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ABSTRACTS

Sociocultural Theory: Its Philosophical Foundation Disciplinary Features Paradigm and
Method p. 1. James LANTOLF & QIN Lili

Sociocultural Theory ( SCT) has recently drawn the attention from quite a few scholars in
the SLA field in China. However current research needs improving in depth width and quantity
and misinterpretations of SCT’s basic concepts disciplinary nature subject matter and methodol-
ogies do exist. To address the problems and clarify the relevant issues in this article we start
from a brief description of SCT’s philosophical foundations which lends itself to the illustration
of its concepts and the disciplinary attribute. Then by reviewing the previous works both interna—
tional and national we look at the present status quo of the SCT research in SLA with a special
focus on the research paradigm and methodologies. We hope this study would provide an alterna—
tive reference to those who want to further their research in the field.
Key Words: Sociocultural Theory; Vygotsky; philosophical foundation; disciplinary attribute; re—

search paradigm; research methodology

A Sociocultural Inquiry on Teacher Agency and Professional Identity in Curriculum Re-—
forms p.19. GAO Xuesong TAO Jian & GONG Yang

Foreign language teachers in Chinese universities need to address various challenges and a—
chieve professional development in curriculum reforms but few studies have explored these im—
portant issues. This paper reports on our inquiry into the interaction between teacher agency and
professional identity by conducting in depth interviews with 8 English teachers in a university on
the coastal region of Southeast China. Drawing on sociocultural theory we interpreted how the
teachers exercise agency make ‘choices’ between teaching and research and adopt appropriate
‘actions’ in response to educational reforms to construct professional development paths that suit
their own needs and characteristics. The results help teacher educators and educational adminis—
trators facilitate foreign language teachers” exercise of teacher agency and promote educational
reforms.
Key Words: teacher agency; curriculum reform; foreign language teacher development; teacher i—

dentity recognition; Sociocultural Theory ( SCT)

The Effect of Task Type on Group Interaction in College English Classrooms p.29. XU Jin—
Jen & KOU Jinnan

This study adopted a quantitative and qualitative mixed design to explore the effect of three
different types of tasks on group interaction in college English classrooms in terms of equality
and mutuality from a sociocultural perspective. The participants were 84 sophomores from three
intact classes. The results indicated that: ( 1) In equality task type only affected the number of
turns but did not affect the average turn length and the proportion of short turns; ( 2) task type
did not affect the mutuality in group interaction. The interview results showed that learners had

different preferences for the type of task but their performance in group interaction would not be



