their street-corner culture into the classroom. In this way they struggle against the erasure of their street-corner identities. According to Lin (ibid.), we should liberate students’ consciousness and allow for their local creativity in the target language, from which we may learn more about their minds, and the kinds of voices and identities they prefer to display in the classroom.

Let’s now have a look at how cultural meaning and representation are problematic and can constrain meaningful utterances constructed by some underprivileged learners.
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From New Headway (Intermediate): Students’ Book, Oxford University Press, 1996, p. 45.

The theme of this activity is “shopping”, and it may come as a surprise to urban dwellers that this is not a universal activity. Students in rural Thailand, for example, will not have most of the basic concepts taken for granted in the activity. It can be expected that they will be disengaged from and inattentive to talk about activities and needs so remote from their everyday practices or culture. Unless teachers are aware of its inappropriacy and skip it or find some other alternatives for practising the target language, this activity is likely to be counter-productive, at least with some students. Most teachers, having inadequate time for preparation and constrained by a belief in the infallibility of the textbook, are likely to ask students to read this dialogue aloud after listening to it, and then ask several pairs to read the conversation aloud afterward.  An activity such as this one is not compatible with students’ social identities but instead is imposing a certain identity on them – that of a person who has a car and enough money to travel by plane, etc., again something quite out of reach for students in vast swathes of the world. 
How can we turn this into an internally persuasive discourse, or provide some guidance for teachers in modifying this dialogue into something more meaningful that matches  disenfranchized students’ habitus? 
Let’s have a look at one of Lin’s (in press) excerpts taken from recorded classroom interaction. A group of adolescent students are looking at a set of nine cartoon pictures with captions underneath.  The teacher asks the boys to write down what the cartoon characters on the pictures are saying in the form of speech balloons.  In this excerpt, they are dealing with a picture with ‘babe magnet’ as the caption.

	1
	T: … [in raised voice] how about? number six, a babe magnet. do you know what a babe magnet is? (.) a babe is a girl. do you know what a magnet is? 

	2
	B: (Mr Pig)=

	3
	T: =a magnet attracts metal, yes? (..) you know //errrm aah 

	4
	B1:                                   //ngaa-caat aa, zik-haai? <toothbrush, that is?>] (.) 

	5
	T: this is (..) a magnet and it //attracts things

	6
	B2:                 //gung-lei aa? <kilometer?> =  

	7
	Ss: (to themselves) =ci-sek <a magnet>, n //and e

	8
	B2:




//ngoo, kau-lui aa? [colloquial Cantonese] <oh, courting girls?>

	9
	T: yeah, so a babe magnet is someone who //locks woman, (??)

	10
	B3:
                            //kap-jan aa? <to attract?>

	11
	B4:  yes

	12
	Leo1: kau-lui aa? [Cantonese slang expression] <courting girls?>

	13
	B3: kap-jan aa? <to attract?> 

	14
	[Ss laugh]

	15
	T: SO cool, very cool, yes^ 

	16
	B: cool man.

	17
	T: English cool, not Chinese cool, very cool, what’s he saying then? What’s the babe magnet saying?

	18
	Ss: Hello^ [laughs]

	19
	B: [in sexy tone] Hi baby^ [laughs]

	20
	T: [imitating the voice of the student, sexy tone] Hi baby^ [laughs] yeah, a balloon, [in a male voice] Hi, baby^ [returns to normal voice] okay, write it down, the balloon, [in a male voice] hi, baby? [laughs] 

	21
	Bs: waa! [an exclamation] Jay Jay [seems to be somebody’s nickname] (someone seemed to have said Jason)

	22
	B3:
kau-lui tin-wong lei gaa-ma::: <it’s the king/expert in courting girls>, //kau-lui tin-wong dou m-zi hai bin-go? <you don’t even know who’s the king/expert in courting girls?>

	23
	T: [laughing]                   //you want to see me later?

	24
	B3: Can I love you [Ss laugh]? (..)

	25
	T: See you in Kowloon Tong? 

	26
	[Ss laugh]

	27
	B3: see you in my room?

	28
	B2: see you in my bed?

	29
	[Suddenly students from the other group laugh loudly.  Those in Ms Berner’s group then join in and laugh even louder.]


In this excerpt, we can see students in Hong Kong inventing dialogues by inserting the language they are familiar with into the text, in combination with their own meanings. These meanings have been shaped by their personal experience gained over the course of their life within a specific sociocultural context. We can see how they associate the images in the tasks with these personalized meanings, which at times may be regarded as “naughty”, “playful”, or even “indecent”. Lin (ibid.) calls this creation of laughter “carnival laughter”, relating it to Bakhtin’s (1994) “carnival creativity”. Sometimes this will be accompanied by implicit social and political commentary. She views this process as the way Hong Kong students appropriate English for their own purposes, by populating the English language with their own local social languages and voices. This practice initiated by language learners is similar to the “semantic language play” suggested by Cook (2000) and Sullivan (2000), which is aimed at being humorous.
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For comparison, let us have a look at an example from another textbook.

From New Headway (Beginners): Students’ Book, Oxford University Press, 2002, p. 32.

When talking about food in particular, there is great disparity between students’ real lives and the authoritative discourse imposed on them. This picture of “My Life” contains only representations of urban life. Some students may not be familiar with many food items that are more related to the life of city people, who have more financial power and access to these food items. Even though they may have learned about “pizza”, “hamburgers”, etc. from the media, most of the students will never have eaten them before. This is where the teacher needs to encourage students to modify the discourse into an internally persuasive one. If we want to free their consciousness, and not to accentuate their underprivileged background, the words for the food list can be drawn from their own experience, heightening both their cultural capital and the material’s meaning potential. We might come up with a list that includes items like: “pla ra” (fermented fish that is their everyday dish and has a very strong smell, which disgust a number of people in other parts of Thailand), “dog”, “spicy raw beef or pork salad (mixed with blood)”, “fried grasshopper”, etc. This may open up, as Lin (2004) suggests, space for creating carnival dialogues and laughter for students, during which they can also engage with social criticism about their own practices as well as the Other’s practice.

In sum, we can allow students to create dialogues based on the semiotic representation with which they have personal connection or which are drawn from their world experience. For example, as Lin (in press) suggests, the oft-used format of a formal dialogue in which two students pretend to be world leaders can be modified to one between a world leader and a character they know well, such as a pop singer or other media celebrity, chosen by them. Even it is the scenario of two world leaders, students should be encouraged to think about localized, fun topics in the dialogue of these leaders, not just formal political topics. 

4 Procedures of my forthcoming investigation
To test my hypothesis, I plan to recruit four groups of students: two rural groups and two urban groups (40 students, 10 for each group). The first rural and urban groups will be control groups who will deal with the materials conventionally used, which are taken from foreign, western-compiled textbooks. The second rural and urban groups will be experiment groups who will have to engage with both materials of two orientations as follows:

· speaking activities based on purpose-designed materials with meaning and representation oriented to rural culture;

· Speaking activities based on materials with meaning and representation oriented to urban culture (from existing texts).

The activities will cover a set of different themes or topics which have high feasibility for creating discourse (a set of discrete words, phrases, sentences in combination with visual images of representation) in the materials. These characteristics of texts will function as “semiotic stimuli” in the speaking activities, which will be designed in the way that are both cognitively and linguistically challenging. The activities will comprise many types of tasks such as ones requiring the students to construct discourse or dialogues within a short preparation time, and others allowing them more time for finding information and language to assist in constructing discourse or dialogues. 

There will be individual, pair, and group construction of discourse. The discourse produced by the subjects will be audio and video recorded, and transcribed. Students are to keep portfolios in which they record their reactions and opinions regarding the activities they engage with during the research period. Then, I will conduct interviews which will be used alongside the discourse analysis to investigate into their preferred voices and identities when they engage themselves with oral activities or communicative tasks in the classroom. 

5 Conclusion

It is vital that language teachers attempt to find the most appropriate approach in teaching foreign languages to students in a context which is probably not ideal, such as in a classroom where the real world outside its wall is in great disjuncture with the world in teaching and learning materials through which we frame and position pedagogical discourse. This research is aimed at producing a set of speaking activities that are meaningful and at the same time, to understand more about students’ preferred voices and identities in the classroom through analysis of their linguistic production coupled with interview and portfolio material. Additionally, the findings can be used as a basis to inform further work (if needs be) in relation to various areas of English language education at this institution, such as materials development for speaking-focused courses, assessment of existing curriculum and its future development, and English teachers’ pedagogical guidance. 
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