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3a paMmKamMmm oOLeHUA B Knacce: BHEKNTacCHble
npodeccnoHanbHO-KOMMYHUKATUBHbIE 3a4a4uun
npenopaBsaTesnid MHOCTPaAHHOro fAsbika B Poccuun, Kutae,
UHaoHe3nn, Bennkoo6putanum n CLUA

A. A. KOPEHEB, A. M. I'YNOB, M. N. KACATKWH

AHHOTALUA

BeedeHue. TpeboBaHMsA K MPO3pPaYyHOCTM U MOAOTYETHOCTM B MegarormyeckoM 06pasoBaHuMM AMKTYOT HEOOXOAMMOCTb
B S3bIKOBbIX NPOrpaMMax W OLeHWBAHUW, OCHOBAHHbIX Ha 3MMUPUYECKMX AaHHbIX. CyLllecTBylOLME CUCTEMbl S3bIKOBOIO
OLEHMBaHWA yuuTene W npenopasBaTenelt 4acTo He oOTpaxalT crneuuduyeckne KOMMYHUKATUBHble MoTpebHoCTU
npenofasaTenen aHrmMnUCKoro s3blka B WUCMONb30BaHWM A3blka 3a npegenaMv ayautopHoro obuieHus. Heobxogumbl
aMNUpuyeckne daHHble Ans pas3paboTku Oornee 3PEPEKTUBHBLIX MPOrpaMm S3bIKOBOW MNOATOTOBKU OyayLUMX yyutenem u
npenogasaTenen aHrmMNnCcKoro sA3bika (a. s1.), CTY4EHTOB NMHIBOAMAAKTUYECKUX NPOUNEN NOATOTOBKN.

Llenb uccrnedosaHusi COCTOMT B BbISIBMEHUM W KnaccuUKauMM KOMMYHMKATMBHBIX 3ada4v, C KOTOPbIMWU CTarnkvBalTcs
npenogaeaTeny a. . 3a npegenamMmu ayautopun B pasnimnyHbiX HaLMOHANbHO-KYIBTYPHbIX KOHTEKCTaX.

Mamepuanbl u Memodbi uccnedoeaHusi. B aHkeTvpoBaHuM NpuHAno ydyactve 1288 yuutenel u npenogaeatenei a. . B
Poccun, Kutae, NHgoHesnun, Benukobputanum n CLUA. AHkeTa cogepkana BOnpochl 0 NpodeccnoHanbHoOM OnbiTe yumTenen,
npodeccnoHanbHbIX 3agadax, BbIMOMHAEMbIX BHE KMacca Ha aHrMUMCKOM SA3blKe, U MHEHUSIX O BaXKHEWLUMX KOMMOHEHTax
noaroToBKy ByAyLLMX yYuTenen u npenogasarenen a. s.

Pe3synbmamel. Bbina BbisiBNEHa BbICOKasi YaCTOTHOCTb YTEHWUSI KHUF/MCCredoBaHUA MO METOAMKE MpernopaBaHust sisblka Ha
aHrnunckom (95% B Poccun, 93% B Kutae/Benukobputanum, 84% B NHaoHesun, 78% B CLUA) 1 oLeHMBaHUSI TUCbMEHHBIX paboT
ctygeHToB (95% B Kutae, 97% B WHooHe3un, 95% B Benukobputanum, 93% B CLUA, 82% B Poccun). PaspaboTka 3agaHuii/
TectoB 6bina yactoTHbIM oTBeTOM B Benukobputanum (95%) n CLUA (98%), B TO BpeMs Kak KOHCYNbTUpOBaHWE CTyAeHToB/
npegocrtaeneHve obpartHon ceasm npesbicuno 90% B MHOoHe3un, Kutae, Benukobputanum n CLUA, pocturHyB 74% B Poccuu.
Pednekcusa 6bina otmeveHa 91% pecnongeHToB B Kutae, 80% B CLUA 1 72% B NHAOHE3NW. HanucaHve anekTpoHHbIX NUcem
rokasano pasHble pesyneratbl: 89% B Kutae, 88% B CLUA 1 84% B BenukobputaHum, no cpaBHeHWo ¢ 69% B NHgoHe3nn n 68%
B Poccun. MprmeyatenbHo, YTO OLEHMBAHUE MUCbMEHHbIX PaboT Obifo BbiOpaHo 75% pecrnoHAEHTOB B Ka4YecTBE KIHOYEeBOro
yMeHusi ons Oyoylimx npenogaBaTeneinl, YTo yKasblBaeT Ha OLlyliaemyto NoTpeBHOCTb BO BKMHOYEHWM €70 B CoaepxaHue
npodpeccrmoHanbHoON NOAroToBKM ByAyLUMX yYnTenen n npenogasaTenen a. 5.

3aknroyeHue. ViccrnenoBaHve BbISIBISIET KMHOYEBbIE 00MacTM UCMONb30BaHUSI si3blka BHE Kracca, BKMYas MOAAEpXKKY
o0byyeHus, npodeccuoHanbLHoe pa3BuTue, paspaboTky maTepuanoB 06yYEHUs] U OLEHMBaHWS, a Takke aAMUHUCTPaTUBHbIE
3adaun. [aHHble obnactu BaxkHbl OJ1S LieneHanpaBrieHHON MnoarotoBky Oyaywimx npenogaBatenei a. si., pas3paboTku
obpa3zoBaTenbHbIX NPoOrpamMm U MOAFOTOBKM CTYAEHTOB FNUHrBOAMAAKTUYECKUX nNpodunent k Gonee addekTuBHOMY U
€CTeCTBEHHOMY UCMOSb30BaHMIO A3blka B MPOdEeCCHMOoHanbHbIX LEMAX 3a npegenaMm knacca.
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Beyond Classroom Language: Language Teacher’s
Communicative Tasks Outside the Classroom
in Russia, China, Indonesia, the US and the UK

A.A. KORENEV, A. P. GULOV, P. I. KASATKIN

ABSTRACT

Introduction. Demands for transparency and accountability in teacher education necessitate empirically-based language
programs and assessments. Existing teacher assessments often fail to reflect the specific language use needs of English
language teachers (ELTs) outside of classroom language, an increasingly crucial area due to English-medium instruction.
Empirical evidence is needed to design more effective language training programmes for ELTs.

Aim. This study aims to identify and categorize the communicative tasks ELTs encounter outside the classroom across
diverse international contexts.

Research Methods. A survey was administered to 1288 ELTs in Russia, China, Indonesia, the UK, and the USA, utilizing
convenience and purposive sampling. The questionnaire explored teachers' professional backgrounds, outside-classroom
professional tasks performed in English, and opinions on essential training components for pre-service teachers.

Results. High engagement was found in reading books/research on language teaching (95% in Russia, 93% in China/
UK, 84% in Indonesia, 78% in US) and assessing students’ written work (95% in China, 97% in Indonesia, 95% in UK,
93% in US, 82% in Russia). Developing tasks/tests was prevalent in the UK (95%) and US (98%), while advising students/
providing feedback exceeded 90% in Indonesia, China, UK, and US, reaching 74% in Russia. Reflection on teaching
methods was rated by 91% in China, 80% in the US, and 72% in Indonesia. Email communication varied, with 89% in
China, 88% in US, and 84% in UK compared to 69% in Indonesia and 68% in Russia. Notably, assessing writing was
chosen by 75% of respondents as a key skill for future teachers, indicating a perceived need for specific training.

Implications. The study identifies key areas, including supporting learning, professional development, developing
materials and administrative tasks, for targeted teacher training, informing curriculum development and promoting more
effective, natural language use in ELTs' professional lives beyond the classroom.
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INTRODUCTION

The origins of this paper lie in the need to design empirically based language education programs
and assessments for trainee ELTs. In accordance with UNESCO principles of transparency and
accountability in education [1], teacher education is currently facing a new public demand for more
transparency and accountability. Some researchers have raised valid concerns about the outcomes
and practices of teacher education, calling it an ‘institutional crisis’ [2]. When it comes to further
professional training and development of ELTs, existing research shows that participation in such
programs is often minimal or limited to consulting online courses or watching educational videos [3].
The quality of education, in accordance with national standards, can be guaranteed through a valid
and reliable system of assessment whose construct is based on the communicative tasks language
teachers are likely to encounter during their professional careers [4].

There are a number of national (e.g., in Germany) or regional (e.g., in Spain and Japan)
examinations to prove sufficient qualification of future language teachers in an increasing number
of countries. Other governments, in turn, have designed their own assessments for teachers (e.g.,
the LPATE in Hong Kong) or used existing proficiency tests to assess trainee and in-service teachers’
language proficiency. Among these are the Test for English Majors Grade 8 in China, the National
Diploma in English in Pakistan, the State Staff Language Proficiency Exam in Turkey, IELTS in Oman,
TOEFL in Mexico, and the Cambridge Placement Test in Malaysia. In Russia, the Unified State Exam
is often used to assess in-service language teachers. Nevertheless, this assessment was originally
designed for a completely different purpose and does not reflect the language teacher’s target
language use domain. In fact, if a specialized assessment for teachers were to exist, it would need
to be based on a grounded description of the language teachers’ target language use domain (TLU),
which is also only partly available. Therefore, it is imperative to undertake further studies to describe
professional communication of language teachers both inside and outside their classrooms. The
urgency of this study also lies in the increasing number of academic programs that use English as a
medium of instruction [26], in which teachers of other subjects [5] need to develop and demonstrate
professional communicative English language skills [6].

Concerns regarding ELTs' professional communicative skills are well-documented. Butler highlights
anxieties over the language proficiency of Asian EFL teachers following the introduction of English
into primary school curricula, leading to an increase in teachers with limited proficiency [7]. Olivier
(2002) concluded that Namibian trainee teachers required "special language skills to perform
adequately in an academic situation” [8]. Llewellyn-Williams proposes strategies for maintaining
in-service teachers' language skills, balancing methodological development with language skill
reactivation [9]. While focused on the UK, similar issues likely affect EFL teachers globally [10].
Cetinavci and Yavuz [11: 29] note the ongoing global debate regarding the required proficiency level
of language teachers. For instance, a 2015 test in Thailand revealed that 94% of secondary school
English teachers failed to achieve the expected B2 level, with A2 being more prevalent [12]. Research
indicates a disconnect between general proficiency tests and assessments tailored for language
teachers. Elder argues that prevalent academic proficiency tests (IELTS, TOEFL, TOEIC, etc.) lack
tasks reflecting the specific language use needs of teachers, such as error correction, elicitation,
reformulation, and feedback [13]. Despite the extensive research and materials available in English
for Specific Purposes (ESP) for areas like Business and Law, publications focusing on "English for
Teachers" as an ESP area are limited.

Studies on ‘classroom language’ [14] detail the specific characteristics of educational and
classroom discourse [15]. Analysis of this research reveals a trend: speaking is the most studied
teacher language skill, while listening, reading, and writing receive less attention. This paper adopts
Walsh’s concept of each language lesson as a series of micro-contexts jointly constructed by teachers
and students through interaction [16]. Walsh builds upon this by introducing ‘classroom interactional
competence,’ defined as ‘teachers’ and learners’ ability to use interaction as a tool for mediating and
assisting learning’ [16: 132].

Practical Classroom English [17] was long the only coursebook specifically addressing teachers’
English. Notably, it originated from a handout, ‘Some Useful Classroom English Phrases,” given

12



to trainee ELTs in Finland in 1975, indicating that the concept of professional language training

for these teachers emerged from the EFL context. The textbook provides a comprehensive list of
classroom English phrases with exercises, organized into six units with 4-7 sections each. These
sections cover common classroom situations, phrases for encouraging student involvement,
classroom management from a learning environment perspective, phrases for textbook and reading
activities, and management of speaking and reading activities. It also considers language needs for
technology-based activities.

The ELTeach project proposed ‘English-for-Teaching’ as a form of ESP [18]. They argue that the
ELT classroom uniquely uses the target language as both the subject and medium of instruction.
Therefore, a teacher's "command of English" encompasses both language knowledge and the
ability to use it appropriately in the classroom. The ELTeach approach divides teachers' professional
language use into lesson preparation and enactment. These are further categorized into specific
language skills needed for professional tasks (e.g., reading guidelines, preparing materials,
listening to students). Finally, they analyze the national curricula underlying common teaching
practices in ESL contexts.

Language teachers' professional writing skills have received less attention, often being grouped
with general English for Academic Purposes (EAP) genres for English majors, encompassing tasks like
providing feedback. Some research focuses on assessment design and literacy as outside-classroom
professional tasks [19]. The ‘Language Teachers’ Target Language’ project [20] made a significant
attempt to describe language teachers' TLU, resulting in publications on professional listening [21]
and mediation skills [22].

Considering the aforementioned research, studies on ELTs' language use within the classroom exist
[23], but studies focusing on outside-classroom language use are lacking. Therefore, this study poses
the following research questions:

1. What communicative tasks do ELTs encounter outside their classrooms?
2. What are the most and least frequent tasks?
3. Are there country-specific variations in these tasks?

The research design and questions are based on existing needs analysis methods in teaching
language for specific purposes [24].

MATERIALS AND METHODS

To address the research questions, the survey first needed relevant language functions. The
research team initially formulated over 25 functions but consolidated some into single questionnaire
items to improve respondent experience. The questionnaire was piloted with 20 lecturers and
professors from Moscow State University and 20 instructors and lecturers from Piatrovsky Briansk
State University. The pilot group found no questions superfluous and did not consistently suggest
additional functions in the "other" section, so the original questionnaire was retained. Google Forms
and Survey Monkey were used to distribute the questionnaire to participants.

A combination of convenience and purposive sampling [25] was then used to reach EFL teachers.
In total, 1288 teachers were surveyed across five countries: Russia (701), Indonesia (286), China
(174), the UK (85), and the USA (41). In Russia, the online forms were distributed via the National
Association of Teachers of English in Russia (NATE), accompanied by a letter from its president, Prof.
S.G. Ter-Minasova, explaining the research purpose and anticipated use of the results. In China,
Indonesia, and the US, EF Education First, a research partner, facilitated form distribution. In the UK,
responses were gathered through EF and, for the pilot study, from Southampton Solent University.

The questionnaire comprised four parts, each presenting a question with multiple-choice answers.
Respondents were instructed to select all options that applied to their teaching experience.
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Where have you taught English? (Q1)

Table 1

Russia (701) China (174) | Indonesia (286) UK (86) USA (41)
Private language schools 149 (21%) 164 (94%) 223 (78%) 73 (84%) 38 (93%)
Pre-school 62 (9%) 25 (14%) 33 (12%) 4 (5%) 5(12%)
Primary school 188 (27%) 39 (22%) 67 (23%) 10 (12%) 9 (22%)
Secondary school 386 (55%) 38 (22%) 82 (29%) 26 (30%) 15 (36%)
University 437 (62%) 26 (15%) 43 (15%) 40 (47%) 15 (36%)
Private tutoring 346 (49%) 77 (43%) 149 (52%) 48 (56%) 23 (56%)

The first section of the questionnaire gathered information about the respondents’ professional
background (see Table 1). The second question, "How long have you been teaching English?" (Q2),
provided the following options: less than 2 years; less than 5 years; less than 10 years; 10 years or
more (see Table 2). The final question in this section aimed to identify the CEFR levels at which the
respondents had taught (Q3).

Table 2

Q2: How long have you been teaching English? Q3: Which CEFR levels have you taught?

Russia (701) | China(174) | Indonesia(286) | UK (86) | USA(41)
Q2 How long have you been teaching English?
Less than 2 15 (2%) 40 (23%) 57 (20%) 9 (10%) 6 (15%)
Less than 5 67 (10%) 56 (32%) 82 (28.6%) 19 (22%) 16 (39%)
Less than 10 108 (15%) 54 (31%) 84 (29.3%) 24 (28%) 9 (22%)
10 years or more 511 (73%) 24 (14%) 63 (22%) 34 (40%) 10 (24%)
Q3 Which CEFR levels have you taught?
A1-A2 (Elementary) 544 (78%) 258 (90%) 167 (96%) 79 (92%) 33 (80%)
B1-B2 (Intermediate) 646 (92%) 253 (88%) 156 (90%) 86 (100%) 39 (95%)
C1-C2 (Advanced) 420 (60%) 155 (54%) 104 (60%) 71 (83%) 30 (73%)

The second part of the survey explored the administrative tasks that language teachers have
performed in English (Q4). Respondents were also asked to specify any other functions they had
performed outside the classroom within their organization that were not covered in the survey
(Q6). Finally, the teachers were asked to select the functions that, in their opinion, language
teachers should be trained to complete in English (Q7). We intentionally left out the genres of
academic writing, because despite the pressure to publish internationally in all the countries under
consideration [26], these functions are usually considered within English for Academic Purposes, not
English for specific occupational purposes of language teaching.

Although the study has achieved its aims, some limitations warrant mention. First, the online
questionnaires reached only a specific segment of the teacher population (e.g., those who are ICT-
literate and willing to participate in surveys). Furthermore, respondents from China, Indonesia,
the UK, and the US were approached through EF Education First, implying their affiliation with a
particular corporate culture. The sample sizes also varied across countries and were not proportional
to the total teacher population, making it difficult to generalize the percentage of teachers in each
country who have encountered the selected functions. Nevertheless, the fact that a substantial
number of survey participants reported these tasks suggests their relevance to real job duties.
Finally, the collected data requires further analysis to differentiate tasks based on context (e.g.,

private or public institutions), age, and student level.
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RESULTS

The survey, with over 1200 respondents from five countries, enabled us to create frequency-based
hierarchies of teachers' professional tasks performed outside the classroom.

The majority of Russian respondents work at the secondary school and university levels, with 73%
having over 10 years of teaching experience. Nearly half also engage in private tutoring. Table 3 shows
that Russian teachers primarily use English for reading books/research on language teaching (95%),
developing their own tasks/tests (92%), and assessing students’ written work (82%). Peer induction
for new teachers (36%) and communicating with parents (15%) are the least common tasks.

Most Chinese respondents work for private language schools (94%), with 63% having between
two and ten years of experience. Figure 1 indicates that assessing students’ written work, advising
students, and providing feedback before/after class (95%) are the most frequent. The vast majority
also engage in reading books/research (93%), communicating with management (92%), and
reflecting on teaching methods (91%). Writing letters of reference (51%) and developing/translating
curricula (49%) are the least popular.

The Indonesian sample includes both early-career teachers and those with over 10 years of
experience. Similar to China, assessing written work (97%), advising students/providing feedback
(90%), and reading books/research (84%) are the most common. Writing letters of reference (43%)
and developing/translating curricula (43%) are again the least frequent.

In both the UK and the US, over half the respondents have two to ten years of experience (50%
and 51%, respectively) and mainly work for private language schools at the secondary school and
university levels. The most common function is developing their own tasks/tests (95% and 98%,
respectively), followed by assessing students’ written work (95% and 93%) and advising students/
providing feedback (92% and 95%). Communicating with parents and developing/translating
curricula are the least popular.

Table 3

Q4-5: Have you ever performed any of these tasks IN ENGLISH?

Russia | Indonesia | China | UK US | Overall
(701) (286) (174) | (86) | (41) | (1288)
Reading books/research on language teaching elets Zt 1) &0 <2 (o4
(95%) (84%) (93%) | (93%) | (78%) | (92%)
Assessing students’ written work S 2 loe 2 & Ucs
9 (82%) (97%) (95%) | (95%) | (93%) | (88%)
Developing your own tasks/tests o g2y > 2 ik s
pingy (92%) | (77%) | (88%) | (95%) | (98%)| (88%)
Advising students/providing feedback before/after class/ 519 256 165 79 39 1058
outside the classroom (74%) (90%) (95%) | (92%) | (95%) | (82%)
o . - : 531 221 142 70 33 997
Reading instructions/manuals/administrative documents (76%) (T7%) (82%) | (81%) | (80%) | (77%)
Participating in/delivering at conferences and/or training 511 199 151 61 29 951
sessions (73%) (70%) (87%) | (71%) | (7T1%) | (74%)
- . . . . 480 198 154 72 36 940
Writing emails to students/teaching staff/fadministration (68%) (69%) (89%) | (84%) | (88%) | (73%)
Reflecting in speaking or writing on your teaching meth- 429 205 158 78 33 903
ods and courses/units that you have taught (61%) (72%) (91%) | (91%) | (80%) | (70%)
_— : - . 351 0 160 73 32 832
Communicating with management/administration (55%) 216(76%) (92%) | (85%) | (78%) | (65%)
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437 123 102 55 22 739

Writing letters of reference/support for your students (62%) (43%) (59%) | (64%) | (54%) | (57%)

Developing/translating into English curricula/syllabi/manu- | 376 122 86 45 20 649
als/course descriptions (54%) (43%) (49%) | (52%) | (49%) | (50%)

Peer-induction for new teachers 250 172 140 48 29 639
(36%) (60%) (80%) | (56%) | (71%) | (50%)

104 210 138 40 22 514

Communicating with parents in English (15%) (73%) (79%) | (47%) | (66%) | (40%)

Finally, the answers to the last question revealed greater variation in teachers' opinions on what
trainee language teachers should be taught. Overall, "assessing written work" was the most popular
response, ranking first in China, the UK, and the US, second in Indonesia, and third in Russia.
Participating in training and conferences was considered most important in Russia and Indonesia but
was not among the top three in other countries. Depending on the country, the second most popular
responses were writing comments on written work (the UK and the US), developing tasks and tests
(Russia), and advising students outside the classroom (China). The third most popular functions varied
even more: developing syllabi and materials (ESL-context), writing progress reports and comments
(Indonesia and China), and reading books and research on language teaching and testing (Russia).

Table 4

Which tasks should pre-service language teachers be trained to complete in English?

N=1822 RUS (701) | IND (286) | CHI(174) | UK (86) US (41) | Tot. | Tot. (%)

Assessing written work 545 | 78% | 185 | 65% | 134 | 77% | 72 | 84% | 35 | 85% | 971 75%

Participating/delivering at conferences

LY . 573 | 82% | 195 | 68% 99 |57% | 55 | 64% | 17 | 41% | 939 73%
and/or training sessions

Writing comments to written work (essays,

533 | 76% | 177 | 62% | 118 [ 68% | 70 | 81% | 35 |85% | 933 | 72%
reports etc.)

Developing/fomulating tasks and tests 563 | 80% | 161 | 56% | 98 | 56% | 63 | 73% | 26 | 63% | 911 71%

Advising students, providing feedback

. 509 | 73% | 175 | 61% | 130 | 75% | 63 | 73% | 31 | 76% | 908 70%
before/after class/outside the classroom

REECITE) (eel S EeREE) Ch M MEER 548 | 78% | 147 | 51% | 110 | 63% | 54 | 63% | 31 |76% | 890 | 69%

teaching

Writing progress reports/comments 471 | 67% | 181 | 63% | 123 | 71% | 63 | 73% | 28 | 68% | 866 | 67%
Developing curricula/syllabi/manuals 426 | 61% | 157 | 55% | 90 |52% | 63 | 73% | 32 | 78% | 768 60%
Writing letters of reference/support 456 | 65% | 114 | 40% | 76 |44% | 47 | 55% | 21 | 51% | 714 55%

Writing emails to students/teaching staff/

S . 415 | 59% | 97 | 34% | 93 [ 53% | 45 | 52% | 20 | 49% | 670 52%
administration

Reading instructions/manuals/administra-

. 399 | 57% | 100 | 35% | 74 |43% | 44 | 51% | 21 | 51% | 638 50%
tive documents

Peer-induction for new teachers 315 | 45% | 147 | 51% | 105 | 60% | 44 | 51% | 24 | 59% | 635 49%
icg‘frra"tggz”'ca“”g with management/admin- | o5 | 40, | 137 | 48% | 120 | 69% | 47 | 55% | 24 |59% | 624 | 48%
Communicating with parents 231 | 33% | 188 | 66% | 127 | 73% | 43 | 50% | 23 |56% | 612 | 48%

DISCUSSION

Across all countries, "assessing written work" was a common task, ranking highest in China
(95%), Indonesia (97%), and the UK (95%), and third in the US (93%) and Russia (82%). The
relatively lower percentage in Russia might be due to a larger proportion of preschool teachers in the
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Russian sample. Nevertheless, the prevalence of this task underscores its importance in teachers'
outside-classroom communication. "Advising students/providing feedback before/after class/outside
the classroom" ranked as the third most common communicative task, exceeding 90% positive
responses in Indonesia, China, the UK, and the US, and reaching 74% in Russia. The lower score in
Russia may be linked to the newer adoption of target language feedback in many Russian contexts,
compounded by the high proportion of experienced teachers surveyed (73% with over 10 years

of experience). Previous research consistently emphasizes the importance of feedback in teacher
workload and its impact on student learning [27]. A large body of research focuses on effective
feedback strategies [28]. Nonetheless, the empirical evidence towards the leading role of this
function emphasizes the need for training in pre-service teacher and development of their linguistic
and critical thinking skills for effective feedback.

"Reading books/research on language teaching" was another highly ranked task, with 95% of
Russian teachers selecting it, along with 93% in China and the UK, 84% in Indonesia, and 78%
in the US. A strong connection between teacher professional development and engagement with
research literature is well-established [29]. The need for teachers to be lifelong learners is a
recurring theme [30]. This research quantifies the prevalence across different countries and links it
directly to the concept of "English for professional development," connecting language proficiency
to access to research.

Reflection itself was recognized as significant for teacher development, with 91% of Chinese
teachers, 80% of US respondents, 72% of Indonesian respondents, and nearly two-thirds of
Russian teachers naming it as part of professional communication. It proves that reflective practice
is a cornerstone of many teacher education programs and is considered essential for continuous
improvement [31]. Anecdotal evidence suggests that a lack of experience in reflecting on teaching
in English can contribute to feelings of uncertainty among non-native teachers during training [32].
Participation in conferences and training was also cited by over two-thirds of respondents across all
countries. It was particularly popular in China (87%), which also had the highest score for reflecting
on teaching, suggesting a relationship between the two.

Another task performed in English by over three-quarters of respondents across all contexts was
developing tasks and tests. This ranked highest in the UK (95%) and the US (93%) and second
in Russia (92%). It was also highly ranked in China (88%) and Indonesia (77%). While many
Indonesian and Chinese respondents were teachers in private language schools offering extensive
teaching materials, the continuing need to develop their own tasks and tests underscores the
importance of addressing this skill methodologically (which has been previously discussed [33]) and
linguistically (which may be an important finding of this study given the popularity of this task in
Russia) in teacher training.

Writing emails to students, colleagues, and/or administrators in English was reported by over two-
thirds of respondents in all contexts, but its popularity varied significantly, reaching high levels in
China (89%), the US (88%), and the UK (84%), compared to Indonesia (69%) and Russia (68%),

a difference exceeding 20%. The high prevalence of email usage aligns with research showing the
increasing importance of digital communication in education [34]. One important finding is that the
popularity of this task could correlate with the degree of internationalization of the education system
(Russia also scored lowest on peer induction, communication with parents, and communication with
management in English). It also stresses that professional correspondence units in teacher training
programs could standardize communication between teachers and students (at least linguistically),
while individual teacher-student relationships would continue to influence the degree of formality.

Reading instructions, manuals, and administrative documents in English was another
administrative task. While its high ranking in China (82%), the US (80%), and Indonesia (77%) can
be attributed to the prevalence of English documentation in the international education company
where many respondents worked, the same explanation applies to the UK (81%). The fact that it
also ranked highly in the Russian survey (76%) is noteworthy. Therefore, teacher training programs
should incorporate administrative guides, instructions, and manuals to foster familiarity and enhance
corresponding reading skills using authentic resources.

Another important finding is that while teachers' actual language use exhibits considerable
similarities across contexts, with top functions scoring above 80% overall, there is significantly
more divergence in opinions regarding what future language teachers should be taught. The top
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response, assessing writing, was chosen by 75% of all respondents, notably less than the top
function in questions 4-5, reading books/research, at 92%. Further, the top three responses included
eight different functions across countries. We hypothesize that the perceived importance of learning
goals for future language teachers is influenced by 1) the frequency with which teachers perform a
function and 2) the perceived difficulty in performing it. Assessing writing, therefore, ranks highly in
all contexts. In contrast, reading books and research literature, which was the most popular function
in questions 4-5, ranks only sixth overall and was identified as a top-three teacher development area
only in Russia. On the other hand, participation in training and commenting on students’ writing and
progress rank relatively high, perhaps reflecting institutional requirements and perceived training
gaps. It is also interesting that developing tasks and tests, the most frequent function in the UK and
the US, was only the fourth most popular response overall, primarily due to teachers in Russia and
the UK. This might reflect that teachers in the US, China, and Indonesia, who were using company
materials, design their own tasks and tests less frequently. Conversely, teachers in countries with

a larger proportion of university lecturers chose this as an important area, possibly because they
encounter this task more often and find it more challenging.

The diverse responsibilities of teachers, encompassing peer induction [35], letter writing, and
parent communication [36], demonstrate significant variations across international contexts,
reflecting differing levels of internationalization and cultural norms. While teachers engage in a broad
range of activities, including extracurricular events, international partnerships, and online tool design,
the consistent presence of key communicative tasks across countries suggests the possibility of
developing generalized teacher training solutions, categorized into supporting learning, professional
development, materials development, and administrative tasks (Figure 1), similar to the international
handbook that was designed in 2004 [37]. Further research is needed to delve into the nuances of
these tasks and their implementation across varying contexts.
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CONCLUSION

In summary, this cross-national survey of over 1200 teachers across five countries identified
frequency-based hierarchies of teachers' professional tasks performed outside the classroom. Key
findings reveal that assessing student work, creating materials, reviewing documents, and online
communication are common communicative tasks across contexts, while variations exist in tasks
such as peer induction and parent communication. Notably, there was a greater divergence in
opinions regarding what future language teachers should be taught compared to the tasks they
currently perform. These insights have direct implications for informing teacher training programs,
promoting more effective language use, and highlighting the importance of out-of-classroom
language skills. Further research is needed to explore the nuances of these tasks, genre-specific
needs, and address the gap between current practices and perceptions of necessary training.

This research directly influenced the design of the "English for Teachers of English" course [38],
incorporating units on task design, feedback, extracurricular activities, and workplace communication,
alongside previously researched areas of classroom English.
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