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Abstract

In the low earth orbiting satellite constellation, satellite diversity will promote
communication quality and overcome the channel fading situation if we combine all the
visible satellites in the range of the satellite elevation mask. However, the scenario of satellite
communication from low earth orbiting satellite to the earth station is time varying. In order
to obtain the performance of the satellite diversity, a new method is proposed to quickly and
exactly evaluate the probability of scenarios of low earth orbiting satellite constellation
observed from the earth station location to all visible satellites in the satellite elevation mask.
Through the simulation for the Globalstar-like Walk T/P/F=48/8/1 low earth orbiting satellite
constellation, we have verified that only two low earth orbiting satellites can offer the optimal
diversity performance. The development does not need any orbital simulations and statistical
data processing. Results are used to evaluate the probability density function of the received
signal with k-fold combining diversity for any user-specified earth station locations and low

earth orbiting satellite constellation parameters.

Keywords: LEO satellite, elevation mask, sub-satellite point, PDF, diversity
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Abstract

In this study, due to the problems of subjectivism, over-long process of evaluation,
difficulty for horizontal comparison of the result from evaluation, and incapability to respond
immediately; therefore this article adopts application of DEA in order to solve problems
above. The result examine that, based on relative efficiency analysis of DEA method, the
comparison of different cases plan performance could be quickly quantily, the inefficiency
source of different plan could be investigated explicitly; efficiency of intensity, the level of
plan efficiency of different cases can be clearly differentiated; slack variable analysis, which
can be pointed out that differentcase plan value of the efficiency of input and output, the
application of DEA does solve the problems above. However, it should also be taken into
consideration about the efficiency deviations generated by uncontrollable environmental
effects under the executing process of the project, and the possibilities of uncompleted and
incorrect information provided by the executing association, professional level of the
evaluators, as well as the appropriation of indexes for evaluating. The results of this article
can be the reference for future research, and the practical application for administrative
organization.

Keywords: data envelopment analysis(DEA), Public Program, Performance evaluation,
input-oriented, output-oriented
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Abstract

In recent years, the use of financial derivatives for domestic banks in Taiwan is getting
greater. Since July 1991, derivatives products were launched and a wide variety of derivatives
are accepted. So far, there are more 20 derivatives that are released. The objective of this
paper is to study the relation between the use of financial derivatives and characteristic of
financial institutions. We focus on several variables, such as the capital, debt asset ratio, net
worth ratio, loan deposit ratio, liquidity ratio, current asset ratio, net interest margin, asset
return, and stock holding ratio of boards. According Gonza'lez, Terasvirta and Dijk
(2004,2005) modified panel threshold regression model, called the Panel Smooth Transition
Regression(PSTR) model to test the relationship between using financial derivatives and
financial characteristics. Because PSTR model can set the threshold variable and group the
sample data, (this study use capital as threshold variable). In this research can help us to know
the difference of using derivatives between grouping bank. The results indicated that: when
debt asset ratio, net worth ratio, loan deposit ratio, liquidity ratio, current asset ratio and stock
holding ratio of boards are higher, the large scale banks will use more derivatives. When net
interest margin is higher, the large scale banks will use less derivatives. The empirical results
are same with foreign literatures; it shows domestic banks use financial derivatives at

reasonable range.

Keywords: Financial Characteristics, Derivatives, PSTR Model
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Abstract

Job burnout produces many negative effects, such as lowering commitment, increasing
absentee rates, affecting job performance (Schaufeli and Enzmann, 1998). Therefore job
burnout and job stress are equally most commonly discussed issues of organizational behavior
(Martin, 2000). Vallen (1993) found that individual burnout is significantly related to
organizational structures. Mastach and (1986) also found that organizational factors can affect
job burnout, of which working environmental factor has more effect on job burnout than
population statistical factor does. Maslach, Schaufeil and Leiter (2001) even clearly pointed
out that job burnout is generated under hierarchies system. The effect of organizational
structures on burnout has been confirmed by the literature. This study aims to clarify the
relationship between bureaucracy and job burnout. The study examined questionnaire surveys
answered by Taiwanese that 203 employees working in public departments and 240
employees in private sectors. An analysis of the investigation results showed that (1) higher
degree of formalization would promote sense of powerlessness, causing job burnout; (2)
higher degree of centralization would increase meaninglessness and decrease job autonomy,
causing job burnout. Thus, this study suggests that appropriate authorization and flexibility

should help in solving job burnout problem.

Keywords: autonomy, bureaucracy, job burnout, centralization, formalization
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Introduction

Job burnout produces many negative effects, such as lowering commitment, increasing
absentee rates, affecting job performance (Schaufeli & Enzmann, 1998). Therefore job
burnout and job stress are equally most commonly discussed issues of organizational behavior
(Martin, 2000). Vallen (1993) categorized organization into exploitive-authoritative,
benevolent-authoritative, consultative and participative types and found that individual
burnout is significantly related to organizational structures. Mastach and Jackson (1996) also
found that organizational factors can affect job burnout, of which working environmental
factor has more effect on job burnout than population statistical factor does. Maslach,
Schaufeil and Leiter(2001) even clearly pointed out that job burnout is generated under
hierarchies system. Bureaucratic rules have been found as a major cause of burnout (Leiter,
1991). Then why does bureaucratic system produce job burnout?

According to Weber, “bureaucratic” system is described as a completely rational and
efficient organization, with characteristic of hierarchy system, of which everything is
processed by rules, impersonal, and has detailed records and documents (Martin and Knopoff,
1997, cited from Martin, 2000). Hierarchy system and processing by rules are for the creation
of large efficient organization (Olorunsola, 2000). However, in Taiwan when present the word
“bureaucracy” seems to become a pronoun of “inefficient, undisciplined, and irresponsible”.
Bendix (1968, cited by Riggs, 1979) also defined bureaucracy as “unclear distribution of
responsibilities, strict rules, misstep officials, slow operation, unclear goals, and centralized in
few people”. Bureaucracy seems to be full of defects. Mannheim (1975) even found that
among seven job categories public office workers have the lowest involvement rates. Is
bureaucratic result in job burnout? Is it due to centralization? Or a result of the emphasis of
formalization and everything needs to be run according to rules?

When employees encounter rules, regulations, or procedures that seem pointless yet
burdensome, these encounters may simultaneously trigger the key psychological ingredients
of alienation—powerlessness and meaninglessness (DeHart-Davis and Pandey, 2005). On the
point of Nauratil (1989) that bureaucracy discourages professionalism, having components of
suppressed autonomy (Cited by Olorunsola, 2000). Chan and Wing (2011) adopted an agency
theoretical perspective to propose a workload mechanism, the delegation of power from
supervisors to service employees is increases their perceived workload. Do centralization and
formalization cause powerlessness and meaninglessness, or lowering job loading and
autonomy, thus resulting in job burnout?

The dimension of job burnout, such as emotional exhaustion and personal professional
efficacy, is significantly related to job performance (Gmelch & Gates, 1998). One of the
important factors of job burnout is organizational characteristics (Lambert, Hogan & Jiang,
2010). Therefore, the understanding on whether bureaucratic system produces job burnout and
the reasons is important. Previous research has successfully identified the effect of
bureaucracy on powerlessness, meaninglessness, job loading and autonomy. The study aims
to clarify the relationship between bureaucracy and job burnout and trace the cause of the

51



BHHIEBEZYE
wik A PiFE’

bureaucracy through a series of medicating process to the job burnout.

Literature Review

The basis of bureaucracy is formalized rules and centralized power and decision
(Hetherington & Hewa, 1997). Bureaucracy is a power structure specifically designed for
large organizations and can be implemented in both public and private organizations (Dugger,
1980).

The measurement dimension of bureaucracy is centralization and formalization (Martin
& Gilsson, 1989). Centralization means that decisions are controlled by high rank supervisors
and most problems must be reported from lower levels to the next higher one until reaching
high rank supervisors. Formalization means that employees’ behaviors or working activities
are constrained by formalized regulations, rules and procedures. Under structure of
bureaucracy employees may feel setback, thus taking revenge actions, such as opportunistic
(John, 1984, cited by Ramaswami, 1996).

Burnout is a term proposed by a psychiatrist Freudenberger in 1974 (Liu, 2002). It is a
biological and psychological combined symptom of emotional exhaustion, a sense of lacking
personal accomplishment and depersonalization of clients (Marslach & Jackson, 1982, cited
by Acker, 1999). Job burnout is a worker’s psychological negative feeling generated by
pressure related to work (Daley, 1979). When interpersonal relationship, belief, lifestyle and
development in work cannot reach one’s expectation, the pressure, emotional distress, setback
and tiredness produced is job burnout (Freudenberger, 1974). Job burnout is a combined
phenomenon that individual losing aggressive attitude to work, indifferent to others and
having negative attitude toward work (Maslach and Jackson, 1984). There are three
dimensions in theory of job burnout proposed by Maslach and Jackon (1996):

(1)Emotional exhaustion: feelings overextended and depleted of one's emotional and physical
resources.

(2)Depersonalization: negative and uncaring attitudes toward others and various aspects of the
job.

(3)Reduced accomplishment: deterioration of self-confidence, and a lack of achievement and
productivity in work.

Individual characteristic can affect job burnout, but the nature of job types and job
organization play a more important role (Mastach and Jackson, 1984). Therefore, improving
job burnout through individual level is less effective than the one through organizational
environmental level (Maslach et al., 2001).

Meaninglessness and powerlessness are dimensions of work alienation. Meaninglessness
is the lack of connection between the present and the future (Manneheim, 1954, cited by Mau,
1992). It means that an individual cannot control the future or expect what behaviors he or she
can control, has pessimistic expectation about the result of his or her behavior and feels
meaningless about life. Such phenomena usually take place when there is a lack of job
autonomy and participation and an individual’s freedom in controlling work activities is taken
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away (Aiken & Hage, 1966).

Powerlessness is a psychological condition that is generated when an individual feels
unable to control things (Cheng, 2004). Powerlessness is a feel of helplessness that one’s own
destiny is not controlled by oneself but by exterior power such as people, things, or objects.
Young, a scholar in Taiwan, suggests that powerlessness is a feel of incapability that one has
no ability or cannot influence outside world and elaborate effectiveness. Miller (1992)
suggests that in general powerlessness can be seen as helplessness, a cognition that an
individual’s behavior cannot influence the results, causing the reduction of motives of trying
to change.

Job autonomy means that one can choose freely, be independent and decide working
schedules and procedures (Hackman and Oldham, 1976, Miller, 1986). Miller (1986)
proposes job autonomy as “freedom in self management”, which can even be seen as
“psychical income”. Halaby and Weakliem (1989) state that job autonomy is job control, thus
job autonomy is to give employees more freedom and reduce following on written procedures.
Breaugh (1985) established scales to divide job autonomy into three dimensions: autonomy in
working method, autonomy in work scheduling and autonomy in working standards. Spetor
(1986) pointed out that when employees feel a high degree of task autonomy, their work
satisfaction, organizational commitment, work involvement, performance and degree of
motivation are also higher while some biological symptom, emotional depression, role
pressure, absentee, willingness to quit and quitting rate would decrease.

Job loading is a source of job pressure. Beehr, Walsh and Taber (1976) sees job loading
as when there are too much work to be done by an individual in limited time, he or she cannot
take up the load because work volume too heavy or working hours too long. Job overload
appear to increase the frequency of burnout (Maslach & Goldberg 1998). Lower levels of
burnout are reported by employees who experience autonomy in their jobs (Savicki & Cooley,
1987).

Hypothesis Development

Bureaucratic system is a typical formalization and dependence on formally written rules
and procedures to establish detailed orders of task and activities (Whitley, 1999).
“Formalization” overlooks variations in individuals and situations and stick to abstract rules.
The more dependence on formalized rules and procedures, the less personal judgment there is,
thus, the more that special conditions cannot be taken into consideration in supervising and
performance evaluation (Whitley, 1999). Powerlessness is a psychological condition that is
generated when an individual feels unable to control things (Cheng, 2004). Reduced
accomplishment is one dimension of burnout. Therefore individual has little flexibility to
choose actions that they think is best fit the particular situation, consequently powerlessness is
generated and then job burnout. The study induces hypothesis 1 and 2:
Hypothesis 1: Formalization of bureaucracy has a positive effect on powerlessness.
Hypothesis 2:  Powerlessness has a positive effect on job burnout.
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Autonomy can be defined as the degree of control a worker has over his or her own
immediate scheduling and tasks (Liu, Spector, & Jex, 2005). Formalization is viewed as
“coercive” when rules and procedures limit a worker’s rights to control his/her work activities
(Oldham & Hackman, 1981). Since autonomy refers to decision-making freedom, the more
formalization of bureaucracy, the lower autonomy of employees is.

Formalization will reduce workers’ interest on their work (Agarwal & Ramaswami,
1993). Doing everything according to rule will cause sense of tedium and monotony (Maslach,
Schaufeli, & Leiter, 2001), thus people would lost interest in the job and feel working is
meaningless, forming the following hypothesis:

Hypothesis 3: Formalization of bureaucracy has negative effect on job autonomy.

Hypothesis 4: Formalization of bureaucracy has positive effect on meaninglessness.

The heavier job loading is, the less likely workers will do their job well, thus producing
emotional exhaustion. Scholars also point out that job loading is one cause of emotional
exhaustion (Maslach, 1982). Job loading drives workers to lack of emotion (Jackson, Turner
& Brief, 1987). Because both emotional exhaustion and workers’ lack of emotion are
dimensions of job burnout, the higher job loading is, the higher job burnout will be. Van Horn,
Schaufeli, Greenglass and Bruke, (1997) noted that the teacher who feels restricted in their
autonomy experience more burnout. Based on Weber’s point of view, formalized rules and
regulations can accelerate rational decision, utilizing best efficiency (cited by Jafee, 2001). It
can code complex behavior or outcome to simple rules. The People who perceived clarity of
the task perceived lower job loading. Therefore, the higher formalization is the lower job
loading will be. From the above forms the following hypothesis:

Hypothesis 5:  The formalization extent of bureaucracy has negative effect on job loading.

Hypothesis 6: Job loading has positive effect on job burnout.

In centralization organizational structures, employees may not be able to recognize
problems due to their limited understanding of the overall process, and even when they
recognize problems, they do not have the authority to correct them without management
approval (Liu, Denis, Kolodny & Stymne, 1990).The nature of bureaucracy, in addition to
behaving according to rules, has another measuring dimension, “centralization”, under which
employees lose their control on work, thus producing job burnout. (Hage & Aliken, 1969)
The reasons are:

(1)Centralization of bureaucratic system lowers employees’ participation. Employees will
have lower autonomy because of limited commitment to decision making processes. Low
job autonomy reduces personal sense on self-ability and accomplishment. Therefore, low
job autonomy can result in low sense of accomplishment. Researchers found that the
employees who have the necessary job autonomy will experience less burnout (Grandey,
fisk & Steiner, 2005; Griffin, Hogan, Lambert, Tucker-Gail & Baker; Miner, Maureen and
Sterland, 2010), forming the following hypothesis:

Hypothesis 7:  Centralization of bureaucracy has negative effect on job autonomy.
Hypothesis 8: Job autonomy has negative effect on job burnout.
(2)Centralization leads employees to lose ability to think independently and the ability to

54



ATER F=+=& Fol FERE101F10 A
Journal of Chien-Hsin University, Vol.32, No.4 (2012)

control work related behaviors, resulting in employees feeling meaningless about job
(Kakabadse, 1986, Mottaz, 1981, cited by Sarros, Tanewski, Winter, Santora & Densten,
2002). Feeling meaninglessness toward work can produce job burnout. Thus forms

hypothesis 9 and 10.

Hypothesis 9: Centralization of bureaucracy has positive effect on meaninglessness.

Hypothesis 10: Meaninglessness has positive effect on job burnout.

(3)People feel powerless when they are controlled and manipulated by authority figures and

the rules. Literatures point out that centralization will increase powerlessness, (Sarrors, et

al., 2002). Thus forms hypothesis 11.

Hypothesis 11:  Centralization of bureaucracy has positive effect on powerlessness.

Centralization refers to high level of authority with highly efficient decision-making

competency. Decision authority means that employees have the authority to make decisions

on their own. In highly centralized organizations, decision-making power is concentrated at

the upper levels, thereby reducing each member’s level of authority and job loading. Thus

forms hypothesis 12.

Hypothesis 12: Centralization of bureaucracy will have negative effect on job loading.

meaningless

Centralization

job loading

o+

Formalization H11+

H2+

powerlessness

Figure 1 Cause-effect relationship of research structuring concept

Research Methods

Samples
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Bureaucracy is an authority structure designed for use on large scale. It can be used
either in the private or in the public sectors (Dugger, 1980). As a result, the sample covers
both the public and private sectors. When 2010, the study was conducted on convenience
sample two public sectors and two private sectors in Taiwan. The public sectors included a tax
administration and a police department. The private sector included a bank and insurance
company. One of the authors visited the HR departments and made a request for delivering
questionnaires. The questionnaires were put in postage-paid return envelope and mailed back
to the researchers.

A total of 600 questionnaires are issued, composing 78% of returning rate. Respondents’
basic information includes gender, age, marital status, educational background and
department of service.

Of the 600 questionnaires distributed, 468 were returned and 443 were found usable.
Among them 203 participants served in the public sector and 240 in the private sector. 246
were female and 197 were male. There were 16 aged under 20, 63 aged 20 to 25, 148 aged 25
to 30, 92 aged 30 to 35, 54 aged 35 to 40, 36 aged 40 to 45, 24 aged 45 to 50, and 10 over 55.
Participants’ educational level were high school diploma (1%), junior college diploma (22%),
bachelor (50%), master’s degrees(23%), and doctorate (4%).

Measurement

The independent variable of this study is bureaucracy, divided to formalization and
centralization dimensions. Dependent variables consist of job autonomy, job loading,
powerlessness, meaninglessness and job burnout. All measurement tables are evaluated and
adjusted on meanings of translation and structures by doctoral students in Graduate Institute
of International Business Administration, Chinese Culture University, Taiwan. A pretest is
also performed to assure reliability and validity of questions before official issuance of
questionnaire surveys. All items in the measurement scale were measured on a five point scale

Job burnout uses Maslach Burnout Inventory-general survey (MBI-GS) (Leiter and
Maslach, 1988) measurement table, in which there are 22 items (e.g. “ I feel hopeless because
of my job”) and the Cranbach alpha is 0.85.

The basis of bureaucracy is formalized rules, power and decision centralization
(Hetherington and Hewa, 1997). Therefore, the questionnaire uses “centralization” and
“formalization” to measure degree of bureaucracy and not use public or private sectors as a
basis for categorizing bureaucracy. “Centralization” means decision must be controlled by
high rank supervisors and most questions must be reported through each level until reaching
high rank supervisors. “Formalization” measures the degree that employees’ behavior or
working activities are constrained by formal regulations, rules and procedures, etc.
Measurement of “centralization” and “formalization” imitate measurement tables applied by
Martin and Gilsson (1989). Originally there were seven items for formalization (e.g. “How
frequently do you participate in decisions on the adoption of new programs”). After the
pre-testing, one item lacking reliability was eliminated, ending up with six items. There were
13 items for centralization (e.g.” The same procedures are to be followed in most situations”).
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An item lacking reliability were eliminated and 12 items were left. Cranbach alpha for
centralization and formalization are 0.73 and 0.92, respectively.

Job autonomy means an individual’s ability to decide how to finish tasks, including
methods and equipment used and opportunity to think and act independently. The
Measurement table was established by Sims (1976) (e.g. ““ I have the freedom to decide what
to do on my job”). There were 6 items for job autonomy and the Cranbach alpha is 0.86.

Job loading means there are too much work to be done in limited time and measured
with a subscale developed by Caplan et al (1975) (e.g. “ my job leaves me with very little
time to get everything done”). Job loading has 5 items and the Cranbach alpha is 0.82.

Meaninglessness and powerlessness are dimensions of work alienation. Meaninglessness
means that a person holds pessimistic expectation regarding whether his or her own behavior
can achieve satisfactory results. Powerlessness is the sense that one’s own destiny is not under
his or her own control (Seeman, 1959). Measurement table is a modified version of the one
established by Abdul-Gader and Krzar (1995) Cranbach alpha for powerlessness and
meaninglessness are 0.64 and 0.69. Both powerlessness (e.g. “I feel that I control job rather
job control me.”) and meaninglessness (e.g. “My company never teach me what I want to
learn.”) have 5 items.

Data Analysis Method

The study explores the reason that bureaucracy causes job burnout. Data analysis method
used is structural equation model. (SEM) Amos 5.0 is applied to modify and analyze
relationships among variables in each hypothesized models to understand adaptation
condition of models and actual data. SEM is a method that combines factor analysis and path
analysis. In the past examination on cause-effect model of numerous variables usually applies
path analysis, but the measurement of path analysis variables are hypothesized as no errors.
SEM includes measurement errors in the model and, in addition to considering measurement
errors, it can also provide fit indicators and modification indicators to models, allowing
analysis of multiple indicators, cause-effect relationships (prediction) of variables and
measure unobservable theoretical variables (hidden structuring concept). These advantages
are much help to structure theoretical models. The study applies Maximum Likelihood
Estimation (MLS) to estimate research models.

Results of Data Analysis

Table 1 provides the means, standard deviations, correlations and Cronbach’s alpha of
the independent and dependent variables. There are twelve hypotheses in this study. As shown
in Table 2 and Figure 2, hypothesis that are rejected due to insignificant t-value are as follows:
Hypothesis 3: Formalization of bureaucracy has negative effect on job autonomy.
Hypothesis 4:  Formalization of bureaucracy has positive effect on meaninglessness.
Hypothesis 6: Job loading has positive effect on job burnout.

Hypothesis 11:  Centralization of bureaucracy has positive effect on powerlessness.
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Meaninglessness

x
Job loading

Powerlessness

Centralization,

Job burnout

Formalization

% 5.20.001
**5<0.01
*P<0.05
+P<0.1

Figure 2  The effect of bureaucracy on job burnout

Table 1 Means, Standard Deviations, Correlations and Cronbach’s alpha for variables

Variables Mean|S.D. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12
1.formalization (3.29 |0.56|0.92

2.centralization |2.39 |0.69(0.22%% [0.73

3.autonomy 2.97 10.76-0.19%**(-0.64***| 0. 86

4.meaningless |3.08 [0.60]0.14%* |0.33%%% |- 3% |64

5.job loading  [3.42 |0.77]0.20%% 0.10%* |-.04 0.03 082

6.powerlessness |3.14 [0.67{0.09 0.19%% |- 1O%E |0,19%%%(.0,20%% | 0,69

7.burnout 3.18 |0.71(0.10%  |0.24%%% |- 38%#% |0.36%  |0.14%%F |0.42%* |0.85

8.sex 0.38 |0.48]0.06 -0.02  [-0.07 0.06 -0.02  ]-0.07 |-0.03

9.age 31 [16sjo2 007 Joo7 foo2 |07 Joo7  |0a4e 0.5+

10jobtentre |85 |224[001 0126 foa0¢ [010¢ oa2¢ [oa0x [oaor [-0.9we]0.g0mer

11.education 2.45 10.780.01 -0.02  {0.08 0.01 -0.02  {0.08 -0.25%%%(-0.08 |0.20%% |0.15%*

12.position level |2.88 |1.52{0.04 0.04 0.12%% 10,04 0.04 0.12%% [-0.07 |0.11*  [0.16%* 10.20%**10.09

Bsalary 8111290003 |-007#%/0.09  |:001  Jo.d1*  [-011  |-0.14%e#[0.28%% 038wk 039755 0,040k | 0250+

*p<.05  **p<.0

N=443 ; diagonal value is Cronbach’s alpha
the three dummy variables representing the experimental conditions are incorporated in the table for sake of comprehensiveness.
For the sex dummy, female was 0 and male was 1. For the education dummy, under high school was 1, junior college education was 2, bachelor
was 3, master was 4 and doctor was 5. For the position level dummy, contractors was 1, first-line employee was 2, elementary supervisor was 3,
higher supervisor was 4, and the other conditions was 5.

1 *pP<.001
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Table 2 Model confirmation (H1-H12)

Standardized
Hypothesis Model Path Relationship | Coefficient | pyapye
Estimation
H1 Formalization—Powerlessness + 0.26 % %
H2 Powerlessness—Job burnout + 0.46 * %k sk
H3 Formalization—Job autonomy none -0.07 0.22
H4 Formalization—Meaninglessnes none 0.06 0.35
H5 Formalization—Job loading + 0.34 * %k >k
H6 Job loading—Job burnout none 0.08 0.17
H7 Centralization—Job autonomy — -0.67 % sk sk
HS Job autonomy—Job burnout — -0.12 0.07
H9 Centralization—Meaninglessness + 0.34 %k %k %k
H10 Meaninglessness—Job burnout + 0.20 * %k
HI1 Centralization—Powerlessness none 0.06 0.34
H12 Centralization—Job loading — -0.18 * %k

The study modifies relationships among variables in each hypothesized models based on
Amos 5.0. The fitness evaluation index of entire model is shown on Table 3. Whether the
model is appraised on exterior or interior quality, the study is within the acceptable range.

AVE is the instrument for the discriminant validity test. The analysis is shown on Table 4.
Each construct are to meet the criterion.
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Table 3 Model fitness evaluation index

. Ideal evaluation | Result of this | Compliance condition
Items of evaluation

result study of evaluation result
GFI (Goodness of Fit Index) >0.9 0.84 Close
AGFI(Adjusted GFI) >0.8 0.81 Yes
¥2 Value ratio, Degree of
<3 1.88 Yes

freedom =1200

RMSEA (Root Mean Square the smaller the

o 0.05 Acceptable
Error of Approximation) better
RMR (Root Mean Square
( . qu the smaller the 0.06 Acceptable
Residual better
IFI (Incremental Fit Index) >0.9 0.90 Very close
Reliability of each item >0.5 All>0.5 Yes
Estimated coefficient T value >1.96 All>1.96 Yes
Standard residual value <2.58 Unqgahﬁed Yes
ratio 3%

Table 4 Discriminant Validity

Variables 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8
1.formalization |0.71
2.centralization |0.05 0.66

3.autonomy -0.04 -0.41 0.74
4.meaningless (0.02 0.11 0.10 0.49
5.job loading |0.04 0.01 0.00 0.00 0.39
6.powerlessness |0.01 0.04 0.04 0.04 0.08 0.48
7.burnout 0.01 0.06 0.14 0.13 0.02 0.18 [0.58
8.bureaucracy (0.61 0.62 0.28 0.12 0.11 0.05 |0.07 |0.65

Diagonal values are the AVE; below the values are the square of the correlation

coefficient.
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Discussion

Although job burnout takes place on individuals, it can affect entire organization.
(Maslach, 1982). Job burnout causes increase in quitting rate and absentee rate, reduce
effectiveness, forming an actual cost to organization and individuals (Maslach, et al., 2001).
Because job burnout can result in reduction of job involvement and poor working
performance, an understanding on the degree of employees’ job burnout can provide a timing
waning to organizational management (Lin, 1997). The understanding of factors that cause
job burnout can even allow managers taking appropriate management action.

Matteson and Ivancevich (1987) proposes that the natures of job and organizational play
major role in the effect on job burnout, including: job overloading, too much emphasis on set
procedures and paper work, poor communication and feedback. Caputo (1991) also agrees
that working environment is highly related to job burnout, in which factors include: lack
professional autonomy, lack opportunity of personal achievement, lack control and job
loading, etc. The study found that bureaucracy would raise the degree of job burnout and the
causes of bureaucracy system on job burnout are, (1) the nature of centralization results in
increase meaninglessness and decrease job autonomy (2) the nature of formalization results in
increase powerlessness.

Bureaucratic system praises highly on formal rules, of which organizational power is
built on a set of formal rules basis that all organizational members must strictly follow and all
members’ activities must be constrained by the rules without exception, excluding any person
emotional factors. Based on the requirement of management and efficiency, power in a
bureaucratic organization is authorized layer by layer and forms a pyramid of level structures,
which is often a centralized system. Bureaucratic formalization and centralization in reality
is a control mechanism that pursues efficiency, but in the most typical bureaucratic
organization-governmental department, employees’ motivation and effort is less than the one
in profit earning organizations (Romzek and Hendricks, 1995). Because of unnecessary and
over-elaborate formalities, gobbledegook and stiff rules in public department, organizations
often set the lowest performance level for employees (Merton, 1940). In fact bureaucratic
procedures are often meaningless (Bacharach, 1979). When workers cannot control their
working procedures and participate in organizational decision, powerlessness often arises.
When the relationship between workers’ personal activities and entire working procedures
loses its meaning and everything is done as told, job burnout would be generated.

Formalized rules make employees feel cold and powerless. Employees follow rules to
act, thus feel powerless about their work. Stiff structures take away employees’ power in
production process and result, making employees feel powerless, (Kanungo, 1982) as verified
in Hypothesis 1. Powerlessness can cause job burnout is also verified in Hypothesis 2. The
higher the organizational structure is, the less chances employees would participate in
decision making. Finding of this study on that formalized rules would reduce workers’
measurement space, which in turn reduce job autonomy (Jaffee, 2001) is not significant,
(Hypothesis 3) meaning that formalization is different from centralization. Centralization can
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reduce work autonomy, but as long as formalized rules are appropriate, workers’ job
autonomy is not interfered. Bureaucratic formalization, in which everything is processed
according to rules, can reduce vagueness in action. The hypothesis 4 that formalization of
bureaucracy has positive effect on meaninglessness is rejected, meaning that people do
everything according to rule will not produce sense of meaninglessness.

Thus the study induces that formalization can reduce job loading (Hypothesis 5).
However, empirical result of the study shows that the higher degree of formalization the
higher job loading is, perhaps due to the fact that formalized rules and system leads
employees to always watch closely on whether their acting procedures comply with the rules,
causing mental burden. Besides, under stiff structures employees cannot take simplified
procedures to cope with different circumstances, an increase in job loading is also resulted.

The relationship between job loading and job burnout is not significant, (Hypothesis 6),
which is different from the findings of Maslach and Jackson (1986) and Matteson and
Ivancevich (1987), of which job loading would increase frequency of job burnout.

Factors that affect job burnout consist of organizational characteristic, job characteristic
and personal characteristic(Nowday, Porter & Streers, 1982). The empirical result of the study
found that centralization would result an increase in meaninglessness, (Hypothesis 9) and a
decrease in job autonomy, (Hypothesis 7), but the cause to job burnout is meaninglessness
(Hypothesis 10) and is not related to job autonomy (Hypothesis 8). The finding is consistent
with Lin (2002) in that centralization of organizational structure would result in job burnout,
and the same as the study of Savicki and Cooley (1987), in which job autonomy of job
characteristic can influence job burnout.

The empirical result of the study found that the relationship between centralization and
powerlessness is not significant, possibly just as the same as the notion proposed by Seeman
and Anderson (1983), which states that “there is no irresistible evidence concerning that lack
of controlling power in work can cause powerlessness and in fact evidences supporting this
relationship are quite few.” The study found that though the relationship between
centralization and powerlessness is unclear, it can reduce job loading (Hypothesis 12).
However, the relationship between loading and job burnout is not significant. In other words,
the reason that centralization causes an increase in job burnout has nothing to do with job
loading.

Limitations

The findings should be tempered by two limitations. First, data were collected from only
two industries and two public sectors in Taiwan; thus, the results of this study may not apply
to other industries and other countries. Second, the study are based on the degree to which
respondent were able to report accurately to the questionnaire.

Suggestions
Suggestion to management practice
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Job burnout not only affects a person’s physical and mental health, but it also affects
work performance and present a negative effect on organizational performance. The study
finds that the higher the bureaucratic formalization and centralization, the higher
powerlessness and meaninglessness would be while job autonomy would be lower and job
burnout would be higher.

The layers system of Max Weber is to make organization efficient through work
authority, clear plans and responsibility system. The advantage of bureaucratic system is the
dependence on standardization to control employees’ behaviors, leading to predicable results.
However, the use of still rules and procedures to supervise employees would make employees
losing interest in work (Agarwal & Ramaswami, 1993). Sense of meaninglessness arises
when one person cannot understand the relationship between him or her and the job (Shepard,
1971) because everything is performed according to rules. The loss of job autonomy would
generate one’s feel of meaningless toward work. Centralization makes employees feeling
powerless, rousing the sense of meaninglessness. Thus, bureaucracy would result in job
burnout. Based on the findings of this study, (1) higher degree of formalization would
promote sense of meaninglessness, causing job burnout; (2) higher degree of centralization
would increase powerlessness and decrease job autonomy, causing job burnout. Although
management theory states that centralization and formalization will increase organizational
performance, but job burnout caused by employees’ emotional reaction cannot be ignored.

Centralization and formalization would lead people to feel no meaning of existence from
their work. When the feeling of powerlessness toward work rises, job burnout would be
generated. Therefore, in order to raise job involvement of employees in public agencies, one
must consider how to let employees feel meaningful toward their job, have sense of duty and
reduce sense of powerlessness.

Bureaucracy system implements strict controlling system to assure people’s reliability, or
testability, but producing pressed human nature and stiffness. Delegation employees to
participate in decision making and job autonomy is an interior reward that can inspire
employees’ morale. Empowerment is an enabling process through the enhancement of
follower self-efficacy beliefs and intrinsic task motivation (Thomas & Velthouse, 1990).
Empowerment can increase employees’ efficiency and decrease feelings of work alienation
and powerlessness (Kanungo, 1992). Thus, authorizing employees to actually participate in
decision making, such control in working atmosphere can reduce occurrence of job burnout
(Almost & Laschinger, 2002).

Bureaucratic centralization and formalization would make employees feel powerless and
meaningless about work and appropriate authorization and flexibility should help in solving
job burnout problem in present bureaucratic system. Increasing work autonomy can reduce
job burnout, (Leiter, 1990) as verified in Hypothesis 8 of this study. Therefore, what is needed
under bureaucratic system is reasonable discipline, not stiff and inhumane constraint.
Appropriate authorization promotes employees’ work autonomy, then reducing job burnout
(Singh, 2000). Besides, appropriate motivational measures can also prevent the increase of
job burnout (Euwema, Kop and Bakker, 2004)
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Suggestion for future study

The study induces that formalization can reduce job loading, (Hypothesis 5) but
empirical results show that job loading is also high when the degree of formalization is high.
Whether the formalization reducing work flexibility causes workers’ mental burden, or
formalized organization sticking to set rules and system and everything must be run according
to rules have resulted in employees’ inability to act to cope with circumstances, plus that
employees must always watch whether their behavior have complied with rules, thus
increasing employees’ loading, is a question that needs further exploration. In addition,
different cultural groups or countries have different attitudes toward obedience to authority
and rules, whether the results of relative bureaucracy and job burnout may not be consistent is
also worthy of exploration.
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Abstract

It is noticeable that the notion of collaboration has been actively put into practice and has
become more widely utilized in different disciplines, including English teaching. This paper
presents a case study of college instructors’ collaboration in teaching general English in
Taiwan, resulting in their emotional engagement, teaching improvement, and professional
development. However, since successful collaboration is based on conditions such as mutual
goals, participants’ parity, responsibility for participation and decision making, responsibility
for outcomes, sharing resources, and voluntary, it is not surprising that the positive
self-generated behaviors taken shape in the process and their induced effects were not
observed in all the participants. It would be improper to assume that self-generated positive
behaviors will become prevalent among the participants in any co-teaching context. It is thus
necessary for participants to recognize variance and to respect diversity in any collective and

collaborative work.

Keywords: teacher collaboration, emotional engagement, teaching improvement, professional

development, diversity
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Introduction

Traditionally many teachers tended to work on their own, seldom consulting or
cooperating with each other.' Such a convention is still practiced by many teachers,
particularly by a number of college instructors who normally possess higher degrees, have
academic as well as professional specialties, and expect themselves to actualize their ideals.
They often believe that by working individually, they can enjoy more freedom to decide how
they will teach, what materials they will use, and how best they will instruct their students.
This approach signifies an “individualism” approach. However, Coronel et al. (2003), among
many other scholars, pointed out that working alone might somehow prevent “the opening up
of spaces and opportunities for dialogue and collaboration” (p. 127), and that individualism
might become “a barrier to professional development, the implementation of innovations [sic]
and the development of common educational objectives” (p. 128).

Over the past two decades, the concept of collaboration has been more actively put into
practice and has become more popular in different disciplines, including business, economics,
technology, medicine, science, mathematics, the arts, library science, and the social sciences
(Schneider, 2007). This paper reports a case study on a one-semester teacher collaboration in
teaching general English in a university setting. The original goal of this study was to
discover the self-generated positive behaviors and their induced results of the collaboration
taken shape through the interaction among three instructors. Positive behaviors refer to
behaviors that may have positive impacts on teaching such as teachers’ exchanging their past
English teaching experiences, deciding on what topics to focus on together, sharing
methodological strategies, assessment activities, teaching resources and teaching activities,
and making important pedagogical decisions together such as choosing a proper grading
system for the course together.

In the following sections, a literature review on teacher collaboration, a description of
the named case study and the participants’ comments and reflections are presented and
interpreted, followed by some suggestions for practitioners who wish to engage in
collaboration in the future.

LITERATURE REVIEW

Teacher collaboration has been more actively practiced in the past decades. Such a
practice may be a response to social change and educational reform. For example, Welch
(1998) pointed out that collaboration was one of the many bandwagons in the parade of
educational reform rhetoric; Clemente (1999) remarked that the development of a sense of
community, cooperation and coordination between teachers in the planning and development
of the curriculum, and the collective acceptance of responsibility featured as desirable and

' Hu (2006), for example, remarked that teaching in Taiwan is conventionally an isolated practice and that a
teacher who is the ‘king or queen’ of the class normally takes charge of the classroom organization and
activities, having little communication with other people.
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necessary states for the success of initiatives for improvement; Hu (2006) indicated that after
the introduction of the Grade 1-9 Curriculum in Taiwan, individualistic teaching pattern was
no longer seen as appropriate; because of the integrated curriculum and because of schools’
being directly responsible for their curriculum, team-teaching was encouraged and greater
teacher collaboration was anticipated.

However, collaboration is a rather complex process and it requires skills. Hudson &
Glomb (1997), for instance, considered that collaboration is based on mutual trust and respect;
hence, each person’s contribution to an interaction is equally valued, and each person shares
power in making decisions. Muronaga & Harada (1999) also considered that with team
partners coming from different backgrounds and bringing diverse classroom and personal
experiences, and background knowledge, every member should learn to identify and respect
other team partners’ different perspectives, strengths and weaknesses. Thus it is quite
understandable that Coronel et al. (2003) would consider ‘conversation’ a means of avoiding
tensions besides providing the development of non-hierarchical relations, and that ‘through
conversation a consensus could be achieved from amongst differing goals, and a balance of
participation in the different individual focuses, collaborating on the same topic. This is a long
and costly procedure. But we must also emphasise that is an easy and simple one, too, in that
it concerns ‘talk’ and the sharing with colleagues what we do as teachers’ (p. 131). Similarly,
Hu (2006) remarked that while in formal meetings, there are institutionalized ways and
contents of talking, and then of writing up the minutes and most people find it difficult to be
open about what they feel, informal meetings or gatherings give people a sense of security
and can enhance openness.

Concerning the advantages of teaching through collaboration, many scholars (e.g.
Bruskewitz, 1998; Coronel et al., 2003; Fu, 2007; Goddard, Goddard, & Tschannen-Moran,
2007; Hu, 2006; Levine & Marcus, 2007; Lin & Xie, 2009; Musanti & Pence, 2010; Piercey,
2010; Pochedley & Dorff, 2008) consider that teacher collaboration may result in teachers’
personal growth and professional development, and furthermore, help facilitate change in the
school to promote student success. Nevertheless, not all the teamwork would proceed
smoothly and successfully. Musanti & Pence (2010), for example, observed some team
participants’ seeming resistance in the process of collaboration and remarked, ‘Resistance has
been typically characterized as a negative element of the learning process,” but he also stated
that ‘resistance is an almost unavoidable presence in professional development programs that
foster prolonged collegiality and collaboration. Redefining it as a positive force for change
instead as an obstacle for growth is essential to the success and long lasting impact of such
approaches’ (p. 87).

METHODOLOGY

The Setting of the Case
The general English course described in this study was “English 3” (i.e. the
third-semester General English) taught to sophomore English majors in a private university
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located in northern Taiwan in the fall semester of 2010. General English is a set of English
courses provided to undergraduate students to meet a requirement of the higher education
policy in Taiwan, namely, improving college students’ proficiency in English, which is the
major language for international communication.

The language center in charge of the administration of General English at this university
assigns several instructors for multiple classes of a general English course at the same level.
For the sophomore English majors, they are usually arranged into three classes instructed by
three different instructors. The instructors are allowed to make their own decisions on
textbooks to be used, approaches to be taken, and assessments of students’ learning
achievements; the language center grants the instructors full autonomy on conducting the
course.

In the past, three instructors assigned to teach “English 3” usually worked independently
and seldom collaborated; different teachers might have had very different goals, approaches,
materials and assessments of students’ achievements on the course. The long lasting
“on-your-own’ and “to-go-your-own-way” culture began to shift as one of the three teachers
teaching “English 3” in the fall semester of 2010 initiated collaboration among teachers.

Participants

The major participants in this study were the three instructors teaching the forenamed
course. They taught 100 sophomore students forming three groups (34, 34 and 32 students,
respectively). The following seemed to contribute to the different collaborative relationships
found among the three participants.

Educational background. The three instructors, one male and two females, are faculty
members in a Department of Applied Foreign Languages in a university in Taiwan. They have
all attained Ph.D. degrees, with specialties in education, linguistics, and intercultural
education, respectively.

Professional background. The three instructors have different professional
backgrounds. The first instructor (‘Teacher A’ hereafter) has been teaching in this private
university for approximately 20 years. He has been through different transformation stages of
the university, i.e. from a vocational college to a technology university and then to the present
university, and he is very familiar with how the school system functions. The second
instructor (‘Teacher B’ hereafter) joined the department about six years ago, with more than
25 years of teaching experience. She used to teach at a public teacher training institution and
thus has spent some time adjusting to the new environment and trying to find a balance
between public and private school administration systems and teaching environments. The
third teacher (‘Teacher C’ hereafter) is, relatively, a junior professor. After teaching at another
private university for ten years, she joined the present department four years ago and has
adjusted well to the new environment.

Administrative experiences. Among the three instructors, Teacher A served as the
head of the Department of Applied Foreign Languages for two terms. Teacher B served as the
department head and the dean of the Office of Academic Research and Development in her
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former university, and also served as the chair of the Department of Applied Foreign
Languages in the present university for one year. Teacher C has not yet served in an
administrative position.

Daily contact. Among the three participants, Teacher B and Teacher C often discussed
how the course was proceeding, identified problems encountered and proposed solutions,
through informal communication’ made while running across each other in the hallway,
dropping by each other’s office, having meals together, or commuting together once a week,
instead of having a formal meeting in a seminar room. Teacher A, on the other hand, only
joined the team discussions twice before the semester started, and then, through Teacher B’s
email messages, was informed of how the other two instructors conducted their classes,
without further or active interaction with the other instructors.

The Agreed Procedure of the Course

Through discussions, the three teachers agreed to have three stages of the course; namely,
preparation, in-class presentations, and poster and workshop presentations.

Preparation stage. In order to teach the same course in a more coordinate pattern, the
three instructors had two meetings before the semester started. In the first meeting (July 12,
2010), they exchanged their past English teaching experiences, discussed what topics to focus
on (i.e. “business, legal documents, and celebrities”), and planned to collect related articles
which would be included in the teaching materials. In the second meeting (September 2,
2010), after reviewing the materials the instructors had collected, they decided to change their
topics to “environmental protection, human rights, and influential people.” Furthermore, they
talked about the assessment activities, grading policies, and methodological strategies, and
decided to employ lecturing, reader’s theater (RT), and oral presentations with PPTs,
respectively. They also adopted the Project-Based Learning (PBL) approach, and agreed to
organize a four-day (Tuesday-Friday) poster presentation, and to hold a two-day
(Saturday-Sunday) workshop entitled “Earth, Rights and People” at the end of the course so
that the students could present part of their acquired knowledge in English 3.

In-class presentations. At the very beginning of the semester, the three instructors
asked students to find their own partners and form teams, with about 4-6 members in each
team. Given such freedom, students were expected to work in a more coordinate and
satisfactory way. However, students in each class had slightly different requirements, as
shown below:

(1) Students in Teacher A’s class were merely asked to attend classes and to listen to the
instructor’s lecturing for the first two-thirds of the semester. During this period, they were
neither required to give any in-class presentation nor were they given assignments,

% Such agenda-less, preparation-free get-togethers are similar to the “conversations” utilized by Feldman (1999,
p.- 14) (as cited in Coronel et al. 2003 (p. 138)), “... The conversations served the purposes: they helped to
bring to light thoughts and ideas, they facilitated communication among the participants, they resulted in the
groups making defensible decisions about goals and actions, they helped to make meetings pleasurable
experiences for the teachers, and there were exchanges of knowledge and understanding.”
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quizzes or a midterm exam. Then, in the last one-third of the semester and in the process
of preparing for the workshop presentation, each team presented their final project in class
and was advised (but not required) to meet with their instructor, not only to discuss the
content but also to improve their language skills as well as their presentation techniques.
Consequently, students in this class seemed to have more opportunities and time to
prepare for and to practice their final project.

(2) Students in Teacher B’s class were required to give two oral presentations in class; one
before the midterm and the other after. Since this class focused on the theme “celebrity”,
each team had to choose two famous people (from two different categories®) out of the
2010 Time: The 100 Most Influential People in the World to do their presentations. While
preparing for presentations, members of each team needed to share the workload among
themselves, including discussing the given materials, searching for more supporting
materials from different websites, and drafting a two-page handout (containing 5 parts —
the target person’s biography, explanation of the main text, reasons for the target person’s
being chosen, conclusion/reflection, and references) and a PPT file. After the instructor’s
assistance in correcting the handouts and the PPT files, each team gave an oral
presentation in class with an acting out, expected to demonstrate the teammates’
cooperation. The other students in the class, who served as the audience, were required to
listen to the presentation and then filled out (i) the Individual Evaluation Sheet (see
Appendix A) with the purpose of examining if the team’s presentation was comprehensive
and collaborative, and of checking one’s learning effectiveness; and (ii) the Group
Evaluation Sheet (see Appendix B) not only to comment on the entire team’s presentation
and cooperation but also to investigate their (i.e. the students filling out the questionnaire)
own learning motivation and learning effectiveness. Meanwhile, the presenters were also
asked to fill out a Self Evaluation Sheet (see Appendix C) in order to examine their own
presentation and teammates’ cooperation. In this way, the critical thinking ability of the
students might somehow be developed and enhanced.

(3) Students in Teacher C’s class were assigned similar tasks as those in Teacher B’s class
except that, instead of having two oral presentations, they gave one oral report and one
reader’s theater (RT) presentation. This class focused on the theme of human rights, and
the resource materials that were used included the novel The Boy in the Striped Pajamas,
the movies The Boy in the Striped Pajamas and The Freedom Writers Diary, the short
articles Rosa Parks: My story, The freedom writers diary, and the speech I have a dream
(Martin Luther King). The students were also introduced to the online teaching resource
The U.S. Holocaust Memorial Museum (http://www.ushmm.org/).

Poster and workshop presentations. As stated above, towards the end of the semester,
the three groups of students participated in a four-day poster presentation and a two-day

3 The categories selected for class presentations included leaders, heroes (before midterm), artists, and thinkers
(after midterm). Please refer to http://www.time.com/time/specials/packages/completelist/
0.29569.,1984685.00.html#ixzz0yEcKicGW for more details.
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workshop entitled “Earth, Rights and People.*’

(1) The poster presentation lasted four days (i.e. January 4-7, 2011). Since each team was
composed of four members or so, every member was allowed an opportunity to host one
day and to present before an audience relevant key items pertaining to their poster session.
All the students were required to speak in English when asking or answering questions. In
addition, each student was expected to visit all the poster boards and to fill out a reflection
sheet, giving comments on any aspect of the poster presentation.

(2) The workshop, following the poster presentation, lasted two days (i.e. January 8-9, 2011).
Four sessions were held each day, with three teams presenting in one session, and
twenty-five minutes for each team’s presentation. All the members in a team were
required to present, and the audience needed to complete the reflection sheets with four
rating categories, including content, language, PPTs, and cooperation, so that the student
participants could evaluate other teams’ presentation with respect to the
comprehensiveness of the content, the organization and completeness of the PPTs, the
presenters’ four language skills, and the teammates’ cooperation. The workshop
presentation also allowed the students to present part of their acquired knowledge within
the construct of the course.

Data Collection

The case study was conducted during the course of English 3. The data were collected
in the semester while the course was still going on. The whole process of data collection was
an on-going multiple data collection and data analysis process; the preliminary analysis of the
data available at each stage led to the data collection and analysis of the next stage.

Three sources of evidence were employed in this case study, namely documentation,
participant observation, and interview.

Documentation. The document information collected in this study included the
minutes of the meetings of the three teachers, and the written reflections of the two
actively-involved teachers. The minutes (approximately 600 words) of the two meetings (July
12 and September 2, 2010) were collected, and roughly 2,500 words of written reflections
were reviewed.

Participant observation. Such observation also provided valuable information for the
case study. Teachers B and C interacted with each other actively and they served as the
teacher-researchers of this case study, while the other three researchers served as the
participant-observers (‘Observers A, B, C’ hereafter). All of the participant-observers took
part in an English teacher community’ and attended regular/monthly meetings claiming to
seek for inspiration from the experience. They also went to the student poster and workshop
presentations of the course, observing the interaction of the three instructors. Though the

* For the students in Teachers B’s and C’s classes, their poster and workshop presentations were different from
their weekly/in-class presentations, while Teacher A’s students had their presentations on the same topic.

> For a more detailed discussion of this English Teacher Community and the collaboration of the participants as
well as their professional development, please refer to Tang et al. (2011).
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participant-observers did not tape what they observed, they kept field logs for what they
observed.

Interview. This was another technique used for data collection in the case study.
Observers B and C served as the interviewers, and two actively-involved teachers (i.e.
Teachers B and C) were interviewed, with one being interviewed three times (i.e. October 13,
November 3, and December 28) and the other four times (i.e. October 13, November 3,
December 1, and December 28). All the interviews were conducted informally and were not
taped; the interviewers/participant-observers kept notes in their field logs. They always
reconfirmed their interpretation of what they had heard in the previous interviews with the
interviewees in their next interviews. The informal interviews started with the beginning of
participant observation. The interviewers raised questions eliciting more information
whenever necessary in the natural interaction contexts of participant observation.

The preliminary findings were generated from the data collected through the three data
collection techniques. These findings were then triangulated to formulate the final results.

RESULTS AND DISCUSSION

The results were derived from the analysis of the three sources of data collection
mentioned above. However, only two of the instructors engaged in frequent sharing,
discussion or consultation regarding teaching strategies for the course, whereas the third
instructor tended to avoid face-to-face coordination meetings, teaching experience sharing, or
problem solving discussions, following the initial interaction during the preparation stage. In
other words, while Teachers B and C had more consistent collaboration between themselves,
they also respected the third instructor’s decision to have less frequent and informal
communications. Consequently, in this section, the results of the above case study are
examined from the standpoints of the two instructors® and focus on three aspects; namely,
emotional engagement (sense of partnership), teaching improvement, and professional
development.

Emotional Engagement (Sense of Partnership)

The first significant outcome of the present research is the two participants’ emotional
engagement with each other. That is, both Teachers B and C developed a sense of belonging
and a sense of interdependence, which helped them reduce their feelings of solitude and
helped them feel a sense of moral support.

Reducing the sense of isolation. Gilles, Wilson & Elias (2010) remarked that
“collaboration tended to remove the feelings of isolation that many teachers experience” (pp.
97-98). Musanti & Pence (2010) also presented a case of teacher collaboration where the
participants perceived “collaboration as a means to overcome isolation, and as a way to

% The results can also be examined from the viewpoints of the students taking the named course, with respect to
the advancement of their four language skills and critical thinking abilities in this course and through the
Cooperative Learning Approach. For a detailed discussion, please refer to Chuang et al. (2011).
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collectively construct knowledge. They valued collaboration because it made it possible to
exchange experiences, maintain interesting conversations, and build relationships with peers”
(p- 79).

Similarly, in the course of their teaching, Teachers B and C collaborated with each other
from the beginning of the semester till its end, which helped them form a sense of partnership
and thus reduced their solitary and helpless feelings. That their collaboration helped reduce
the sense of solitude/isolation can be exemplified by the following conversations between
teacher-researchers and participant-observers:

(1) Observer B: While teaching English 3, have you ever felt helpless or isolated?
Teacher C: Yes. Since I am a junior faculty member at this university and I don’t
think I am good at teaching, | was always wondering whether it is ok to ask for
advice on teaching from other teachers; I was not sure what other teachers would
think of me if I asked “dumb” questions. Working with my partner has helped me feel
safe to seek professional help and support. Now I know I am not alone, and that my
partner is willing to share with me her experiences, knowledge, expertise and even
her problems and feelings. There is an important personal significance for me in
knowing this—that is, a sense of connection, a sense of “us”, is emerging between us.
We share similar experiences and are in similar situations. [OB-11032010]’

(2) Observer C: Having taught 30 years or so, do you find it useful to collaborate with
other insructors?
Teacher B: Yes. This is my first time in teaching English 3 in this university, and I
was not sure how to teach this course more effectively. Also since I have two other
colleagues teaching the same course, | would like to know how they were conducting
their classes. Luckily I have a supportive partner to work with, and so I always feel
secure, without feeling isolated. We often exchange ideas concerning how to conduct
our classes, how to help our students prepare for their final presentations, how to
evaluate our students’ performance, and the like. Through collaborating with my
partner, I feel more comfortable teaching this course. [OC-11032010]

Having moral support. Through frequent contact and informal dialogues, Teachers B
and C thus developed a stronger professional partnership and mutual trust. More importantly,
they, both the junior and senior faculty members, benefited from collaboration and
experienced a sense of moral support, as demonstrated by the following remarks in the
teachers’ self-reflection notes:

(1) Teacher B: Every Monday night, after our evening classes, my partner would offer to

7 The coding system in this paper is data provider followed by the recording date (month-day-year). The
abbreviation follows: DOC-TB — Teacher B’s reflection notes; DOC-TC — Teacher C’s reflection notes; OB —
Observer B; OC — Observer C; DOC-M — minutes of the meetings.
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give me a ride home. During the commute, I would tell her about what I planned to
cover in class the next day. Sometimes I would also tell her about the problems I had
with my students and even the frustration I experienced in class. Though I didn’t
expect my partner to give me any suggestions, the fact that she was willing to listen
to me really helped me somehow. [DOC-TB-01112011]

(2) Teacher C: What also impressed me was when my partner felt frustrated in the
process, she expressed her point of view; she didn’t suppress her feelings. She talked
about her frustration and the source of her frustration and sought solutions. I think it
is really healthy to talk about one’s frustration at work with a positive goal to
formulate strategies to deal with the problems. [DOC-TC-01112011]

Teaching Improvement

The second notable outcome of this case study concerns improvement in teaching.
Coronel et al. (2003, p. 140) observed that collaboration among instructors teaching the same
course has a positive effect on teaching, at least to the extent where the instructors find
themselves more confident and comfortable in performing their teaching duties. A similar
positive effect was found in the present study, and the effect could be further categorized in
terms of sharing information and resources, finding solutions to problems encountered, trying
new things, and pursuing constant improvement in teaching.

Sharing more information and resources. Teachers B and C, as indicated earlier,
often discussed progress that had been made in their classes, difficulties confronted, and
strategies used in solving problems, through frequent informal and friendly dialogues made in
the hallway, in their offices, over lunch or dinner, or on their way home from work.
Consequently, Teachers B and C were able to share each other’s teaching experiences,
information, and resources, as confirmed by the following self-reflection notes:

(1) Teacher C: My partner set a good example in sharing knowledge and skills with her
co-teaching teachers. She always shared with me whatever materials she found or
teaching activities she designed, and she never hesitated in informing me of her
observations of her students. This really helped me a lot. Through the sharing, I had
much more information and resources than working by myself. [DOC-TC-01112011]

(2) Teacher C: My partner also showed me not to hesitate in seeking professional advice
when I believed it could be useful to my teaching. With this encouragement, I then
went to another colleague in the department who taught the same course successfully
last semester, and thus learned more information related to teaching the subject. I felt
more confident in teaching the course then. [DOC-TC-01112011]

Finding solutions to problems encountered. The collaboration between Teachers B
and C also seemed to enable them to avoid making mistakes or to find solutions to problems
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encountered, as demonstrated below:

(1) Observer B: Has your partner ever given you any advice regarding your teaching?
Teacher C: Yes. At the very beginning of this class, informal monitoring and peer
coaching was not planned in advance but somehow began to come into being during
the process when my partner and I kept each other informed of what we did in our
classes. Through the process, she pointed out some aspects that I might have
neglected or been unable to perceive. For instance, once she reminded me to allow
students to have enough time to prepare for their workshop presentations while I was
too preoccupied by concentrating on the content that [ had prepared and neglected the
time frame that would be needed for the workshop. If I had not aborted what I had
been doing to help the students prepare for their workshop presentations, they would
not have been able to complete the task by themselves. My partner’s advice was
given just in time to avoid an undesirable result. [OB-12012010]

(2) Observer B: Please give an example to illustrate how teacher collaboration helps you
solve problems.
Teacher C: For instance, before the class began, I was not sure how to make students
come to class every week. Calling the roll each week seems to waste a lot of time for
a class with an already tight schedule; however, the students tend to skip class if you
don’t take attendance. But, [ was not able to think of any effective way to make them
come. Knowing the obstacle I had with students’ attendance, my partner shared with
me what she did in her class. She asked students to sign their names on a name list
she had designed. This saves time and allows the teacher to have a rough idea of the
attendance rate of each student. Students will also get the message that the teacher is
monitoring the attendance and this will make them avoid skipping the class. I adopted
this method and it did work; the class attendance was never a problem for me again.
[OB-12012010]

Trying new things. Teachers B and C’s collaboration also helped create a setting that
allowed them to try something they believed to be good for but might not be welcomed by
their students. The following excerpt given by Teacher C clearly designates such a point:

Nowadays, many college teachers may hesitate in assigning students to do tasks that
require hard work and high level of cognition because once a teacher is viewed by
his/her students to be “demanding”, he/she may receive a poor evaluation score from the
students and cause himself/herself some problems. Few teachers would ask for trouble
for themselves. Thus, students’ opinions sometimes outweigh teachers’ professional
judgment. Through teacher collaboration, I found that the teachers are gaining more
power in course design than before; the power-relation between the teacher and the

students in a class is shifting toward a new balance which allows teachers’ professional
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judgment not to be “vetoed” in the process of course development simply because many
students complain some tasks are too demanding. Teachers can work together to
implement what has been planned as an alliance to resist the pressure from the students. I
found in this experience that this can eventually create a win-win situation for both
teachers and students. What [ saw in this experience is: the teachers gain more power
back in course design while the students are pushed to maximize the realization of their
potential. In this case, the students eventually admitted that without being forced to try
these demanding tasks, they would never believe that they could achieve so much.
[DOC-TC-01112011]

What was recorded in a minute and a log written by the observers also support this finding.
Although the possibility that students may complain was brought up in a regular meeting, the
teachers came to an agreement to do it together considering the benefits that the students may
receive. [DOC-09022010] And, the teachers were observed to respond to the students in a
same way facing complaints and challenges from the students regarding the poster sharing and

the workshop firmly reassuring them these demanding tasks were for their own good. [OC-
01052011]

Pursuing constant improvement in teaching. Teachers B and C also tried to analyze
all the weaknesses, problems, ideas, observations, comments and proposals associated with
the course, and attempted to design more palatable teaching materials, more stimulating
teaching activities and more appropriate teaching strategies for the future. The following
responses given by Teachers B and C to Observers C and B respectively illustrate the two
instructors’ constant and conscientious concern towards improving their teaching:

(1) Teacher B: I think two oral presentations in class are really too many for my students
to do in one semester, especially since they still have a four-day poster presentation
and a two-day workshop to attend near the end of the course, not to mention the fact
that they have weekly quizzes or reflections (individual and team’s), and the midterm
examination. As expected, my students have been under a lot of pressure. In addition,
having two teams presenting in each meeting (i.e. two 50-minute periods) doesn’t
leave me any time for a more detailed explanation of the text or further discussion. I
definitely don’t want to repeat the same mistake next time. [OC-12282010]

(2) Teacher C: I realized that the task that I originally set was too difficult for my
students. “Do you think you’re teaching graduate students?”” one of my colleagues
said. This comment reminded me that my requirements were way beyond the
students’ current competence, even though my goal was to help the students develop
the ability to capture the whole picture of the issue they were working on. Next time I
will be more careful when setting up the requirements for this course.
[OB-12282010]
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Professional Development

The third significant outcome derived from the named case study is the participants’
professional development. As is well-known to everyone, learning is not exclusive to students;
it also includes teachers. Teachers B and C expressed that they benefited greatly from
collaborating with each other regarding their professional development, in addition to their
emotional engagement and teaching improvement. The professional development will be
further discussed in terms of teaching materials, teaching strategies, and teaching activities.

Getting familiar with more teaching materials and resources. In many universities,
textbooks are mainly decided by instructors, seldom taking into account students’ needs or
interests. In the present study, through sharing and discussion, the instructors were able to
familiarize themselves with more current and diversified forms of teaching materials suitable
for students of different English levels and/or for millennial generation. The following
remarks made by Teacher B during her conversations with Teacher C illustrate the above
point:

(1) Teacher B: My students impressed me greatly today. I didn’t expect that they would
have spent so much time looking for additional materials and resources for their
presentations. In addition to explaining the assigned article, they used a couple of
pictures, film clips to demonstrate how Bill Clinton established the ‘Clinton
Foundation” and explained what he did to help Haiti. They even introduced to their
classmates some quotes from Clinton’s book Giving: How Each of Us Can Change
the World. Through their work, I’ve also learned quite a few useful
resources/web-sites and teaching materials that may interest students. I would like to
share with you the list of these resources/web-sites and teaching materials. [DOC-
TB-10192010]

(2) Teacher B: When I went to Boston to attend the conference on language teaching, one
TV station happened to present ‘Witness to the Jonestown Massacre’, which got me
interested in learning more about this issue. Your class is focusing on ‘human rights’,
so this topic may be relevant and interesting to your students. Also perhaps you could
share with me some more related resources concerning ‘human rights’ as well. [DOC-
TB-11292010]

Learning diversified and innovative teaching strategies. Conventionally most
teachers are accustomed to lecturing in class, with vocabulary and structural explanations
followed by some Q&A’s on the content under discussion. As stated earlier, Teacher B asked
her class to give two in-class oral presentations with PPTs, film clips, along with optional
acting-outs; and Teacher C adopted the Reader’s Theater (RT) Approach, encouraging
students to develop what they read into scripts and to perform in class. Moreover, both
instructors utilized the strategies of Project-Based Learning (PBL) Approach and Learning by

82



ATEMR FE=T=% Fol PEREI101F10A %83 A
Journal of Chien-Hsin University, Vol.32, No.4 (2012)

Doing. They asked students to work collaboratively on the topic they chose, and to present it
at the poster and workshop presentations. Through sharing and collaboration, Teachers B and
C got the opportunities to learn more from each other about various and innovative teaching
methods, and to ascertain if some teaching strategies were appropriate or applicable to the
named course. For instance, the following self-reflections confirm that collaboration may help
participants learn more teaching strategies:

(1) Teacher B: Reader’s Theater is like storytelling. Since my partner is using RT in her
class, I have learned from her that in practicing RT, everyone needs to write and to
rewrite, to phrase and to rephrase, and to read aloud; everyone needs to talk, to hear
and to play with language, and furthermore, to exercise the mind and emotions and
tongue together. Learning what RT is and how it functions would help me make
teaching more vivid and effective. [DOC-TB-10212010]

(2) Teacher C: My partner and I both adopted the Project-Based Learning (PBL)
Approach and required our students to work on the chosen topic collectively. They
needed to go through several stages, including collecting related materials,
classifying them, organizing them, having a team discussion, revising the work, and
turning in for the instructor’s editing, instead of simply memorizing materials in
textbooks. [DOC-TC-09292010]

It is apparent that utilizing the above-mentioned teaching strategies, instructors may face
more challenges; that is, instructors adopting either RT or PBL in class may lead to students’
asking all kinds of questions which may then require instructors to do more research
themselves, but which may, as admitted by the two instructors, make teaching as well as
learning more enlightening and inspiring.

Creating interesting and challenging teaching activities. As indicated above,
traditional teaching activities usually comprise teachers’ lecturing, grammatical explanations,
and students’ mechanical drills. However, such activities seem monotonous and less
challenging. Teachers B and C thus utilized oral presentations with acting-outs and RT, which
not only presented enlightening learning scenarios but also helped students improve the four
language skills and enhanced their critical thinking abilities. Furthermore, through
collaboration, the two instructors together designed a one-week/four-day poster presentation
and a two-day workshop which inspired students greatly and required them to work
collaboratively, as confirmed by the following reflection fieldnotes made by Teacher C:

(1) In this case, students experienced the pressure to present their posters in front of all
three classes. Out of a sense of honor, most of the students tried hard for the poster
sharing and oral presentations. Many of the students repeated practicing until the last

minute. Instead of pushing them, in the last few weeks, 1 told them to relax,
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especially seeing them trying so hard to perform well for their oral presentation. I
found that they would put in much more effort for a poster sharing and a workshop
than preparing for a written test. The poster sharing and oral presentations may have
imposed an even greater pressure on them than a written test. I became aware of this
when I talked to the students about preparing for the workshop. According to the
students, compared with written tests, not being able to perform well in front of all of
their peers and teachers seem to be more embarrassing for them. This suggests that
workshop presentations may be a good way to force students to work hard, or a better
choice for evaluation than written tests. [DOC-TC-01112011]

(2) The students didn’t show the same kind of enthusiasm in the classroom. It seemed
that the workshop created a lieu stimulating the students to develop the kind of
learning attitudes approved by educators. Also, I expected few students would really
enjoy the theme I chose for them--human rights. However, they proved that I
underestimated their potential. In an informal conversation with me, more than a few
students mentioned that they enjoyed reading the articles on the issues they were
working on and that they will continue to pay attention to the future developments of
these human rights issues. They proved that they can be inspired to become serious
thinkers given enough time and a nourishing environment. [DOC-TC-01202011]

Observing the poster sharing and the workshop, observer B also noticed the magic power of the
activities to mobilize students. She pointed out in her field notes that in the poster sharing students
interacted with each other fervently exchanging ideas with laughter heard everywhere.[OB-01042011]
She also recorded in her notes of the efforts that the students had put into their works:

“Students seemed to care a lot about their performance on the stage; many of them
arrived early to rehearse for one more time before the beginning of the
workshop.”[OB-01082011]

CONCLUDING REMARKS

As illustrated in the preceding section, through collaboration, the participants built up a
sense of partnership (i.e. feeling less isolated, and having moral support from each other),
were able to improve their teaching (including sharing information and resources, finding
solutions to problems encountered, trying new things, and pursuing constant improvement in
teaching), and obtained professional improvement (including getting familiar with more
teaching materials and resources, learning diversified and innovative teaching strategies, and
creating interesting and challenging teaching activities).

Before concluding the present paper, let us consider what Friend & Cook (1992), as cited
in Piercey (2010), presented to be the necessary conditions for collaboration:
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(1) Collaboration is based on mutual goals.

(2) Collaboration requires parity among participants.

(3) Collaboration depends on shared responsibility for participation and decision making.

(4) Collaboration requires shared responsibility for outcomes.

(5) Collaboration requires that participants share their resources.

(6) Collaboration is a voluntary relationship.

As expected, it was rather difficult to satisfy all six conditions. When considering if this
practice of collaboration would be successful with other teachers, it was our opinion that this
would be unlikely, especially among teachers teaching at colleges. In the present study,
though the above six conditions were partially if not fully observed, yet, as noted in the
preceding section, only two of the instructors seemed to seek out opportunities for more
successful collaboration, whereas the third instructor tended to work more independently. He
once indicated at the 2™! meeting that he was not accustomed to teaching small-size classes or
having more close interaction with students in class. This might account for his failure in
carrying out the teaching and assessment activities, grading policies, and methodological
strategies as previously agreed upon®. Nevertheless, his class did participate in the course’s
final projects, that is, students’ poster presentation and the workshop.

That collaboration is based on mutual goals has also been recorded by Schneider (2007),
“Collaboration is the process of communication between individuals with common or similar
goals” (p. 10). However, Schneider (2007) was accurate in stating that “not all teachers are
prepared to be full participants in a collaborative environment” (p. 7), and that “not all
teachers come to the collaboration process with the prerequisite skills” (p. 17). Furthermore,
as pointed out by Musanti & Pence (2010), “collaboration is not always ‘comfortable and
complacent’ ... Moments of conflict, tension, and resistance should be expected and also
welcomed” (p. 86). Consequently, it should not be a surprise or a source of discomfort to see
that while two participants of the three in the present study seemed to have more successful
collaboration between themselves, the third instructor conducted his class in his own and
perhaps preferable way. Furthermore, it is legitimate for the two collaborative instructors to
respect the third instructor’s decision without forcing him to take part in their frequent and
informal communications, since collaboration is a voluntary relationship’.

Very often it is observed that while collaborating with others, some teachers may be
afraid of losing their individualism and self-identity. Sometimes collaboration may bring them

¥ Although it may be interesting or even significant to understand the potential reasons for the third participant’s
choice not to participate, the present paper does not attempt to further explore this aspect, which may require
future analysis. For a detailed discussion on unpacking teacher resistance, please refer to Musanti & Pence
2010.

? DuFour (2011, p.61), however, had a different view saying that ‘More than a quarter century has passed since
Goodlad warned that overcoming the tradition of teacher isolation will require more than an invitation. We
must do more than exhort people to work together. In order to establish schools in which interdependence and
collaboration are the new norm, we must create the structures and cultures that embed collaboration in the
routine practice of our schools, ensure that the collaborative efforts focus on the right work, and support
educators as they build their capacity to work together rather than alone.” For details, please refer to DuFour
(2011).
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a certain degree of anxiety, resulting in a resistant and uncooperative attitude. Musanti &
Pence (2010) pointed out that “research on teacher resistance has shown that instances of
opposition, confrontation, or conflict might involve teachers’ attempts to claim or recover a
sense of agency and capability ...” (pp. 75-76). However, in dealing with teacher resistance
and trying to understand each incident, Musanti & Pence (2010) advised:

considering resistance as a creative source through which teachers explore
possibilities and become agents of their own development, allows researchers to more
fully appreciate the intricacies of the professional development. ... we contend that
resistance is an almost unavoidable presence in professional development programs that
foster prolonged collegiality and collaboration. Redefining it as a positive force for
change instead as an obstacle for growth is essential to the success and long lasting
impact of such approaches. (p. 87)

To conclude, our study affirms that collaboration is beneficial to participants with
respect to their emotional engagement, and personal and professional development. It also
points out that in collective and collaborative work, a recognition of variance and respect for
diversity are still necessary to bear in mind.
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APPENDIX A
Individual Evaluation Sheet
English (3) Fall 2010
Reflection on Classmates’ Weekly Presentations
No. Name Date
(A--Excellent: above 22.5/90 B--Good: 20-22/80
C--Fair: 17.5-19.5/70 D--Unsatisfactory: below 17/below 70)
Individual evaluation sheet Presenter Brief comments A|B|C|D

1. His/her biography | IS T
2. Explanation of the main text | o#2 ] 25%
3. Reasons of his/her beingchosen _ | _ #3 | |
4. Conclusion & reflection #4
5. PPT (content, comprehensive) 25%
6. Act out (content, language ability) 25%
7. Comprehension & teammates’ cooperation 25%
Final Score: Presenter #1 Presenter #2 Presenter #3 Presenter #4
Name of the target person: Nationality:

Overall comments (e.g. What have you learned from this target person and/or from this
group’s presentation? Was the presentation effective? Did the group’s explanations help you
understand the target person more?)
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APPENDIX B

Group Evaluation Sheet
English (3) Fall 2010 Date
Presenters: Observers:

1. Presentation

(1) The content of the presentation was
well-organized O—O——1— not well-organized
very clear O—0O—0O——not clear

(2) The flow of the presentation was
very smooth O0—1—[—[1—1 not smooth

(3) The presenters showed
full cooperation O—1—C1—[1—1 no cooperation

(4) The presenters had _ with participants.
great interaction O0—1—[1—1—T[1 no interaction

2. Learning

(1) Through listening to this group’s presentation, we found ourselves learning
very effectively O——O—1—1 ineffectively

(2) After listening to this group’s presentation, we felt  to learn more about the content.
highly motivated O0—[——[1—1 not motivated

3. Other remarks

=
APPENDIX C
Self Evaluation Sheet
English (3) Fall 2010 Date
Presenters:

1. Presentation

(1) The content of our presentation was
well-organized O—1——1—1 not well-organized
very clear O—0O—0O—— not clear

(2) The flow of our presentation was
very smooth O—[——[1—1 not smooth

(3) We showed
full cooperation O——1——1 no cooperation

(4) We had ___ with participants.
great interaction O——1—1—T1 no interaction

2. Learning

(1) Through our presentation, we found ourselves learning
very effectively O—O——1—101 ineffectively

(2) After our presentation, we felt  to learn more about the content.
highly motivated O—[—1—[—[1 not motivated

3. Comparison between the 1% and 2™ presentations

(1) Preparation stage:
=

(2) Presentation stage:
=

(3) Learning effectiveness:
=
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Abstract

The observations of two phenomena inspired me to do this search. First, whenever I
travel to the aboriginal tribes, I always wonder why the conversion of Aboriginal tribe to
Christian faith is much higher than the Hans. Second, from the sequel of " Saejiq Bale " I see
lots of similarity between the Legend of utux rudan of Saejiq Bale and that of Christian Last
Judgement. My conclusion is : In the past and today, missionaries usually proselytize People
by either substitution or re-interpretation of Christian doctrines based on their original cultural
context. In addition to the concept of Utux tminun , people expand the interpretation to the
scope of God The Creator. Although the Utux tminun carries no name of God, it is equipped
with all the might God has. So the truth is : It is the meaning behind it’s name that counts.
God is now transformed to Ancestral Spirits , and the aboriginal tribes enter God's garden

with some of their cultural traits.

Keywords: Truku, utux rudan, Hakaw utux, Utux tminun, Saejiq
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