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PART I:

BACKGROUND TO THE RESEARCH



CHAPTERONE

INTRODUCTION

Language learning involves the identities afiteers (Coates 1998).
Every time language learners speak, they are ndt erchanging
information with their interlocutors but engagingidentity construction
and negotiation through (re)organising a sensetaf they are and how
they are related to the social world (Bourdieu )97 Norton and
Toohey (2002:115) put it,

“Language itself is not only a linguistic systemsigns and symbols, it is
also a complex social practice in which the valnd emeaning ascribed
to an utterance are determined in part by the vahtemeaning ascribed
to the person who speaks.”

In other words, language functions as a symbolisousce for
constructing and managing personal, social andualltmeanings and
identities (Kendall and Tannen 2005). It is notyotllat we speak the
language, but also that the language we use irdicetho we are.
Gender identity is important in people’s livacially. It can be one
of the most powerful components of an individuadscial identity
(Young 1999). Many researchers use the study ajuage as a lens
through which to view social and cultural aspediggender relations
(Tannen 1990; Bulter 1999; Ochs 1997). As arguedegdon (1997),
language use is not only the place where variousmmdoof social
organisation and their likely social and politicebnsequences are
defined and contested in day-to-day social intéyast it is also the
place where our sense of ourselves, including amses of being
gendered, is constructed. From such a point of Mi@wguage appears as
one important means by which gender is enactedcandtructed. The
following questions then arise: “If we constructnder when learning
our language through the process of socialisatidrat about when we
are learning and being taught another languagée®j; We negotiate our
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gender identity when we learn a second langtig8f yes, how?” The
current research is an attempt to explore thesstigus.

In the year 2006, | did my MPhil project whigimed to explore the
role of gender in peer-group interactions in a €enEFL (English as a
foreign language) classroom mainly by examiningdstus’ linguistic
performance in interactions. The data collectedhftbe project showed
that female and male students did not do the shimgs as L2 learners
in interactions. They oriented themselves towarifferént aspects of
English and practiced different skills in doing ask. The most
significant reason lay in the fact that when gidad boys were
performing communicative tasks, they demonstrateth bverbal and
non-verbal habits associated with expected ideadlgenorms (e.g. girls
learning about the details and boys learning howite directions). In
other words, they tended to bring certain pre-egstgender-based
ideologies and prejudices into their interactioegher consciously or
unconsciously, which affected their English langudgarning. Then
what can or does learning a second/foreign langulgeo students’
construction and negotiation of gender? How do esttsl construct and
negotiate their gender identity in the course aféng a second/foreign
language? These questions were then identifiechasntain research
focus of the current research.

1.1 Concepts of gender, gender construction and gexr
negotiation

Recent work in sociolinguistics generally, aimd language and
gender research in particular, has promoted dynamimns of social
identities to replace the previous categories wkeécided to be fixed and
essentialist (Cameron 1995; Schiffrin 1996; Ehrlid97). Withrespect
to gender identity, more anthore sociolinguists have abandoned the
assumption that the meaning of gender is sharexbsi@ultures and that
it is fixed, unproblematic and can be easily isedafrom other aspects of
social identity. Instead, they view gender as sbingtindividualsdo
andperform as opposed to something individuate or have(West and
Zimmerman 1987; Bulter 1999; Piller and Pavlenkd®D0 In other
words, they do not simply equagender which is more appropriate for

! In the research, the terms “second language” &) “foreign language” (FL)
were not distinguished and were used as interclznge
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“distinguishing people on the basis of their soalagal behaviour,
including speech”, witlsex,which refers to categories “distinguished by
biological characteristics” (Holmes 2002:150). Hunizeings are social
beings, hence it is necessary for us to distingulsbm by their
sociocultural behaviour. In this book, terms sush“gender role” and
“gender identity” are used to refer to “gender fidlentity as a girl or as
a boy”. However, these terms are never satisfadi@gause | do not
want to be essentialist about gender. It is forveorence and for the
purpose of the book that | decided to use themigtinduish between
“gender” and “sex”In addition,for the purpose of the booterms such
as “female” and “male”, “woman” and “man”, “girl"ral “boy” were
used interchangeably.

Since gender is viewed as a social, historamad, cultural construct,
it comes as no surprise that the construction afdge may vary over
time within a culture, as well as across cultureavienko and Piller
2001:22). In other words, once one is turned ingeradered social being,
one is not merely being constructed by the commuttie society one
lives in or one’s family (in consideration of thacf that the construction
of gender is grounded in human beings’ socialisatistory and must be
affected by the traditional gender categories), ibhdtviduals can also
negotiate their gender through talk in interactidhe whole notion of
negotiation is linked to the notion of discoursevitiich individuals
qguestion themselves in the course of interactionceDone interacts,
he/she can choose whether or not to comply with amgress
himself/herself in the way other people think he/sthould. Such a
choice involves agreeing or disagreeing with theelgpeople wish to
attach to him/her. If the construction of genderies culturally and
contextually, whether the learning of L2 anke second language
learning (SLL) classroom can become a prevailing $0 open up
opportunities for students to construct and negmwtitheir gender
identities becomes a legitimate area of inquirncgil do not believe
there is any fixed behaviour that can be labellsdtlzat which is
characteristic of a Chinese girl or boy (the “Clsmegender”) or an
English girl or boy (the “English gendef”)the term gender negotiation
rather than gender reconstruction is used througtheuesearch.

2 |n the book, treating gender as a dynamic and fbeincept that is constructed
and negotiated in interactions, the terms like f@se girl / boy” and “English
girl / boy” were used only for convenience purposes
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The notion of “interaction” is crucial in bottoncepts of “gender
construction” and “gender negotiation”. Gender stioot be treated as
a given parameter that can be taken for granted dmgt that is
communicatively produced. Evans (2002:4) declatest tidentities,
including gender identity, are not stable things bre an effect of
interaction with others and with larger conceptsttlare conveyed
through circulating discourses. Bulter (1999) adsgues that gendered
selves are determined neither by nature nor byuraitiut are the effects
of day-to-day “acting” in ways normatively definetb masculine or
feminine. Through interaction with societal normadividuals
continually fashion their physical appearance ai a their language
and bodily movements as they “do” being women on.ma short, we
have to treat identities and subject positions adilyp and linguistic
enactments of discourse at particular times andairticular places
(Block 2007:17). As a result, in the research, esiénts’ construction
and negotiation of their gender identity would beimy examined
through their discursive interactions (verbal amhverbal) with their
peers and with the researcher in context.

Language use deals with the notion of gendefiffierent ways. It
impacts, for example, on the way mothers talk @rthabies, teachers to
students and so on. Baron and Kotthoff (2001) atbaé the new-born
baby has no gender, but merely a sex. However with the claim “It is
a girl/lboy!” that the sociocultural imposition okgder and associated
social expectations begin. In fact, the languagelfitprojects gender
identities onto people even before they are boarefts will choose
different names which orient their thinking aboheé tbaby to be born.
They may also not use the same form of baby takklttile boy and to a
little girl. They may project different hopes amdages of girls and boys
and of their futures as well. They may think oflgihaving a good
husband as more successful, while thinking of dwgng a promising
career as more successfAk Borker (1980) argueshe links between
language and gender are clearly maturally butculturally constructed

With gender seen as a system of social relatamd discursive
practices, the goal of the study of language amdigiebecomes twofold:
on the one hand, to investigate the effects of gemh individuals’
linguistic practice and performance (e.g. my MRidject); on the other
hand, to study ways in which gender is construetad negotiated in
multiple discourses (Pavlenko and Piller 2001:Z8) current study has
been developed to be a more intensive study tostigate how gender is
constructed and negotiated in the course of legrairsecond/foreign
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language not only by examining students’ behaviounteractions, their
rationalisation of their own and partner’s behavjcat also through
exploring their perceptions and attitudes towardsués concerning
gender and SLL in the school community.

1.2 The significance of examining gender constructn
and its negotiation in relation to SLL in the schob
context

1.2.1 The aim of second language learning and teaching

The study of a foreign language should lead atopositive
understanding of not only the linguistic knowledgehe target language
(TL) but also the sociocultural practices and tHeniediated public
personae they wish to project (Segalowitz 1976; ifsan 1985;
Bardov-Harlig 1999; Kasper and Rose 2002; Rose Kasper 2001;
Block 2007). As argued by Riley (2007), learningfaxeign/second
language extends the range of meanings of whichirt&idual is
capable. It enables us to form a richer conceptibself rather than
simply being ourselves (Joseph 2004). Competergathers should not
only know how to use grammatical rules but alsdadames (Segalowitz
1976). However, the traditional language teachimglggogy, which
focuses more on the linguistic forms of the TL, emlstudents more
likely to separate language from the culture ofgieple who use it. It is
communicative language teaching (CLT), which aints develop
students’ communicative competendbat caters for this requirement
and has gradually moved into the mainstream offtineign language
teaching pedagogy. As argued WRavlenko and Piller (2001:7),
“Successful L2 learning may entail a modificatioh ane’s gender
performance in order to ensure validation and ilegity in the target
language and culture.” Since CLT aims to develapriers’ ability to use
language in real communication, it raises the aluisisue of the way
learners act socially and how they negotiate ttseicial identities,
including gender identity, in a different cultuieahd social context. This
makes the SLL classroom a fertile environment ictviio examine the
issue of language and gender construction ancegstiation. Moreover,
the wide use of communicative tasks in CLT also esatke explorations
of learners’ gender negotiation convenient andilidasn a naturally
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setting:

1.2.2 Lack of research on gender and SLL
from a constructionist point of view

The field of language and gender has become &uplarly lively
and vibrant area of linguistic inquiry; nevertheslemost prior research
has focused on monolingual settings (Pavlenko atidr R001). One
reason is that discussion of the second languamésiiion (SLAY field
was dominated by an “input-output metaphor of leggrand cognition”,
in which mind and brain are regarded as the “coetal’ of both
learning processes and learning products (van P@90:257). As a
consequence, less attention was given to the Hargirocesses,
individual variables or the social context in whittte L2 was learned
and used (McKay and Wong 1996). More recent sottim@l approach
has been able to offer a framework within which pleo can
conceptualise individual learners within their coomities as human
beings who are capable social agents and can chhimggs (see section
2.2 of the book for a detailed clarification of theciocultural approach).

Although recent research in second languagehileg and learning
has acknowledged the complexities and challengedehrners confront
when they participate in a new linguistic commupiityle attention has
been given to the construction of gender identifiesthe language
classroom (Piller and Pavlenko 2001). Instead, mféthem primarily
deal with the differences in L2 acquisition betwemale and female
learners (Pellegrino 2005: 141). As pointed outNmyton (1995:464),
SLA theorists have not developed a comprehensieerthof social
identity that integrates the language learner dwdlanguage learning
context. In particular, before the 1990s, there \tke or no work
examining how language learners “position themsehand are
positioned by others depending on where they ahe, tvey are with and

% In the book, four terms were used interchangeablyefer to the student
participants: “L2/EFL learner”, “L2/EFL user”, “stient” and “adolescent”. The
way | address the student participants either ddsfigoys”, “female/male
students” does not mean that | emphasise theititgaither as a “student” or as
a gendered social being. They were just used imhegeably.

4 In the book, the terms of “second language acdoigit(SLA) and “second
language learning” (SLL) were used interchangedhlged SLL theory to cover
both SLL theory and SLA studies
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what they are doing” (Eckert and McConnel-Ginet 2:484).Later on,
due to the systematic and extensive borrowing foamtiguous social
science fields of inquiry, the notion of identity $LL has been gradually
developed. Such a lack of research on gender acohdelanguage
learning from a constructionist point of view maithe current project
meaningful and interesting.

Moreover, most of the research focuses on imanig’ experience
(e.g. Blackledge 2001; Goldstein 2001; Ohara 20Ddytsch-Dwyer
20015. In fact, the majority of the foreign languagertess learn the TL
in a local context which is referred to as a “FLnext™ by Block
(2007). Their experience of constructing and negjoij gender identity
in the course of SLL might be very different fromat of immigrant
people. Research on it should consider importaciaband educational
connotations. For example, the research conducyedtmra (2001)
showed that American English female learners whaewearning
Japanese in Japan did not always choose to cortforttme high pitch
level used by typical Japanese females in Japaaubedt downplayed
their status as women in the matter of communioatitowever, since
they were perceived as foreigners there, they didcare greatly about
the hidden cost of not conforming to the high leolpitch (i.e. being
excluded from the mainstream Japanese society).r Tidentities
displayed at that moment not only showed them ta fmale but also a
foreign visitor. In other words, what they wereifecwas different from
what local Japanese women face. In all, the reviévihese studies
oriented me towards conducting research with adelds who were
learning EFL in a local secondary school setting.

5 For the purpose of the book, “immigrant” referstthdo those people who
resident in the targeted language country eithemaeently or just for a short
stay to learn language or work there

5 “FL” refers to “the context of millions of primargchool, secondary school,
university and further education students arourdnatbrld who rely on their time
in classrooms to learn a language which is not tymgcal language of

communication in their surrounding environment” &t 2003:5). Block

(2007:144) argues that the foreign language (Fljteod contrasts manifestly
with naturalistic adult immigrant settings whererth is the potential for partial
or full immersion in the target language (TL) commity It also differs notably

from the context of studying abroad context wheteckassroom instruction

gives way to “being there”, which increases theeptal for immersion in

TL-mediated environments and the emergence of néwnd&diated subject
positions.
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As far as the data collection tool was conceérne the previous
studies interview was the principal tool used tarteabout immigrant
participants’ own account of their life or expegenof study in the
“new” country (e.g. Blackledge 2001; Palvenko 200Egw of the
studies observed participants’ in site performaarte negotiation of their
gender identity in interactions very closely. It@t words, most of the
approaches have been developed on the basis aftimasr provided by
immigrant talking about themselves (about the “They neglected the
fact that each individual's identity is not onlydimidual but also
collective. Answers to the question of “who we askbuld not emerge
only from our own perceptions of “who we are”, laso from how we
are perceived by others and how we actually perfavai in interaction
(Joseph 2004). As a result, the current researetl to probe into the
issue of gender negotiation in relation to SLL bgthb examining
adolescents’ performance of gender in interactenmd their viewpoints
concerning relevant issues to discover how theggieed themselves,
how they are perceived by others and how they lethav interactions
as gendered social beings in the course of leafBiglish as a foreign
language.

In addition, all the studies that | found imsting following the
poststructuralist stream provided evidence of thapassibility of
discussing issues of gender identity outside aifipeontext. In other
words, there is no way of talking about gender gewlder negotiation in
SLL without seriously taking the social, culturhistorical and political
context into account other than the linguistic esht The work
conducted by Heller (2001) in a bilingual scho@drto understand how
the naturalising ideologies which legitimate pasi8 of power are
constructed and contested, and with what consegsefar whom
(2001:259). The approach taken by Heller and hdeagues showed
that issues could not arise if there was no carefudepth investigation
of the particular school. Any quantitative design going to be
insufficient for an investigation of the complexity gender as a social
and cultural construct and the variation that gemdkations can exhibit
across speech communities and social contextsi¢gh20001:109). If
researchers want to study what goes on in termsegbtiation at the
micro level, they have to orientate themselves td&a qualitative study
and pay attention to the cultural context of theaadional institutions.
This review of the previous studies oriented meai@s a case study
design within the time limit of a PhD project tolaaV for in-depth
investigation of the issue of gender (see sectidnfdr presentation of
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the case study strategy).

1.2.3 The secondary school setting as an importasite
in which to investigate gender issues

Among the three central areas of interactiotwben SLL and
gender, namely institutional/ public, private andueational settings,
comparatively little work has been conducted in ¢deicational setting,
especially at the secondary school level. The dcisoan institution of
social and cultural reproduction (Heller 2001). Thabitual roles
allocated by communities and societies to male fanthle students are
reflected in the school, the classroom and thdaurm. Arnot (2002:6)
claims that “whether structurally or culturally, eshtion [is] analysed as
a major site for the reproduction of the classcitme and its unequal
relations of power”. The notion of “male” and “fel@aschool subjects
can be taken as a typical example: science, matiesnend technology
are usually rated as “masculine” by teachers andesits and preferred
by boys, while English, humanities and music teadé regarded as
“feminine” and preferred by girls (Arnot, et al. 98). In addition, it is
often assumed that female students are more litelgomply with
argument while male students should play a morepetitive role in the
process of discussion.

Issues of education should be addressed ficsf@emost in terms
of identities and modes of belonging, and only sdewily in terms of
skills and information. It (education) must strieeopen new dimensions
for the negotiation of the self (Wenger 1998:268)ook at educational
settings allows us “to understand how they contelio the production
and reproduction of social categories, and to tbestuction and
distribution of what counts as knowledge” (Hell®08:256). On the one
hand, students may

“Construct themselves agenderedby habitually engaging in the social
practices of a speech community that are symbbfiGaid practically
associated with masculinity and femininity or soméxture thereof”
(Ehrlich 1997:440).

On the other hand, some of them may possibly rejeese roles

prescribed by the external communities and sosietigich are based on
the simple label of sex differences. Instead, timay need certain free
spaces in which to behave as they would like aaldapsocial beings. In
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particular, adolescents aged around 15 to 17 @anskary school level)
are in a comparatively unstable situation concernineir sense of
identity and their ability to chang&he SLL classroom generally, and the
Chinese EFL classroom specifically, especially imith communicative
language teaching setting, may be able to offerkhid of free space to
probe into the above issue since it provides inldial learners sufficient
opportunities to play roles in all kinds of taskaereby both female and
male students are able to become aware of othectspf themselves
and their peers and hence reposition themselvpsssible. Therefore
this research targeted students in secondary slasats main research
participants and examined how they construct ampbtigte their gender
identity in the course of learning English as a&fgn language.

The originality of this research lies in thdldaing points: firstly,
the fact that males and females do not speak anabe same way has
been demonstrated by many researchers in soci@iimgin the past 50
years, whereas in this research, although | alssnaed both male and
female students’ interactional behaviour, my maicus was not whether
girls or boys do the same things, but how they tanot and negotiate
their gender identity in L2. Education is thereh&lp people to become
conscious of not only personal but also socialdssand help them to
develop. This research therefore tends to reveahtiportance of second
language education (SLE), within the specific canhtef learning
English as a foreign language in schools in Chinahelping both
students and teachers to become conscious of the adalescents
construct and negotiate their gendered selves andthis as a tool of
proper behaviour change if it is necessary and @gde In other words,
the research was interested in whether socialibmygs and girls into
negotiating gender in the L2 classroom providesofiygortunity not only
for language learning outcomes but also educatincomes.

Secondly, by examining the potential socialtuwral and individual
value that SLE brings to the students’ self-conssiess and
self-development within the school community, it ymarovide useful
information for the debate not only about the r&lEL plays in the
school curriculum but also the role EFL plays i twhole society.
Thirdly, unlike most prior studies on gender andASlhich focus on
immigrants’ experience, the research targeted rras®m students’
gender negotiation in the course of learning LZifocal state school
context. Finally, since this research tackled tlssué of gender
construction and its negotiation, an issue thadelslom considered in
Chinese society, especially within the school comityuit brings fresh
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air to the research on gender and second langeagang in China (see
chapter 3 for the clarification of the Chinese egsh context).

1.3 Organisation of the book

The book is organised into two parts. The fipstrt provides
background information to the research and is caegpof four chapters.
Chapter 1 mainly gives the justification for thesearch topic by
introducing the key concepts of the research asclidsing the originality
of the project. The following Chapterr2views relative second language
learning and identities theories, including “soiciglistic approaches to
SLL", “learning from a sociocultural perspectivednd “multi-faceted
nature of identity”. In Chapter 3, the Chinese aesk context is
discussed in detail, including the Chinese soctocal background (i.e.
gender is an under-researched issue in China)tenevide adoption of
CLT in the Chinese EFL classroom in secondary sishdche chapter
concludes with the formulation of the research tjops developed in
the study. Chapter 4 discusses the following medtumical issues,
including the adopted case study strategy, the #dititation and
collection processes, the data analysis approacisesiell as reflexive
discussion on the methodology.

Part 2 of the book pursues the research firdargl discussion and
is composed of five chapters. It starts w@hapter 5, which reports
findings about students’ representations of “idegifls and boys in
Chinese community. The following Chapter 6 dealghwstudents’
representations of English girls and bbyStudents’ reactions to these
gender representations are discussed in Chap®@hapter 8 considers
the findings concerning students’ identity negatiatbetween the social
role of being a good student and being a goodagithoy in discourse.
The educational and pedagogical implications of tesearch are
discussed in Chapter 9. The whole book closes Gftapter 10 which
provides a conclusion to the whole project.

" By convention, in the book, the term "English gjisind boys” was used to refer
to British, American, Canadian and so on becauss the way learners of

English in China at that age (i.e. students pawiing in the study) see the world.
Although it is not what | believe to be true, fdret same reason, the term
“English countries” is used to refer to “native-finly-speaking countries” (see
section 9.3 of the book for further discussion).



CHAPTERTWO

SECONDLANGUAGE LEARNING
AND IDENTITY THEORIES

This chapter reviews relevant SLL and idergittaeories of the
study, including the sociolinguistic approachesStd. (in section 2.1),
learning from a sociocultural perspective (in smtti2.2), and the
multi-faceted nature of “identity” (in section 2.3)anguage and identity
are crucially intertwined (Edwards 1985; Bruner @QP9The concept of
an individual’s social identity has been employgdsbveral researchers
as a way of viewing and explaining the pattern&anfuage use and the
language attitudes of bilinguals (see McGroarty8 9%ung 1999, for a
review). Norton (2000:5) tries to develop a morenapic view of
identity. For him, language, identity and contesteract mutually:

“| foreground the role of language as constitutifend constituted by a
language learner’s social identity...It is throughdaage that a person
negotiates a sense of self within and across diffesites at different

points in time, and it is through language thakespn gains access to —
or is denied access to — powerful social netwohled give learners the

opportunity to speak.”

Ehrlich (1997) indicates that the types of abidentity constructed
by learners in a target language will be the resulearners’ own social
positionings, as well as their perceptions of dddientities in the target
culture (also see Lantolf 1993; Siegal 1994, 19a&msch and Hoene
1995). Theories in the field of second languagenieg which claim that
social factors are secondary are thus criticiseddfreview, see Polanyi
1995). Our identities are not just something we @acide by ourselves.
Instead, they are the product of social interactietween individuals
and other members of society (Riley 2007). Theealscribed to speech
cannot be understood in isolation from the persbo wpeaks and that
the person who speaks cannot be understood inti@ol&rom larger
networks of social relationships (Bourdieu 1984)nkk, a context-sensitive
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approach has to be adopted in examining learnersigr negotiations as
L2 learners in discourse.

2.1 Sociolinguistic approaches to SLL

Acquisition and use of language take place $o@al context; thus
it is important for SLA researchers to understahd ways in which
social context and the acquisition and use of arsmddanguage are
related (Young 1999). Piller and Pavlenko (200BDuarthat SLA has
been characterised by an almost ubiquitous geridelress due to the
prevalence of psycholinguistic and Universal Gramagpgproaches in the
field, which assume all human beings inherit a ersal set of principles
and parameters that control the shape human lasguean take, and
which are what make human languages similar toasmmther (Mitchell
and Myles 2004:54). It is then from a sociolinggigboint of view,
which commits itself to explaining why people spedifkferently in
different social contexts, that the role of gendedanguage use and
learning has become influential and makes it aqadatr interesting issue
for research in the field of language education.

Sociolinguistics, or the study of language $e,uwiews language as
a social practice (Mitchell and Myles 2004). It eged as a
multidisciplinary endeavour to provide an underdiag of language
behaviour giving due regard to the context in whickas spoken (Giles
and Smith 1979:45). In short, it is concerned witie relationship
between language and the social context in whids iised (Holmes
2002). Sociolinguists believe that the way peoplk ts influenced by
the social context in which they are talking. Byaswning the way
people use language in different communities, nidbrmation may be
obtained, including the way language functions, gbeial relationships
in a particular community, and the way people digmspects of their
social identity through their language, includingnder identity of
course (Holmes 2002). In other words, individuafsech styles vary in
different contexts according to who they are anevb@mm who they are
speaking, where and when they are talking, as a®lhow they are
feeling (Holmes 2002).

Sociolinguists aim to not only describe thoseciginguistic
variations, but also, if possible, explain why #ppens. Like those
sociocultural theorists, sociolinguists also bediethat learning is a
collaborative affair, and that language knowledgedcially constructed
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through interaction (Mitchell and Myles 2004). Nanguage has
meaning except with reference to how it is fram&khtéson 1972;
Goffman 1974) or contextualised (Becker 1984; Gump&982).

Interactional sociolinguists emphasise how impliméanings can be
derived from details of interaction that signal tepropriate cultural
frame of reference for interpretation (Bucholtz 2p0Gender-related
differences in language use are one aspect of thst mervasive
linguistic differences in society reflecting femslleand males’ social
status and power differences (Holmes 2002).

Sociolinguists have traditionally studied thaer of language in
structuring the identities of individuals and theltere of entire
communities and societies (Storch 2002). The sbii@ participate
appropriately in relevant speech events has been as an important
part of communicative competence (Mitchell and NMyR004:1).There
are two main strands of sociolinguistic theorisafgput second language
use and second language development. One stratié iquantitative
study of second language variation focusing orrlaguage variability
at the lexical and morphological levels. From thiswpoint, the setting
of language use, as well as participants’ cultinatkground, gender,
social status and other social categories can beribed independently
of language use (Young 1999). This stream of Janat study that
codes aspects of social identity as categorical amearying across
contexts attracts criticism from researchers wlkeawthe performance of
social identities as variable across social, simal and interactional
contexts (Ehrlich 2001; Schiffrin 1996).

The other strand deals with second languagaitenin a broad way,
embedded in its social context. Such work is typicgualitative and
interpretive in nature, using the techniques of netliaphy or
conversational analysis to provide accounts of gdbeial processes of
second language interaction and development (Mitahe Myles 2004).
From this perspective, context is viewed as emergad dynamic, and
social categories, like gender and social stattes,negotiated through
interaction (Young 1999). Influenced by the geneeslearch on gender
and language, researchers in the SLA field haventéc called for the
need to conduct more research, focusing on wayshith gender
mediates the learning and use of additional langsiagnd on ways in
which gender relations and performances may besfttemed in the
process of second language socialisation (PavlenkioPiller 2001:17).
In terms of my current study, | responded to tlzi# and conformed to
the second research strand. What | am interestischiot whether gender
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mediates students’ second language learning, ubpenformance per se,
but how students negotiate their gender identitg &hinese girl or as a
Chinese boy via the use of English as a foreigguage in interactions.

2.2 Learning from a sociocultural perspective

Many SLA theories view L2 learners as passieesels for receiving
input and producing output. Neither the input hyjesis advanced by
Krashen (1982; 1985; 1998) nor the output hypothesit forward by
Swain (1985; 1995) greatly challenges the concéptan autonomous
language module or cognitive mechanisms at workiwithe individual
learner” (Mitchell and Myles 2004:159). Sociocuétlitheory in contrast
guestions the oversimplification of the model opubh and output as an
explanation for SLA. Ifjuestions the view of language as individual minds
acquiring linguistic, or even sociolinguistic, coetgnce. Learners, from
this perspective, are seen as members of sociahiatatical collectivities
rather than individual language producers (Lantoid Genung 2003;
Lantolf 2002).

The fundamental assumption of socioculturabties that “learning
and development occur as people participate irstlo@ocultural activities
of their community” (Rogoff 1994:209). Learning asmediated process
(Lantolf 2000). It is not only mediated partly thigh learners’ developing
use and control of mental tools, more importaritlis also dependent on
face-to-face interaction (Mitchell and Myles 20(35). In other words,
from a sociocultural perspective, interactions cdrive simply seen as a
source of input for autonomous and internal learnimechanisms. It is
essentially social rather than individual in natiiditchell and Myles
2004). Interest in the learner as a social beigldeto concern with a
range of socially constructed elements in learnihshtities, including
their gender identity. In this project, | was imsted in seeing, on the one
hand, whether and to what extent the socialisatifogirls and boys into
becoming Chinese girls and boys seems to affedt tehaviour and
attitudes towards English learning, and on the rottaand, how students
negotiate their gender identity in discourse via tise of English as a

1 Input hypothesis claims basically that the onlgassary condition for language
learning to take place is that the availabilityirgfut is comprehensible, whereas
the output hypothesis declares that learners” laggoutput in a real discourse
context is a necessary requirement of second lgegilitchell and Myles
2004).



