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Abstract The current developments in second language

(L2) pedagogy and the introduction of twenty-first century

education compel scholars, educators, and leading educa-

tion agencies in the Asia Pacific region to revisit their

respective curriculum and framework for designing and

preparing their English language teaching materials.

However, after surveying available literature and studies in

L2 pedagogy, it could be posited that there is paucity of a

materials design model that would address these develop-

ments. Hence, this paper offers a sociocognitive-transfor-

mative materials design model to guide ESL and EFL

teachers, material developers, and publishers in the Asia

Pacific region in preparing instructional materials based on

sound theories, principles, and practices. The process of

model development was anchored on the grounded theory

which allows a theory or model to emerge from the data. In

the context of this study, the data (i.e., scholarly literature)

was obtained from the top journals in applied linguistics

and second language pedagogy. It is from these data that

the preliminary model was developed. Using a three-

pronged validation approach, findings confirmed the

robustness of the model from both theoretical and practical

perspectives. The findings further confirm the possibility of

integrating current and relevant pedagogical concepts

without contradicting one another and without contradict-

ing other established L2 pedagogical frameworks.
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Introduction

Since the nineteenth century, considerable changes have

occurred in the field of second language (L2) pedagogy.

From the behavioristic theories and approaches, the focus

shifted to communicative approaches. However, these

approaches have been criticized for being insensitive to L2

learners’ own cultural identity (Byram 1997) and for being

inadequate in significantly incorporating the broader social,

political, historical, and cultural aspects of language

learning (Kumaravadivelu 2006). Hence, many scholars

(e.g., Byram 1993; Byram et al. 2002; Corbett 2003) have

proposed an intercultural approach to language teaching

which aims to prepare learners for interacting with people

of other cultures. This approach, according to Byram et al.

(2002), will also help learners accept other people of dif-

ferent cultures as people with distinct characteristics,

behaviors, and values. Ideal as it may seem, such an

approach was criticized for lack of specificity for classroom

implementation, immersion, and independent learning

contexts (Wang and Coleman 2009). Furthermore, concerns

on the use of methods have led to another major transition;

that is, from methods to postmethod condition which is a

‘‘state of affairs that compels us to refigure the relationship

between the theorizers and the practitioners of method’’

(Kumaravadivelu 1994, p. 27). This pedagogical concept is

shaped by the principles of particularity (context), practi-

cality (practice), and possibility (empowerment). More

recently, the advent of information and communication

technology (ICT) has yet again changed the landscape of L2

education, that is, giving learners the education that would

help them possess skills, knowledge, and expertise needed

to survive today’s highly globalized economy and to suc-

ceed in work and life (Pacific Policy Research Center 2010;

Partnership for Twenty-first Century Skills 2009).
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Despite these developments in L2 pedagogy, many

scholars (e.g., Arnold and Rixon 2008; Dat 2008; Ellis

1998; Harmer 2001; Huang 2007; Masuhara and Tomlin-

son 2008; Roberts and Cooke 2009; Tomlinson 2005,

2008; Traore and Kyei-Blankson 2011; Waters 2006;

Barrot 2013) have raised some concerns in the current

English language teaching (ELT) materials. First, current

ELT materials failed to incorporate current principles and

research findings in L2 pedagogy because of practitioners’

(i.e., teachers and textbook writers) too much reliance on

commonsense intuitions. One indication of this is the use of

approaches that are not based on sound principles. As

pointed out by Tomlinson (2005), innovative methodology

is still extremely rare in published ELT materials in some

Asian countries. Many scholars have also observed that

there are very few materials employing task-oriented and

project-based approaches (Waters 2006), that materials in

some Asian countries are relatively mechanical in nature

(i.e., use of noncontextualized drills that lack communi-

cative value) (Cai cited in Waters 2006), and that most

ELT materials employ presentation–practice–production

(PPP) approach (Harmer 2001; Tomlinson 2008). Empiri-

cally speaking, Litz (2005) conducted a series of evaluation

of a textbook used in South Korea. In this study, he con-

cluded that the course book remains to utilize PPP in

treating grammatical structures and functions. With all

these issues, ELT materials are regarded as insufficient

(Traore and Kyei-Blankson 2011) and unsuccessful in

addressing the different needs of learners (Bell and Gower

1998).

Another problem with conventional approaches is that

they are not reflective of the current pedagogical concepts

such as sociocognitive approach (i.e., emphasizes the

interdependence between social and cognitive aspects of

language and use of language in authentic social contexts),

transformative learning (i.e., espouses deep learning that

goes beyond content and process learning), and twenty-first

Century literacy (i.e., skills needed to survive in a highly

globalized society) because of the following reasons. First,

conventional approaches espouse that grammatical items

are learnt one at a time which is contrary to the idea that

language learning does not happen in a linear additive

(Robinson and Ross 1996). Second, they present decon-

textualized grammar which makes it difficult for learners to

see how and why alternatives exist (Nunan 1999). Third,

they fail to engage learners in negotiation, collaboration,

and social interaction with other members of the commu-

nity. Fourth, they fail to encourage learners to participate in

social and community activities. Fifth, they fail to make

learners reflect, critically think, and transform their mis-

conceptions and practices. Finally, these approaches fail to

engage learners in this highly economic, globalized, and

technology-driven society.

Aside from practitioners’ failure to incorporate current

principles and research findings in L2 pedagogy, the focus

on pragmatic and sociocultural components of language

teaching in ELT materials appeared to be inadequate

(Roberts and Cooke 2009) particularly in some countries in

the Asia Pacific region (Dat 2008). This could be linked to

overemphasis on linguistic forms and functions (Biber

et al. 2002; Tomlinson 2005), use of overly familiar con-

tent (McDonough and Shaw 2003), use of decontextualized

grammar presentation (Arnold and Rixon 2008; Nunan

1998; Schneider 2005), and use of overly transactional

discourse (Ruhlemann 2008). ELT materials are often

criticized as well for being insensitive to culture of L2

learners by favoring western cultures (Arnold and Rixon

2008; Huang 2007; Masuhara and Tomlinson 2008).

Finally, ELT materials failed to incorporate sensitive and

vital social issues due to the prohibitions of government

education agencies. All of these combined, the potentiali-

ties of promoting social consciousness and transformation

among learners are significantly reduced (Akbari 2008).

To address some of the issues in ELT materials (e.g.,

overemphasis on linguistic forms and structure, teacher-

centered pedagogy, lack of integration of all aspects of

learning), Hutchinson andWaters (1987) introduced amodel

in designing ELT materials. Although it is relatively sound,

the model according to McGrath (2002, p. 159), lacks ‘‘any

kind of analysis of existing knowledge (content and lin-

guistic).’’ Hutchinson and Waters model is somewhat lim-

iting also as it is primarily intended for the preparation of

english for specific purposes materials for tertiary learning

materials. Finally, the model assumes that the end goal of

language teaching is developing productive competence;

hence, it fails to incorporate the sociocultural component and

critical pedagogy in language learning. It is from this context

that Rashidi and Safiri (2011) proposed a material develop-

ment framework anchored on critical pedagogy. They have

specifically reviewed relevant literature to come up with 11

tenets of critical language pedagogy that will support their

model. Some of these principles include the following: (1)

The topics and themes included in ELT materials should be

generative to invoke considerable discussion and analysis;

(2) Source of the themes of the materials should be derived

from the learners’ life situations, needs and interests; (3)

ELT materials should take into account the intellectual

advances of the learners in arranging the content; and (4)

ELT materials base their content on source culture. How-

ever, the proponents themselves admitted that their model

lacks applicability, practicability, and pedagogy (Rashidi

and Safiri 2011), thereby making it difficult to be integrated

to ELT materials and classroom practice. As regards their

study, limited literature, and scopewere explored.Hence, the

model failed to integrate other relevant components of ELT

materials and L2 pedagogy.

284 J. S. Barrot

123



Despite considerable efforts to transform L2 pedagogy

and ELT materials development, there is still this dearth of

integrating sociocultural, pragmatic, and transformative

(i.e., self-transformation, social transformation and partic-

ipation, and reflection) aspects into ELT materials partic-

ularly in most non-Western countries, which still focus on

developing the discrete language skills of learners (Ko and

Wang 2013). Also, the available L2 teaching approaches

and models somehow failed to provide learners the

opportunities to explore and practice twenty-first Century

skills considering that many Asian learners are confident

and already globally prepared to maximize the opportuni-

ties that are available for them in the twenty-first century

(Belchamber 2007). These twenty-first century skills

include learning and innovation skills, information, media

and technology skills, and life and career skills (Partnership

for Twenty-first Century Skills 2009). Moreover, after

surveying available literature and studies in L2 pedagogy,

there remains a paucity of a materials design model that

would address these needs. Given this context, this paper

sought to develop and validate a sociocognitive-transfor-

mative instructional materials design model aligned with

the demands of twenty-first century education and current

principles in L2 pedagogy. This materials design model is

particularly developed for the purpose of advancing ELT

materials development in the Asia Pacific and addressing

some of the major problems encountered in ELT materials

in this region (see Dat 2008; Tomlinson 2005). As how

Tomlinson (2005) puts it, Asian learners would benefit

more from ELT materials, if recent developments in ELT

are extensively applied in materials development in Asia.

Theoretical Framework

The materials design model is anchored on a socio-

cognitive-transformative model in L2 pedagogy (Barrot

2013) which aims to produce learners who are socially

participative, multiliterate, communicatively competent,

and lifelong learners. This model is an integration of two

constructivist theories of learning: sociocognitive theory

and transformative learning. Sociocognitive theory is a new

perspective that claims the interdependence between social

and cognitive aspects of language (Atkinson 2002) and puts

greater emphasis on using language in authentic social

contexts (Warschauer and Healey 1998). Moreover, this

theory primarily takes a functional-interactional view of

language in which language is treated as a medium for

expressing meaning and building and realizing interper-

sonal relations and social transactions between and among

interlocutors (Richards and Rodgers 1986). Atkinson

(2002) further asserts that, from a sociocognitive perspec-

tive, language is not exclusively cognitive, but relates to

other realms of inquiry and practice, such as culture, pol-

itics, identity, power, ideology, discourse, and social con-

text or ecology. These arguments imply that language is

not acquired for the sake of acquiring it but to perform

actions (Atkinson 2002). In this case, learners are viewed

as an active participant entrenched in cultural, social, and

political communicative contexts (Xiangui 2005; Zuengler

and Miller 2004).

While sociocognitive approach relates to how language

is learned and should be treated, transformative learning

relates to actual behavior that learners should manifest to

contribute to and participate in the community where they

live in. According to Mezirow (1991), transformative

learning aims to help learners critically question their

current perspectives and assumptions and change these

deeply held perspectives and assumptions through educa-

tion. Change, in this context, does not only involve doing

something differently but also about changing one’s

awareness (Castelli 2011). To realize transformation, two

elements are necessary: critical reflection and full and free

participation in dialogs to validate judgments based on

reflections (Mezirow 2009). This means that learners are

enjoined to do personal and critical reflection about their

own and others’ assumptions and sources, to validate their

transformative insights, and incorporate their transformed

insights in their lives.

These combined theories served as groundwork for

specifying the learning goal, designing, and validating the

robustness of the materials design model that will ulti-

mately inform pedagogical practices. Specifically, these

two theories were utilized to outline methodological prin-

ciples that would bridge theory to materials development.

Sociocognitive approach and transformative learning also

served as basis for the inclusion of the desired features that

appear in the instructional materials. These features include

opportunities for learners to collaborate, interact, and par-

ticipate in social/community activities, practice language in

authentic contexts (i.e., cultural, social, and political

communicative contexts), focus on the meaning and ap-

propriacy of language, critically question their assumptions

through reflection, practice career and lifelong skills, think

critically and creatively, and utilize mediating technologies

relevant for communication, among others.

As earlier stated, sociocognitive approach focuses on

using language in authentic social contexts (Warschauer

and Healey 1998) and as a medium for building interper-

sonal relations and social transactions. It also relates to

culture, politics, identity, power, ideology, discourse, and

social context or ecology (Atkinson 2002). Transformative

learning, on the other hand, focuses on making learners an

instrument for social transformation by encouraging them

to participate in social activities. These principles are well

aligned with the aims of twenty-first Century education of
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producing learners who are socially, culturally, and glob-

ally aware and effective communicator. And these aims are

only possible if learners are exposed to cultural, political,

and social issues relevant to their existence as member of a

community, and if they are allowed to use language in

authentic real-life contexts.

Research Objectives

The present study sought to develop and validate a socio-

cognitive-transformative materials design model which

could be used as basis for preparing both teacher-made and

commercially produced instructional materials particularly

in the Asia Pacific region. This paper further aimed to

present some potential uses of the model to teachers,

material developers, and publishers in preparing learning

materials based on sound theories, principles, and prac-

tices, as well as to language teaching researchers in shaping

their future research agenda.

Methodology

Research Design

The development process of the sociocognitive-transfor-

mative materials design model was anchored on the

grounded theory (Glaser 1992) which allows a model to be

‘‘discovered, developed, and provisionally verified through

systematic data collection and analysis of data pertaining to

that phenomenon’’ (Strauss and Corbin 1990, p. 23). As

explained by Jaccard and Jacoby (2010), model building

via grounded theory begins with the specification of

research problem followed by collection of data and mul-

tilevel coding. These data may include artworks and arte-

facts, diaries, field notes and memos, government

documents, images and videos, music, transcripts, or

scholarly literature (Birks and Mills 2011, p. 66). Unlike

sociocognitive-transformative approach which was used as

a theoretical framework for outlining the principles sup-

porting the model, as well as the framing of the model,

grounded theory was used to inform the process of devel-

oping the model from factor search to advanced coding.

Participants

The participants of this study included five practitioner-

validators and five researcher-validators who validated the

initial model. The researcher-validators’ primary task was

to validate the model from a theoretical and researcher’s

perspective. These validators were holders of doctoral

degree in applied linguistics and other related course, have

published at least two research articles related to applied

linguistics and/or TESOL in abstracted journals, and with

English as a second language (ESL) teaching experience

that range from 18 to 26 years. Unlike researcher-valida-

tors, practitioner-validators’ task was to validate the

robustness of the model from the perspective of an expe-

rienced teacher and materials writer. They were at least a

holder of a master’s degree of which two are PhD holders

in applied linguistics/language education, have developed/

published at least two modules or textbooks, have ESL

teaching experience that range from 15 to 42 years, and

have experience as editor or evaluator of learning materials

or textbooks.

Materials Design Model Development

The model development was divided into three phases (Olt

2007): factor search, model development, and evaluation

and revision. Factor search, which aims to lay the

groundwork for model development, involved the identi-

fication of factors (i.e., words or group of words) relevant

to the development of a sociocognitive-transformative

materials design model. These factors (also known as

codes) are the micro concepts related to L2 pedagogy (e.g.,

reading, writing, listening, speaking, viewing, representing;

discourse, strategic competence, linguistic, sociolinguistic,

and intercultural competence). They are too micro that they

need to be sorted into subcategories (e.g., language macro

skills, communicative competence) for further coding and

analysis.

I conducted the factor search through extensive and

principled search of recent literature (i.e., articles published

since 1994—the year postmethod pedagogy was introduced

by Kumaravadivelu) that deals with L2 pedagogy. I took

the majority of the extant literature from journals because it

provided the most updated information (Citrome 2007). A

total of 305 journal articles was used as primary references.

I took these articles from the top seven journals in the field

of TESOL and applied linguistics based on Egbert’s (2007)

quality analysis of journals in TESOL and applied lin-

guistics: Applied Linguistics (n = 41), English Language

Teaching Journal (n = 65), Journal of Second Language

Writing (n = 21), Language Learning (n = 41), Modern

Language Journal (n = 35), Studies in Second Language

Acquisition (n = 34), and TESOL Quarterly (n = 68).

Other articles published earlier than 1994 and other

recently published books, reports, and journals that are

directly relevant for this study were treated as secondary

references. I referred to these secondary sources only after I

had surveyed the primary references. In all, 105 journal

articles, books, and reports were reviewed for this purpose.

After identifying and reviewing the target extant litera-

ture, I coded the gathered data via initial coding, inter-

mediate coding, and advanced coding, and theoretical
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integration (Birks and Mills 2011). During initial coding, I

identified relevant codes (i.e., words or group of words) in

the data. I then labeled and categorized these codes at a

micro level (i.e., subcategories) based on their related

properties and dimension. For example, after identifying

the codes portfolio, conferences, self-assessment, and per-

formance-based tests, I labeled them as assessment prac-

tices and categorized as alternative assessment because

they share the same properties. These properties include (1)

requiring learners to perform, (2) using real-life contexts,

(3) using meaningful instructional tasks, and (4) focusing

on both process and product. After initial coding, I

undertook concurrent and progressive data collection to

further shape and enhance the initially set subcategories. In

the process of progressive data collection and analysis, I

performed theoretical sampling to saturate categories being

developed and to obtain additional information about the

categories such as their dimensions relevant to establishing

relationship between and among categories (Strauss and

Corbin 1998). Consequently, I performed intermediate

coding via axial coding (Strauss and Corbin 1990) wherein

I conceptually linked the subcategories to generate fully

developed individual categories. While initial coding

breaks down the data, intermediate coding reconnects

them. For example, while the concept of assessment was

fractured into peer, self-, teacher-based, summative, and

formative assessment during initial coding, these data

during intermediate coding were linked again to form the

concept of multi-componential assessment (i.e., combina-

tion of different types of assessment).

Model development phase began with linking the indi-

vidual categories that are conceptually related to produce a

core category via inductive analysis. Inductive analysis

refers to building the model up from the data itself through

a successive comparative analysis (Birks and Mills 2011).

Considering all of the generated categories (i.e., core cat-

egory, individual categories, and subcategories), I drafted

the model and described it accordingly. I also integrated to

the drafted model the codes from other established theories

to enhance the model’s theoretical robustness. These the-

ories include multiple intelligence theory (Gardner 1983),

interactionist theory (Pica 1994), interlanguage theory

(Selinker 1972), input processing theory (VanPatten 2007),

processability theory (Pienemann 1998), skill-building

theory (DeKeyser 1998), sociocultural theory (Lantolf and

Pavlenko 1995), genre theory (Halliday 1994), speech act

theory (Austin 1962), and schema theory (Nassaji 2002;

Rumelhart 1980).

As regards model validation, this phase was done using

a three-pronged validation scheme: researcher validation,

practitioner validation, and materials preparation. I used

triangulation in collecting data to obtain a full picture of

what was being investigated (Mackey and Gass 2006).

Moreover, getting the perspectives from both the

researchers and practitioners would lead to optimal benefits

to material developers and classroom teachers as it links

theory and practice.

Prior to actual validation, I oriented all of the ten vali-

dators on the validation procedure, objectives of the study,

and content of the validation instruments for calibration

purposes. The researcher-validators were given 2 weeks to

assess the model using the prepared rating scale. They were

also expected to provide descriptive open-ended comments

and suggestions as a supplement to the quantitative vali-

dation of the initial model, this was to compensate for the

superficiality tendencies of a rating scale (McGrath 2002).

Their qualitative responses provided insights on what

components of the model need further revision. I then

collected the accomplished rating scales and tabulated

them. The scores assigned by the researcher-validators

were subjected to interrater correlations to determine their

level of agreement.

The second validation scheme was performed via an

interview with the practitioner-validators. The focus of

interview was divided into three parts: teaching back-

ground, practices and beliefs, and feedback on the initial

model. My interview with each practitioner-validator lasted

for about 2 h. It was tape-recorded to preserve actual and

natural language, as well as to record data with utmost

objectivity and accuracy. After the interview, I transcribed

and coded the data for analysis. I placed each comment

under a general topic area. In case responses were ame-

nable to more than one general topic, such was placed

under those related general topic areas (Janzen 2007).

After I have consolidated the feedback from all the

validators, I revised the model based on the comments

given by the validators. Some of their comments include

the following: (1) What is the significance of the broken

lines in the inner circles? Need to explain this part; (2)

Clarify more the goal; (3) There’s a mention of ‘‘specifi-

cation of learning goal’’ in the explanation but this is not

reflected in the model; (4) Add arrow to the goal in the

lower section of the model to show the interaction between

the intended goal and actual outcome of the teaching–

learning process; (5) Transfer the words vocabulary and

grammar in the inner circle; and (6) Clarify the lines and

arrows to make the model more reader-friendly. I used the

revised model as my basis for the preparation of the

learning material on reading, writing, and grammar inten-

ded for college freshmen. The rationale for validating the

model via materials preparation was to ensure that all

components of the model can be translated into learning

materials. After I have completed the material, it was

subjected to expert judgment using a rating scale. For a

more balanced and comprehensive view, both the

researcher-validators and practitioner-validators evaluated
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the prepared material against the intent and features of the

model. Then, the scores assigned during validation were

subjected to interrater correlations to determine their level

of agreement.

As can be seen in Fig. 1, the whole process of model

development was extensive that it took 21 months to

complete the factor search, coding and analysis, develop-

ment of the model, and validation and revision.

Instruments

Rating Scale

Two rating scales were developed and validated for the

purpose of this study. Both are 5-point rating scale which

required the validators to choose a response ranging from 1

(not at all) to 5 (to a very great extent). The first rating

scale was used by the researcher-validators to validate the

initial model. This 47-item questionnaire is divided into

three parts. The first part or demographic profile section

asked the teaching and research background of the vali-

dators (4 items). The second part or model validation

section asked the appearance and alignment of model with

the set theories and principles (41 items). This section is

subcategorized into content and pedagogy, coherence,

applicability and usability, and clarity and appeal. The last

part of the rating scale includes the open-ended questions

which asked for other weaknesses and strengths of the

model (2 items).

The second rating scale was used by both the researcher-

validators and the practitioner-validators for materials

evaluation. It was used to determine whether the material

successfully operationalized the intent and features of the

model. This 39-item rating scale was divided into two

parts. The first part contains 37 items which asked about

the alignment of the prepared material with the developed

model. These items are clustered into three categories

namely content and pedagogy, coherence, and applicabil-

ity and usability. The last part includes two open-ended

questions that focus on the weaknesses and strengths of the

prepared material.

Interview

A semi-structured interview was used to validate the model

from the practitioners’ perspective. This type of interview is

one of themost favoredmethods among researchers working

within an interpretative research because it provides flexi-

bility to both the interviewer and the interviewee and gives a

degree of power and control to the interviewee (Nunan

1991). Prior to actual interview, the interview guide was

validated by three validators who suggested that some less

essential questions be deleted and that redundant questions

be consolidated to other questions to make the interview

guidemore succinct. They further suggestedmaking abstract

questions more concrete by giving specific examples (e.g.,

Item 1 in Part 2). All of these suggestions were incorporated

to the revised interview guide. Afterward, the revised inter-

view guide was piloted to three experienced teachers who

possess similar qualifications that the actual participants

have. This ensured that required data would be elicited and

that unnecessary questions would be eliminated or revised.

The actual interview focused on their teaching background,

practices and beliefs, and feedback on the initially developed

model. During the interview, information on what consti-

tutes effective language teaching and materials writing were

also probed. Through this, the likelihood that classroom

teachers and material developers would accommodate the

developed model is highly feasible (Breen et al. 2001).

Results

After surveying the primary and secondary references, the

data were examined to identify the factors relevant to the

development of a sociocognitive-transformative materials

design model. These data were then subjected to progres-

sive coding and analysis to generate multilevel categories.

Prior to data collection and multilevel coding, the

research objective was specified, that is, developing a

materials design model from a sociocognitive-transforma-

tive learning perspective. This research objective became

the primary consideration in selecting the subcategories

identified from the factor search. As shown in Table 1, a

total of 34 subcategories were generated from the primary

references during initial coding. Using progressive data

collection and analysis, more data were collected from the

secondary references using the subcategories identified

from the primary references. These subcategories, then,

laid the groundwork for the succeeding coding and analysis

Factor Search
(12 months)

Coding and Analysis
(4 months)

Framing of the Model 
(2 months)

Validation and Revision 
(3 months)

Fig. 1 Model development timeline
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and eventual finalization of the sociocognitive-transfor-

mative materials design model.

After collecting sufficient data from both primary and

secondary references, intermediate coding followed. During

this phase, the 34 subcategories were conceptually linked

which generated the 13 individual categories. Conceptual

linking was done through inductive analysis of the properties

and dimensions of the identified subcategories. After which,

subcategories with similar properties and dimensions were

grouped into an individual category. These 13 individual

categories were further synthesized to produce the core

category—constructivism (i.e., sociocognitive-transforma-

tive approach). Sociocognitive approach and transformative

learning were integrated via grounded theory by conceptu-

ally linking the individual categories and by identifying

which theories can accommodate these categories from a

constructivist perspective.

To ensure the theoretical robustness of the model,

advanced coding and theoretical integration were under-

taken. Its aim was to combine codes from various theories

to create a metatheory which provides a fuller picture of L2

pedagogy. During this phase, codes from existing theories

(e.g., interlanguage theory and schema theory) were drawn

to add explanatory power to the final model by situating it

in relation to other theoretical body of knowledge (Birks

and Mills 2011). This phase began with the review of the

Table 1 Data obtained from coding and analysis

Subcategories Individual categories Core category

1. Alternative assessment Differentiation Constructivism:

sociocognitive-

transformative
2. Assessment for learning Contextualization

3. Authenticity Spiral progression

4. Cognitive factors in language learning Collaboration

5. Communicative competence ICT integration

6. Computer-assisted language learning Process orientation

7. Computer-mediated communication Reflective learning

8. Critical pedagogy Visual enhancement

9. Form-focused instruction Macro skills integration

10. Form-meaning connection Grammar and vocabulary integration

11. Grammar Form-meaning connection

12. Illustrations and graphics Multi-componential assessment

13. Individual differences Twenty-first Century learning

14. Input

15. Interaction

16. Intercultural competence

17. Language and culture

18. Language macro skills

19. Layout and design

20. Learner factors in language learning

21. Learning variability

22. Lifelong learning

23. Metacognition

24. Multiliteracies

25. Multiple intelligences

26. Peer assessment

27. Scaffolding

28. Schema

29. Self-assessment

30. Social factors in language learning

31. Teacher-based assessment

32. Teaching strategies, methods, and approaches

33. Traditional assessment

34. Vocabulary
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extant literature on current and established theories. After

identifying this theoretical body of knowledge, codes were

drawn from these theories during theoretical integration

phase. Some of these codes are as follows: (1) differenti-

ation from multiple intelligence theory (Gardner 1983); (2)

form-meaning connection from connectionism (Ellis

1998); (3) collaboration from interactionist theory (Pica

1994); (4) input from interlanguage theory (Selinker 1972)

and input processing theory (VanPatten 2007); (5) spiral

progression from processability theory (Pienemann 1998);

(6) macro skills integration from skill-building theory

(DeKeyser 1998); (7) contextualization from sociocultural

theory (Lantolf and Pavlenko 1995); (8) input from genre

theory (Halliday 1994); (9) communicative competence

from speech act theory (Austin 1962); and (10) diagnostic

task from schema theory (Nassaji 2002; Rumelhart 1980).

Through all of these progressive interplays of coding, ana-

lysis, and integration, the development of a sociocognitive-

transformative materials design model was realized.

Researcher-Validators’ Model Evaluation

The model was subjected to validation from a researcher’s

perspective to determine the theoretical robustness of the

model. As can be seen in Table 2, the findings revealed that

the model was theoretically sound and adhered to the

sociocognitive-transformative tenets (4.47), was coherent

(4.33), applicable and usable (4.47), and clear and appealing

(4.16). However, the model posted the lowest rating in clarity

and appearance more particularly the lines and arrows that

show the relationship between and among the elements. For

example, there was no arrow in the lower section of the

model that would show the interaction between the intended

goal and actual outcome of the teaching–learning process.

With this comment, arrows and lines were added to clearly

show the relationship between the intended goal and actual

outcome and the cyclical nature of the model. Other elements

were also repositioned such as the vocabulary and grammar.

As for the level of agreement among evaluators, results

revealed that they moderately agreed (0.419), a level con-

sidered to be acceptable (Yen et al. 2013).

Aside from the quantitative rating provided by the

researcher-validators, they also offered some qualitative

comments about the strengths and points for improvement

of model. As to the strengths of the developed model, all

validators agreed that it is comprehensive, integrates so-

ciocognitive approach and transformative learning, and

incorporates current pedagogical concepts in L2 pedagogy

and materials development. However, the validators poin-

ted out some areas for improvement. For example, one

validator commented that ‘‘At first glance, the model is

quite loaded with too many elements such that compre-

hension can be difficult.’’ She then suggested that some

elements be consolidated such as authenticity and contex-

tualization. Other comments from the validators revolved

around the explanation of the model and its elements par-

ticularly the meaning of broken lines, learning goal, mul-

tiliteracy, and spiral progression. From this feedback, some

elements of the model were subsumed to other elements.

Description of the model was also expounded to clarify the

pedagogical concepts stated therein.

Practitioner-Validators’ Model Evaluation

The findings from the interview revealed that practitioner-

validators are all aware of and agree with the theories,

principles, and teaching processes advocated by the model.

However, they vary in their level of awareness on and ways

of applying the said theories, principles, and teaching

processes in their respective language classrooms. They

also vary in their teaching goal and principles in selecting

and administering tasks.

At the theoretical level, all practitioner-validators appear

to adhere to constructivism which is the foundation of the

developed model. As to their goal in language teaching,

three of the validators declared that they teach language to

make learners proficient in language both in function and

form, socially aware, and functional members of the

community. The other two mainly focused on developing

learners’ communicative ability. However, this should not

be construed that these two do not adhere to the principles

of sociocognitive-transformative approach. In fact, in their

response to whether they are aware of, agree with, and

apply transformative learning, they responded that they are

partially aware, agree, and partially practice transformative

learning. Findings also revealed that the validators are

aware of and agree with the integration of twenty-first

century literacy in their classes. However, only three val-

idators apply the concept.

As regards the model’s pedagogical principles, findings

revealed that all validators agree with all the principles

advanced by the model. However, not all of them have the

same level of awareness in all of these principles. For

example, validator 4 is partially aware of critical pedagogy

and reflective learning, while validators 1 and 3 are par-

tially aware of critical pedagogy and spiral progression,

Table 2 Results of researcher-validators’ model evaluation

No. of items Indicators Mean SD j

24 Content and pedagogy 4.47 .57 .40

6 Coherence 4.33 .66 .37

6 Applicability and usability 4.47 .52 .47

5 Clarity and appearance 4.16 .52 .52

41 Overall rating 4.41 .57 .42
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respectively. Differences among the response of validators

are more prominent in their level of application of the said

principles. For instance, only two validators apply spiral

progression. The same variation exists as regards the

application of critical pedagogy, wherein only three vali-

dators apply the concept. As regards contextualization and

process orientation, validators 2 and 4 apply the said

concepts partially, respectively. Unfortunately, almost all

of the respondents partially apply the concept of ICT

integration, while all of them partially apply the concept of

reflective learning and differentiation. Nonetheless, all of

them apply the concept of collaboration.

As regards the teaching processes, all validators claimed

that they are aware of, agree to, and apply the integration of

all macro skills and the integration of vocabulary and

grammar. For example, validators 1 and 3 considered the

integration of macro skills as a natural feature of any com-

municative activity, while validator 2 argued that it would be

impossible not to integrate these skills. Validator 1 further

pointed out that the activities in school should be aligned

with what happens in real life. As regards the integration of

vocabulary and grammar to macro skills, validators 2, 3, and

4 claimed that they integrate grammar and vocabulary more

implicitly than explicitly. Validator 1, on the one hand,

generally teaches grammar and vocabulary more explicitly

especially when teaching reading. In terms of administering

pretasks, validators 1, 2, 4, and 5 explicitly stated that they

allow the learners to perform this activity to make learners

more engaged, to activate their schema, and to diagnose their

weaknesses. Validator 3, on the one hand, specified that her

main purpose in doing a pretask is to focus the learners, to

invite them to participate, and to encourage them to do

independent thinking. With reference to self-assessment, all

of the validators claimed that they are aware of the concept

and that they agree to use it immediately after a pretask. For

example, validator 5 expressed that self-assessment after a

pretask which helps learners identify their own weaknesses

and better understand themselves. Unfortunately, all of the

validators confessed that they seldom provide learners the

opportunities to assess themselves immediately after a pre-

task because, as validator 4 claimed, he felt that self-

assessment should only be done at the end of the lesson. Even

if the validators do not completely practice self-assessment

particularly at the beginning part of the lesson, they seem to

be aware of, agree to, and practice peer and teacher-based

assessment. Furthermore, the validators reported utilizing

both traditional and alternative forms of assessment which,

according to them, will provide them a full picture of the

progress and skills of learners.

The last part of the interview revolved around the val-

idators’ impressions of the developed model. Generally,

the validators considered the model well structured, easy to

process, comprehensive, and appealing. They were also in

unison that the model is flexible enough to allow teacher’s

creativity, can be translated into learning materials, is

simple and comprehensible, and does not conflict with their

own embedded teaching framework and other existing

teaching frameworks. More specifically, validators 1 and 5

appreciated the inclusion of multiliteracy and integration of

macro skills, respectively. As to the weaknesses of the

model, they pointed out that lines and arrows be improved

and that macro skills be repositioned to avoid confusion.

Validators 1, 2, and 4 also suggested that vocabulary and

grammar be transferred to the shaded area indicating that

they are subsumed under macro skills. Finally, validator 3

suggested that representing (i.e., ability to communicate

ideas visually through a variety of media) be included as

one of the macro skills. From these suggestions, the fol-

lowing revisions were undertaken: (1) the lines and arrows

were re-aligned; (2) vocabulary and grammar were trans-

ferred to the inner circle; (3) macro skills were repositioned

for readability purpose; and (4) representing was included.

Materials Evaluation

After evaluating the learning material, all of the ten vali-

dators generally agree that the elements of and principles

underlying the developed model have been incorporated to

this material. However, from all of the descriptors, the

material posted the lowest rating in item 5 (The material

reflects all of the components of communicative compe-

tence with due consideration on pragmatic competence)

and item 13 (The material takes into account the concept of

differentiation). Though this score did not indicate a non-

compliance with the model, such findings prompt me to

make these two concepts more explicit in the material

through self-assessment and exposure to naturalistic form

of language that emphasizes the pragmatic components of

language, respectively. As regards the validators’ level of

agreement, the findings show that their overall agreement

was moderate (0.426) (Table 3).

Aside from the quantitative rating provided by the val-

idators, they also offered some qualitative comments on the

sample material. According to them, the material used

varied and ample activities (validators 2, 3, 4, and 8). They

also expressed that the material was comprehensive (vali-

dators 2 and 10), was well thought off (validators 2, 5, and

Table 3 Results of materials evaluation

No. of items Indicators Mean SD j

26 Content and pedagogy 4.46 .64 .42

6 Coherence 4.42 .75 .39

5 Applicability and usability 4.56 .54 .46

37 Overall rating 4.48 .64 .43

Sociocognitive-Transformative Instructional Materials Design Model 291

123



8), specified the objectives (validator 4), and took into

account Philippine issues (validators 1, 2, and 3), Filipino

values (validator 8), and various learning contexts (vali-

dator 5). The material also allowed the transfer of learning

to real-life experiences (validator 7), used clear and

effective assessment (validators 8, 9, and 10), and addres-

sed the individual differences of the learners (validators 2

and 8). However, two of the validators pointed out that

differentiation was not clearly pronounced and that there

was a lack of tasks targeting the development of pragmatic

competence.

Discussion

This study described the development and validation of a

sociocognitive-transformative materials design model. I

conducted a three-pronged validation approach to deter-

mine the robustness of the developed model. From the

findings, the model shows robustness from both theoretical

and practical perspectives.

Robustness of the Model

Overall, the findings confirmed the theoretical robustness of a

sociocognitive-transformative materials design model. In

particular, researcher-validators all agreed that the model is

theoretically sound and that it does not contradict any estab-

lished and current theories and principles inL2pedagogy.One

viable explanation why researcher-validators find the model

theoretically sound is because all its elements were borne out

of the review of extant literature and studies in the field of

applied linguistics and L2 pedagogy. However, the findings

revealed that themodel obtained a relatively lower score in the

integration of spiral progression, consideration to social

realities and psycholinguistic abilities of the learners, and

variety of tasks. The validation revealed aswell that themodel

needs to be improved as regards its clarity and appearance

more particularly the relationship and linking of all the ele-

ments as indicated by the graphics and lines used in themodel.

Such a problem could be attributed to the fact that relating and

integrating all the elements of a grounded theory model is the

most difficult part of the model building process (Birks and

Mills 2011). Nevertheless, the model was revised to address

these comments.

Similarly, the model appeared to be practically viable

based on the practitioner-validators’ agreement in all of the

elements of the model. In terms of applying the principles

and teaching processes in their respective classrooms, these

experienced practitioner-validators are faithful to imple-

menting collaborative learning in their classrooms. This

finding concurs with Dobao (2012) when she postulated that

pair and group activities are two of the most common

practices in a communicative classroom. Whether the rea-

son for implementing it emanates from teacher’s preference

or learners’ preference, what matters is that such an

approach is being practiced to facilitate learning. While all

the practitioner-validators apply collaboration, all of them

partially apply differentiation, reflective learning, and

diagnostic self-assessment. It appears that integrating dif-

ferentiation is not only challenging in the preparation and

utilization of learning materials but also in the actual

classroom teaching. This could have resulted from the

practitioner-validators’ lack of information to differentiate

(i.e., to address the different needs and learning styles of

learners) of in their respective classrooms. This is because

they failed to allow learners to do self-assessment at the

beginning of the lesson which could have been their basis

for pedagogical planning and instruction (Tomlinson 1999).

As regards reflective learning, the practitioner-validators’

failure to implement it may have stemmed from learners’

inability to do deep reflection (Hatton and Smith 1995),

thereby making reflective tasks unsuccessful (Moon 2004).

Finally, the results of the evaluation confirmed that all of

the elements and principles infused in the model are

translatable into learning materials. Though a moderate

agreement is acceptable (Yen et al. 2013), it was expected

that a strong agreement would be obtained because of the

similarities between the profiles of the two groups of val-

idators. Such a variance could be attributed to some

extraneous factors which are beyond the control of the

researcher such as the raters’ interpretation of specific

rating levels (i.e., raters who assigned to a great extent to a

descriptor may have different interpretation of what to a

great extent means). Variations in the raters’ interpretation

may also have been a result of the differences in the the-

oretical orientation and research interest/experience of the

researcher-validators and embedded teaching framework

and teaching philosophies of the practitioner-validators.

Personality type of the raters may have contributed as well

to the differences (Church 1997; Fleenor et al. 1996).

Of all the indicators in the materials evaluation, the

material obtained the lowest score in item 5 (reflects all of

the components of communicative competence with due

consideration on pragmatic competence). This partially

supports the observation of Roberts and Cooke (2009), Dat

(2008), and Trosborg (1995) that pragmatic components

tend to receive the least attention in many ELT materials.

This phenomenon may be attributed to the fact that prag-

matic competence is more challenging to teach and incul-

cate among learners because it is generally embedded and

less observable. The same is true for the material’s ability to

take into account the concept of differentiation. This finding

may somehow support the contention of Maley (1998) that,

in many cases, developed materials particularly textbooks

tend to treat learning classrooms as if they are generally the
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same, which is contrary to reality that learners, teachers,

learning classrooms are unique in their own rights. Since

differentiation is highly dependent on the learners’ profile in

a specific classroom context and their response to the

activities, the material may lack variety of content and tasks

that would cater for various types of learners and allow

scaffolding, shared responsibility, and learners’ ownership

of learning events as what Applebee (1986) suggested.

Nevertheless, these findings do not suggest that differenti-

ation and due consideration to pragmatic competence can-

not be integrated to learning materials.

Conclusion

As can be seen in Fig. 2, the goal of the model is to produce

twenty-first century and communicatively competent life-

long learners who could survive in today’s highly globalized

economy (Pacific Policy Research Center 2010) and secure

social futures (Tan and Guo 2013). To achieve these goals,

the model was anchored on sociocognitive approach

(Atkinson 2002) and transformative learning (Mezirow

1978, 1991, 2000, 2009). The model was also guided by

current and established pedagogical principles (i.e., critical

pedagogy, differentiation, process orientation, contextual-

ization, collaboration, spiral progression, reflective learning,

ICT integration, and visual enhancement) and concepts (i.e.,

twenty-first century skills and themes) that should hopefully

be translated into specific teaching processes thereby

bridging theory and practice. It should be noted, however,

that not all codes from Table 1 were included in the model

because the subcategories obtained from initial coding were

conceptually linked via axial coding (Strauss and Corbin

1990) to generate individual categories.

To make the goals more measurable and observable,

they need to be translated into short-term learning

LEARNING GOAL
21st century and communicatively competent lifelong learners

Diagnostic Task

Self-Assessment

Input

Tasks

Assessment

FormMeaning

LEARNING OUTCOME
21st century and communicatively competent lifelong learners

Objectives

Fig. 2 Sociocognitive-

transformative materials design

model
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objectives which incorporate twenty-first century skills,

reflection, and application of target language skills in social

contexts for self- and social transformation. After speci-

fying the learning objectives, learners perform a diagnostic

task in groups to allow collaboration, interaction, and

scaffolding. Essentially, this task aims to diagnose the

weaknesses of learners, engage them, and activate their

background knowledge. To ensure a positive washback

effect, a diagnostic task has to be reflective of all the

specified learning objectives of a particular lesson. Align-

ing a diagnostic task with the set objectives would also

facilitate the learners’ completion of a self-assessment

rubric which is administered immediately after the said

task. Similar to diagnostic task, the indicators in the self-

assessment are directly aligned with the set of objectives.

On top of the self-assessment, learners can also be engaged

in a misconception analysis where they talk about their

misconceptions, assumptions, preconceived notions, con-

ceptual misunderstanding, and non-scientific beliefs

(Fisher and Frey 2007). Both the self-assessment and

misconception analysis provide learners the opportunities

to monitor and regulate their own learning, as well as to

redirect teachers on what and how input will be provided.

When providing and processing input, several points

should be kept in mind. First, input should be aligned with

learners’ social realities, psycholinguistic ability, prefer-

ences, and style. Second, it should adhere to form-meaning

connection (Ellis 2005; VanPatten 1996, 2007) to facilitate

comprehension and noticing and eventually acquisition.

Third, it should be as authentic as possible. Fourth, it should

be adopted from various forms of media (i.e., video, print,

and online) to facilitate the development of learners’ media,

visual, and information literacy. Fifth, input should present

the culture of learners and of others for them to acquire

social awareness and intercultural competence. Sixth, input

should be aligned with twenty-first century themes [i.e.,

civic literacy, global awareness, financial literacy, health

literacy, and environmental literacy (Partnership for

Twenty-first Century Skills 2009; Pacific Policy Research

Center 2010)]. Finally, input should be aligned with the

personal and social experiences of learners so that they can

find meaning and relevance to the information provided to

them. Apart from the verbal information, illustrations, and

typography of materials need to be enhanced as well to

facilitate noticing (Sharwood Smith 1991) and text com-

prehension (Carney and Levin 2002; Fang 1996). This

contention is anchored on dual coding theory which states

that information is stored in either verbal or visual system

which is considered independent, but interconnected with

additive effects when processing information (Paivio 1986).

The majority of activities should be devoted to tasks that

are interactive, collaborative, authentic, contextualized,

project-based, and community based. They should also

emphasize social participation to foster co-operation

between and among learners, teachers, administrators, and

the community, in general, thereby promoting social and

self-transformation. Similar to input, tasks should be within

the sphere of realities, psycholinguistic ability, and inter-

ests of the learners for them to find meaning to these tasks.

Finally, tasks should adhere to the principle of process

pedagogy, form-meaning-connection, and ICT integration.

Incontrovertibly, all tasks require assessment. As one of

the tenets of the model, multi-componential, multi-pronged

assessment needs to be integrated into the entire teaching–

learning process. By multi-componential and multi-pronged

assessment, we mean the inclusion of self-, peer, and tea-

cher assessment, traditional and alternative assessment, and

summative and formative assessment with more emphasis

on formative assessment. Through this integrative assess-

ment, a wide range of information can be obtained from

different perspectives which make the results more valid

and reliable. Along with these various forms of assessment,

learners need to be engaged in reflection. At this stage,

learners are given opportunities to reflect and assess them-

selves on whether they have achieved the target learning

objectives or not and to further promote language learning

(Yoon and Lee 2013). Moreover, as concluded by Lam

(2013), self-assessment improves self-regulation and

learners’ performance in internal school tests. With all of

these assessments combined, teachers would be informed

on how they will revisit some aspects of the lesson and how

they will adjust their instruction. In this way, learning

becomes cyclical rather than linear.

Potential Uses of the Model

The findings obtained from the development and validation

of a sociocognitive-transformative materials design model

can be useful for both practitioners (i.e., publishers,

material developers, curriculum developers, and teachers)

and researchers. First, publishers and material developers

can use the model for determining their current practices

which may not be in line with sound theories and principles

in L2 pedagogy. They can also use the model in resolving

pedagogical and design problems and in developing prin-

ciple-based learning materials.

Similar to the manner in which material developers and

publishers can use the model, teachers can adopt the model

in preparing their own learning materials. In this way,

contextualization, differentiation, and timeliness of mate-

rials would be better facilitated (Howard and Major 2004).

The non-prescriptivist stance of the model would also

promote flexibility and creativity among teachers so as not

to create a culture of dependency. Also, such flexibility

would allow the power to reside among the practitioners to

develop classroom-oriented theories of practice
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(Kumaravadivelu 1994). It should be noted as well that the

use of the model is not delimited to materials preparation

alone; it can also serve as a resource for teachers to revisit

their current teaching beliefs and practices and reflect on

how they can improve their craft as a facilitator of learning

(Schon 1987), as well as in evaluating and selecting

coursebooks for classroom use. Lastly, curriculum devel-

opers can use the model in revisiting the current English

curriculum employed in their respective territories.

Finally, researchers can explore the effectiveness of

each element of the model in achieving the set learning

goal and the applicability of these elements to ELT mate-

rials and classroom setting. They can also conduct an in-

depth investigation of the current beliefs and practices of

teachers in relation to the principles advocated by the

model. Lastly, researchers from the Asia Pacific region can

test the effectiveness and suitability of the model in their

own respective territories.

A Final Note

The primary objective of this study was to develop and

validate a materials design model from a sociocognitive-

transformative perspective. Using an exploratory-inter-

pretative design anchored on grounded theory, the findings

revealed that model has demonstrated theoretical and

practical robustness. However, this paper does not assert

the effectiveness of the model because of the predictive

nature of the evaluation. The development and validation

of the model also confirms the possibility of integrating

current and relevant pedagogical concepts without con-

tradicting one another and without contradicting other

established L2 pedagogical frameworks.

In view of the conclusions drawn, it is recommended

that more follow-up empirical studies would be conducted

which focus on its implementation in institutionalized

educational settings (i.e., schools and educational pub-

lishing). It is also recommended that the follow-up studies

take into consideration the perspective of the learners and

explore the impact of the model on learning. Since the

developed material used to test the viability of the model

was limited to reading and writing, it is necessary to further

validate the model using other forms of learning materials

dealing with various skills and topics.
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