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Abstract 

Abstract 

Teacher research can be defined as research carried out by teachers for teachers. This type of 

educational research places the emphasis on who conducts the research from a transformative 

perspective through which teachers become agents of change. In the case of teacher research, 

it is hoped that findings resonate with other teachers in the broad contexts in which they 

originate and that there is impact, knowledge flow and knowledge democracy. This entails that 

findings are made accessible for teachers to locate and that colleagues are aware of what is 

produced in their own professional context. The aim of this article is to understand the extent 

to which studies authored by Argentinian teacher-researchers in English language teaching 

(ELT) make an impact in the local ELT professional community of practice by tracking 

Argentinian ELT authors’ references in their outputs. Data were collected from a corpus 

consisting of 98 articles published in two local venues between 2014 and 2018 and a 

questionnaire completed by 65 of the authors included in the corpus. Findings reveal weak 

impact and knowledge flow within the Argentinian ELT professional community of practice 

caused by hegemonic practices and a tendency to value works situated in the UK/US.  

Key words: teacher research; knowledge flow; knowledge democracy; community of practice; 

ELT; impact 

 

Introduction 

Conceived as research carried out by teachers for teachers in their own teaching contexts, 

teacher research in (language) education can take many forms. Teacher research paradigms 

may include: action research (e.g. Authors 2020; Burns 2019), exploratory action research (e.g. 

Smith and Rebolledo 2018), exploratory practice (e.g. Hanks 2017, 2019), and reflective 

practice (e.g. Mann and Walsh 2017). Other research paradigms embraced by teacher-

researchers can be: narrative inquiry (e.g. Barkhuizen 2020; Sarasa and Solis 2017), case study 

(e.g. Manzur and Zemborain 2017; San Martín 2018), and autoethnography (e.g. Pinner 2018) 

among others. In this study, we call teacher-researchers those L2 educators (school teachers or 

university lecturers) who investigate their own teaching.  
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Teacher research, as a bottom-up epistemology, seeks to enrich professional 

development (Gutierez and Kim 2017) and transform socio-educational territories. Dikilitaş 

and Mumford (2019) highlight that, for example, reading teacher-research can boost teachers’ 

autonomy and agency. In addition, teacher research aims to have an impact on the layers of 

power that frame and regulate formal education. In this landscape, if knowledge is the critical 

accumulation of social practices, there must be a channel or chain (Twalo 2019) through which 

knowledge flows for collective benefits. This may entail that teacher-researchers who, for 

different reasons, publish their investigations, show engagement with the literature produced 

in their own contexts to help advance their area initially in their closest community of practice.  

While teacher-researchers may not be primarily concerned with publishing their 

research in formal outlets, in this study we concentrate on those who do. We examine the 

extent to which Argentina-based teacher-researchers cite other Argentinian colleagues in the 

field of English language teaching (ELT). Although there are other indicators of knowledge flow 

in the education field, examining citations may provide insights that can raise awareness on 

local knowledge and strengthen local research capacity. To this end, we draw on (1) 

publications released by the Argentine Federation of Associations of Teachers of English during 

a five-year period: 2014-2018, and (2) Argentinian authors’ perceptions.  

 

Conceptual framework 

Compatible with research capacity, research impact is a term that could be translated into 

funding, recognition in academia, job opportunities, and reaching the broader architecture of 

social dynamics. Albeit challenging to measure, research impact can be defined as ‘changes in 

awareness, knowledge and understanding, ideas, attitudes and perceptions, and policy and 

practice as a result of research’ (Morton 2015: 406). According to Penfield et al. (2014), there 

exists a distinction between academic impact (intellectual contributions within academia) and 
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external socio-economic impact (benefits for the community in its widest possible sense). 

However, the need for measuring the scale of research contributions cannot be circumscribed 

to a technical sense. Pain, Kesby and Askins (2011) observe that impact can be viewed as a 

symptom of (1) corporatisation in academia and (2) how monetary interests dictate research 

flow. Impact, in these authors’ understanding, is a two-way relationship between those who 

generate knowledge and the communities in which they are established; nevertheless, the 

flow seems to be unidirectional, and even when there are greater scales of engagement, this 

does not necessarily equate to quality of impact.  

In terms of knowledge circulation, Pain et al. (2011) argue that researchers need to 

involve grassroots organisations and fellow colleagues to support knowledge flow without 

bureaucratic or economic barriers. Twalo (2019) adds that a healthy interface between 

knowledge producers and knowledge users is what strengthens the outcomes generated in the 

knowledge value chain. For example, Cain (2015) carried out a study with secondary school 

teachers who were given research findings to explore in their classrooms through action 

research projects. The experience helped the teachers appropriate and personalise knowledge 

to develop research-informed situated practices while engaging with teacher research. 

However, dissonances in knowledge circulation have also been discussed. In a publication 

which reports two interconnected studies based on surveys and analysis of language research 

journals, Marsden and Kasprowicz (2017) sought to understand research flow between 

researchers and practitioners at the research-practice interface. Not only did the authors find 

little practitioners’ engagement with language educational journals, but also they noticed 

insufficient dialogue between scientific journals and professional publications despite sharing 

aims and concerns.  

Given the findings from the authors above, educators, particularly those in teacher 

education may wish to ensure that research impact translates into knowledge flow that 
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reaches teachers and learners. To find the nexus between theory and practice, it may be 

necessary to understand the notion of knowledge democracy so that multi-directional impact 

and knowledge flow become habitual practices in language education. Feldman and Bradley 

(2019) propose a distinction between horizontal and vertical knowledge democracy. Horizontal 

knowledge democracy hinges on the transformation in the production and dissemination of 

knowledge beyond its immediate use promoting unrestricted access to knowledge production, 

evaluation, critique, and use. We may call this type of knowledge democracy utopian given its 

social justice and equity imperative. More realistic, vertical knowledge democracy refers to the 

differences between the Global North as knowledge producers and the Global South as 

knowledge consumers. In addition, vertical knowledge democracy strives for knowledge 

diversity and empowerment of the oppressed in academic, professional, and practice-oriented 

communities.  

Whatever the direction, knowledge democracy can be promoted to reduce the gap 

between theory and practice and North and South through overlapping initiatives which 

respect existing knowledge in less represented settings, for example Latin America, generated 

through epistemologies of the South (Stern 2019). For example, Coicaud (2002) underscores 

that the Internet has become a cornerstone in democratising knowledge as people can share 

material online even when this practice infringes copyright laws. Coicaud’s views could not be 

more palpable today with (1) the presence of free-access online platforms such as Academia or 

ResearchGate or university repositories for the sharing of pre-publication versions of articles, 

and (2) the expansion of open-access journals with varying degrees of quality. The internet 

allows the South to engage in knowledge production and distribution through journals such as 

Profile, Ikala, or MEXTESOL among other long-standing quality outlets which make every effort 

to disseminate research studies and contribute to building bridges between, for example, 

university research and social use (Arocena 2014).  
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Efforts to deepen knowledge flow and knowledge democratisation carry 

transformational undertones in their DNA. In such a constellation of political and philosophical 

positions, AR, and teacher research in general, comes to continue Dewey’s democratic and 

educational ideals for equality in social advancement (Villacañas de Castro 2019). Wood, 

McAteer and Whitehead (2019) assign AR, as an inherently political act, a transformational 

role in knowledge democratisation. This can be achieved provided that AR is not reduced to a 

technical activity since this view may force action researchers to distort AR processes and 

outcomes to fit in within hegemonic and Western traditional understandings of research. 

Instead, the authors argue for knowledge democracy through AR to acknowledge different 

ways of knowing situated in a particular context and a diversity of research socialisation 

outputs to promote and deepen social justice. These different ways of knowing, guided by the 

anatomy of AR, can be channeled through engagement in professional communities of 

practice. For example, in a recently edited volume on L2 writing, Seloni and Henderson Lee 

(2020) asked chapter contributors to base their literature reviews on their own settings to 

acknowledge the local professional community of practice around L2 writing. We now turn to 

review the notion of professional community of practice.  

Wenger (1998) defines the concept community of practice as a context in which 

members can acquire competence, share their experience and engage in mutual research, which 

‘requires a strong bond of communal competence along with a deep respect for the particularity 

of experience’ (Wenger 1998: 214). Snoek and Moens (2011) speak of knowledge communities 

in which their members share mutual interests, benefit from other people’s experience and 

develop knowledge together in context. Concerning education, Darling-Hammond and 

McLaughlin (1995) have stated that professional development opportunities should involve 

teachers in a dual capacity of teaching and learning since they create new visions of practice. To 

this end, professional communities of practice have emerged to stimulate the production of 

democratic knowledge and knowledge flow from a bottom-up research approach. Thus, 
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professional communities of practice and professional learning communities share the same 

objectives of promoting educational research and practice. For these communities to work 

efficiently, they need to meet certain characteristics. According to Vescio, Ross and Adams 

(2008), there are two essential features that these communities share: (1) knowledge should 

spring from teachers’ critical reflection of their daily practice, and (2) teachers’ active 

participation should lead to professional knowledge growth and the enhancement of student 

learning. Bolam et al. (2005) mention professional research, networking, membership from 

different sectors of education and mutual trust. Concerning research, Mertler (2018) highlights 

that collaborative action research can have a powerful influence in professional communities 

and has coined the term ‘action research learning communities’ to articulate the mutualism 

between action research and professional learning communities.  

The concept of community may often mislead us into considering it a cohesive unified 

group. DePalma and Teague (2008) state that within each community there is a wide array of 

conflicting voices. Thus, negotiation becomes a key aspect of collaboration and construction of 

democracy even when it may not necessarily lead to minimising dissent and reaching 

compromise. This process can become a struggle within communities constituted by different 

members of the academia and the teaching community as they tend to enjoy different degrees 

of prestige within the large educational arena, leading to a perceived imbalance of power. In 

turn, this may affect knowledge flow as people who enjoy a less powerful position may 

underestimate their own contributions, hindering the knowledge value chain and limiting 

research impact. Furthermore, university researchers may be influenced to choose research 

topics that can help them secure research funding and publications in high-impact journals, and 

that are not necessarily relevant to teachers. As a consequence, there may emerge tension as 

regards selection of research topics and this may lead to a unidirectional construction of 

knowledge. To mitigate such tension, it is necessary to address this pre-existing notion of power 
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to be able to promote more equitable and radically transformative practices that are relevant 

to all members (Pain et al. 2011). 

Professional communities of practice are situated, which means that their patterns of 

negotiation to promote and sustain democracy are particular to each community. DePalma and 

Teagle (2008) explore ‘this process of building and maintaining such a community, particularly 

focusing on attempts to foster democratic relationships among participants’ (441) taking into 

account: data ownership and surveillance, the effect of academic discourse, the different goals 

and constraints of practitioners and academics and the nature and status of research and 

practice. These authors conclude that: (1) communities of practice present a dynamic nature 

that will shape the negotiation process within each unique group, (2) the goals and viewpoints 

of each member is influenced by their own learning and teaching backgrounds and these 

particular outlooks will impact on the process of negotiation, (3) trust is necessary for all 

members to feel safe to share their opinions and perspectives, and (4) ongoing dialogue is 

essential to promote innovation and transformative practice. Pain et al (2011) emphasise the 

importance of the co-construction of knowledge in the sense that research may inform society, 

and, at the same time, research can be shaped by the members of a community. Consequently, 

there is a democratic construction of knowledge. Collaboration within a community would 

promote a horizontal flow of information while forging an egalitarian relationship of power 

among its different members. To sustain a healthy democracy there should exist freedom of 

speech and legitimated organisational structures that promote trust, autonomous learning and 

knowledge transfer with other communities (Giraldo Marín and Atehortúa Correa 2010). All in 

all, democracy can be built and sustained within a community as long as there is an active 

negotiation of power, trust and ownership. 

Professional communities of practice present themselves as democratic organisations 

in which members can pursue the research interests that spring from their daily teaching 
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practice and co-construct knowledge through ongoing exchange relations between teacher-

researchers. Since these communities favour collaborative work, knowledge flows multi-

directionally incrementing the research impact of teachers and university researchers engaged 

in inquiry-based science. However, what appears to be missing from research is a focus on the 

extent to which teacher-researchers’ publications evidence research utilisation within their 

established professional communities of practice.  

Against this backdrop, our research questions are: 

1. To what extent do English language teaching teacher-researchers from 

Argentina refer to other Argentinian colleagues in their publications?  

2. What reasons do Argentinian ELT authors hold for not referring to other local 

authors? 

It should be clarified that the second research question was posed after analysing the corpus, 

which provided an answer to the first research question.  

 

Method 

Following Brown (2004), we adopted a descriptive and sequential perspective to research 

which included two data collection instruments: (1) a corpus followed by (2) a questionnaire. 

Below instruments and data analysis procedures are described.  

 

The corpus 

Founded in 1971, the Argentine Federation of Associations of Teachers of English (FAAPI in 

Spanish) is the largest organisation of its kind in Argentina with more than 1,200 members 
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(mostly practitioners). FAAPI offers two English-medium venues for publication: (1) the FAAPI 

Selected Papers and (2) the Argentinian Journal of Applied Linguistics (AJAL).  

  The FAAPI Conference Proceedings or FAAPI Selected Papers have been published in 

print digital format since 1997, totalling a number of 18 volumes. The conference academic 

coordinators invite some of the presenters to submit a short paper (2,800-3,500 words 

inclusive of references, tables, and appendices) based on the quality of their abstract and links 

to the conference theme. Table 1 shows the conference themes between 2014 and 2018 and 

number of papers, all authored by Argentinian educators, included in each e-book according to 

their nature, i.e. whether they are research reports, conceptual/reflective pieces or informed 

accounts on a specific pedagogical practice. The numbers in brackets represent those papers 

identified as action-research based (see also Table 2). The Selected Papers publications can be 

freely available on the FAAPI website.  

Table 1. FAAPI Selected Papers: themes and paper types. 

Year Conference theme Total 
number of 
papers in 

the Selected 
Papers 

Research 
reports 

Reflective 
classroom 
accounts 

Conceptual 
papers 

2014 EFL Teaching & Learning in the Post 
Methods Era  

11 7 
(1) 

3 1 

2015 EFL Classrooms in the New 
Millennium: Local 
Developments and Global Concerns 

22 16 
(4) 

6 0 

2016 ELT as a Multidisciplinary 
Endeavour:  
Growing through Collaboration 

16 10 
(2) 

5 1 

2017 Revitalising ELT through 
Authenticity: 
Practices, Contents & Materials 

13 7 
(2) 

6 0 

2018 Redefining English Language 
Teaching and Learning: 
Adapting to Meet Diverse Needs 

8 4 
(0) 

3 1 

 

Concerning AJAL, it is an open access online and professional journal with two issues a 

year. Depending on article type, manuscript length ranges from 1,000 words (e.g. classroom 
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accounts) to 7,000 words (research articles). Despite being Argentinian, it welcomes 

manuscripts from the entire world. In Table 2 we have categorised the articles published by 

Argentinian educators according to type: research reports, conceptual/reflective articles, or 

pedagogical accounts. 

Table 2. AJAL: article types from Argentinian educators. 

Year Number of articles authored by 
Argentine-based professionals 

Research 
reports 

Reflective 
classroom 
accounts 

Conceptual 
articles 

2014 6 1 
(0) 

4 1 

2015 11 1 
(1) 

7 3 

2016 3 0 1 2 
2017 5 3 

(1) 
2 0 

2018 3 1 
(0) 

1 1 

 

The corpus described in Tables 1 and 2 was analysed as follows. For each Argentinian-

authored paper or article, we first counted the number of full references included. Second, 

from that total figure we counted the number of full references to Argentinian educators, 

giving special attention to references from either the FAAPI Selected Papers or AJAL with the 

aim of understanding internal knowledge flow, i.e., cross-references within FAAPI publications. 

Third, from this list of Argentinian references, we counted the number of self-references, i.e., 

references to other published works authored by the same language educator. Together with 

tallying frequency, we have incorporated mean and standard deviation figures. 

 

The questionnaire 

A Spanish-medium questionnaire mostly consisting of closed items was designed and piloted 

with six colleagues for member-checking. After readjustments concerning wording and the 
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addition of options in Question 3 (Table 5), the questionnaire was sent via email to the authors 

of the articles included in the corpus. In total there were 83 authors and we had a response 

rate of 78.31 % (N=65). The participants signed a written consent form with ensured 

confidentiality and anonymity.  

The questionnaire included an introduction which condensed the corpus findings that 

around 15% (see Tables 3 and 4) of the references belonged to Argentinian authors. The 

introduction was followed by three questions. In the first question the respondents had to 

show their degree of agreement (Likert scale) with 14 possible reasons for the findings 

reported (Table 5). In the second question, from the 14 items in Question 1 they had to select 

the main reason. In the last question, they could include other reasons, either already 

mentioned in Question 1 or new reasons according to their experience. The questionnaire data 

were analysed following descriptive statistics procedures. Participants’ answers to the third 

open-ended question were thematically analysed (Clarke and Braun 2016). The analysis 

entailed inductive coding, axial coding, and grouping of codes into unifying themes (Table 7). 

An external teacher educator acted as an inter-rater of the totality of the answers collected. 

Discrepancies were solved through discussion and re-analysis using an agreed codebook.   

 

Results 

In the sections below we first provide an individual analysis of the two outlets which form the 

basis of our corpus. We then present the questionnaire results.  

 

FAAPI Selected Papers 
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Table 3 condenses a descriptive approximation to the papers authored by Argentinian teacher-

researchers in ELT within the 2014-2018 period. Attention is given to the number of 

Argentinian references, which have been subdivided into: (1) AJAL references (references to 

articles authored by Argentinian teacher-researchers published in AJAL), (2) FAAPI references 

(references to papers authored by Argentinian teacher-researchers published in the FAAPI 

Selected Papers), and (3) references to Argentinian teacher-researchers’ articles published 

elsewhere.  

Table 3. FAAPI Selected papers: results. 

Year Argentinian-
authored 

papers 

Total 
number of 
references 

Mean 
(refs/papers) 

 

Number of Argentinian 
references 

Mean of 
Argentinian 

refs 
(Arg 

refs/total 
refs) 

SD 

AJAL 
refs 

FAAPI 
refs 

Other 
refs 

2014 11 184 16.72 0 0 34 18.47 4.23 

2015 22 300 13.63 0 4 23 9 5.12 

2016 16 274 17.12 2 6 39 17.15 6.21 

2017 13 224 17.23 1 3 26 12.94 5.25 

2018 8 104 13 0 3 24 25.96 11.04 

TOTAL 70 1,086 15.51 3 16 146 15.19 6.37 

 

Table 3 shows that a quarter of the references included in papers authored by 

Argentinian teacher-researchers establish direct links to fellow colleagues. Only 16 references 

return to FAAPI, i.e. authors creating links between their contributions and those from other 

fellow colleagues in past Selected Papers. In addition, some of them correspond to self-

referencing. Findings reveal a total of 30 instantiations of self-referencing, i.e. 18.18% of the 

total 15.19% of Argentinian references. This behaviour may be explained because most of the 
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Argentinian teacher-researchers are either experienced authors who have published before on 

the same topic or novice authors who lack publication records.  

 

 

 

AJAL 

Without including book reviews (usually from Argentinian educators), out of 57 articles 

published between 2014 and 2018, only 28 articles have been authored by nationals. Similar to 

results from the FAAPI Selected Papers, Table 4 shows a low impact of Argentinian authors on 

their fellows’ publications.  

Table 4. AJAL: results. 

Year Argentinian-
authored 

papers 

Total 
number of 
references 

Mean 
(papers/refs) 

  

Number of Argentinian 
references 

Mean of 
Argentinian 

refs (Arg 
refs/total 

refs) 

SD 

AJAL 
refs 

FAAPI 
refs 

Other 
refs 

2014 6 105 17.5 0 0 1 0.95 0.03 

2015 11 140 12.72 0 1 14 10.71 1.05 

2016 3 148 49 0 0 50 33.78 2.91 

2017 5 150 30 0 2 5 6 0.13 

2018 3 64 21.33 0 2 6 12.5 2.66 

TOTAL 28 607 21.67 0 5 76 13.34 1.35 

 

According to Table 4, only 2016 breaks the mould. This is explained by one conceptual 

article shaped as an interview between an international expert and a local expert on academic 

writing in higher education. In their article, there are 56 references, out of which 43 belong to 

Argentinian authors. It is also worth noting that out of those 43, 42 are written in Spanish and 
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one in French. This article in particular stands out from all FAAPI publications as it shows 

multilingual knowledge flow since 13 references are in English, 42 in Spanish, and one in 

French.  

While we celebrate that dominance of references to Argentines’ works outside FAAPI, 

further internal and external references to Argentinian colleagues could be included given that 

the topics or perspectives addressed in the FAAPI Selected Papers or AJAL are not original or 

exclusive to FAAPI discussions as demonstrated in a thorough review of English language 

teacher research in Argentina (Porto, Montemayor-Borsinger and López-Barrios 2016).  

 

The questionnaire 

The questionnaire was completed by 65 of the 83 authors included in the corpus analysed 

above. Table 5 summarises the respondents’ answers to the 14 items provided as possible 

reasons for the limited knowledge flow in Argentinian ELT. The items are arranged according to 

mean scores (standard deviation values also provided).  

Table 5. Questionnaire results. 

ITEM M SD 

1. They don’t know who else works in the field they study.  3.35 0.08 

2. They don’t know in which publications they can find Argentines’ works. 3.26 0.05 

3. There are no other Argentinian authors/publications in the field they 
study. 

2.90 0.02 

4. Argentines’ publications are not as relevant as those of authors from 
other nationalities. 

2.86 0.02 

5. Authors have no access to the journals in which Argentines publish.  2.80 0.03 

6. Argentines’ publications are not original. 2.80 0.02 

7. Self-referencing is criticised in local ELT. 2.78 0.05 

8. Argentines’ publications are outdated. 2.75 0.06 

9. They have different conceptual frameworks. 2.72 0.05 

10. They have different contexts. 2.72 0.14 

11. Argentines’ publications are of questionable quality. 2.72 0.02 

12. They don’t agree with other Argentines’ views. 2.66 0.11 

13. They have different epistemological positions. 2.63 0.05 
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14. They don’t share research methodologies. 2.61 0.18 

     Scale: 4 (Agree), 3 (Partially agree), 2 (Don´t agree), 1 (Don´t know) 

The respondents’ perceptions indicate the complexity of the issue under investigation. 

In particular, Items 1 and 2 received most of the respondents’ approval as possible reasons. 

Furthermore, when asked to select the most important reason, the respondents’ answers 

distributed mainly around Items 1 (28) and 2 (23). Both highlight little awareness of colleagues 

in the same field and venues where Argentine-authored publications can be found. However, 

upon analysis of the open question, the respondents broadened and deepened the scope of 

the reasons behind the issues around knowledge flow and democracy in Argentinian ELT 

within FAAPI as a professional community of practice.  

The 12 categories identified through thematic analysis responded, in our view, to three 

main interrelated themes. Table 6 shows the categories and overarching themes together with 

the number of respondents who held such views between brackets. Below we illustrate the 

themes with respondents’ extracts.  

Table 6. Thematic analysis of open-ended items. 
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Lack of writing for publication practice (4) 

Lack of empirical studies (2) 

Lack of resources and time to do research and publish (1) 

 

The theme termed ‘Hegemonic-driven local practices’ refers to the perception which 

signals that the works of international authors are preferred over local authors is based on the 

former’s so-called native speaker (NS) status. As one respondent put it,  

There is obscene linguistic, epistemological and methodological imperialism. And what 

a native speaker says, even when the context is different, is taken as naturally better. 

(Extract 1) 

 

The overvalue of NS authors leads to Argentinian authors feeling inferior. One respondent 

remarked, 

Argentinian ELT experts may believe that their works are not good enough to be 

published in local or international outlets just because they’re based in Argentina and 

in less prestigious universities. (E2) 

 

  Therefore, this feeling of inferiority is also carried to the perception that Argentinian 

authors display a tendency to follow international authors’ conceptual frameworks and 

reproduce them instead of becoming producers of their own conceptual frameworks. This was 

explicitly stated by one respondent: 

Argentinian authors just write literature reviews or uncritical summaries of other 

people’s ideas and do not produce indigenous conceptual frameworks. (E3) 
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Such hegemonic practices are also evident, according to one respondent, in teacher 

education programmes: 

 No Argentinian authors are read in English language teacher education programmes 

even when their articles are open access. And even if those authors write in Spanish, 

they are disregarded because the articles are not in English. (E4) 

 

It should be noted that this overarching theme is also found in questionnaire items 2, 

10, and 11; however, these did not emerge as critical in the first question.  

The second theme, ‘local obstacles in knowledge flow’ is, we understand, a consequence 

of the hegemonic practices outlined above, but these obstacles could be more easily 

transformed into opportunities. Unlike the theme above, this theme reinforces the 

participants’ perceptions as evidenced in questionnaire items 1, 3 and 4. Lack of awareness 

and visibility of local authors’ work surfaced on several occasions. For example, a participant 

expressed: 

Some authors don’t share or publicise their works in ways which enter the public domain 

more visibly. (E5) 

 

Lack of awareness also extend to respondents’ own knowledge of local authors and 

references since respondents indicate that there are no respectable local authors in their fields 

of study or that they are unaware of local authors exploring the same field. On this issue, a 

respondent said: 
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In the fields I’m interested in there are three cases: no local authors at all, no authors who 

have published works worth referring to, or I don’t know if there are actually other 

colleagues investigating the same. (E6) 

 

However, this lack of awareness may also be connected to inaccurate assumptions of 

knowledge flow through academic publications. For example, one respondent said, 

There are very few venues for publication and you’ve got to pay to publish on some 

journals. (E7) 

 

This comment appears to make reference to predatory journals, whose marketing strategies 

may sound attractive to less seasoned local authors.  

The third theme, ‘gaps in academic practices in the community of practice’ adds reasons 

which were not included in the items in question 1. By gaps we synthesize those reasons 

worded as ´lack of’ among the respondents. For example, one respondent expressed that 

there is limited internal knowledge flow in ELT as  

teachers and academics lack research skills and when they publish in conference 

proceedings, their editors only look at language issues and do not include a peer review 

process. (E8) 

 

  Another gap was highlighted even among seasoned and well-known speakers since, as 

one respondent noted,  
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We have international speakers but when you want to cite them you realise that they 

haven’t written almost anything and their presentations are always about the same. (E9) 

 

 In a similar vein, another respondent expressed:  

There are great Argentinian researchers in literature and linguistics but they only publish 

theoretical papers and they seem to regard applied linguistics or literature to ELT as a 

minor and less important field. (E10) 

 

Within this theme we included the perceived lack of writing for publication practice in more 

rigorous and prestigious outlets. On this issue, a respondent said: 

Argentinian experts in ELT don’t publish because they don’t have the skills, and if they 

do, they simply publish reviews but they lack practice of writing rigorous empirical 

studies which could say something of real value to our own contexts. (E11) 

 

Last, lack of resources, mainly access to high-impact journals and time emerged as other 

reasons. On time constraints, a respondent expressed: 

 Even at university we don’t have the time to do and write research as we devote most 

of our time to teaching. (E12) 

 

The questionnaire answers obtained from the closed and open-ended questions reveal 

that the respondents’ reasons gravitate between lack of awareness of local authors and 

publication outlets available and the perception that native-speakers’ international 
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publications are of a better quality. Below, we discuss these findings guided by the two 

research questions under the light of our conceptual framework.  

 

Discussion 

Upon calibration of our lens on impact, our explorations led us to articulate questions and 

concerns connected to knowledge flow, knowledge democracy and professional communities 

of practice around English language teaching in Argentina. We particularly focused on citation 

practices among local ELT authors.  

Our first research question concentrated on the extent to which Argentinian ELT 

teacher-educators refer to other Argentinian colleagues in their publications. By Argentinian 

colleagues we assumed a broad view which included not only ELT authors but also local 

pedagogues and language/linguistics experts beyond the limits of ELT. According to Tables 1 

and 2, there has been a decrease in the number of papers published by Argentinian teacher-

researchers in both the FAAPI Selected Papers and AJAL. Notwithstanding, FAAPI Selected 

Papers show a higher number of empirical studies when compared to AJAL. Even when the 

authors of such studies are self-identified as teacher-researchers, action research or other 

forms of teacher research do not feature as a research approach of their choice. The studies 

remain at a descriptive-exploratory stage utilising qualitative and quantitative data collection 

methods.  

One reason for the disparity of empirical studies between FAAPI Selected Papers and 

AJAL may be attributed to the different conditions and processes behind them. FAAPI Selected 

Papers are only 2,800-3,500 words long and contributions do not undergo blind peer review. 

They are reviewed by one co-editor but suggestions are limited to clarity, language proficiency, 

and other formal writing aspects within the constraints of the word count. In contrast, AJAL 
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empirical studies are around 7,000 words long, undergo blind peer review (usually one 

reviewer based in Argentina and one reviewer based elsewhere), and the focus is on content 

and research rigour. Language proficiency is addressed with accepted manuscripts. We argue 

that AJAL is a less attractive outlet because it is international in reach and more rigorous in 

terms of academic writing and research design. In this regard, the FAAPI Selected Papers (1) 

may be seen as a less threatening environment for local teacher-researchers to share their 

studies, and (2) constitute a safer professional community of practice through which 

knowledge flows in one direction: from authors to potential readers.  

 Given their free online access, both the FAAPI Selected Papers and AJAL contribute to 

knowledge democratisation within and beyond Argentina. On the one hand, local ELT 

knowledge is produced and distributed through free-access online platforms and therefore, as 

Coicaud (2002) reasons, authors and other members of the local, regional, and even 

international community can share on their own, for example, social network profiles. On the 

other hand, those few action research-based studies published in both outlets follow critical 

and transformational imperatives thus contributing to knowledge democratisation and 

research gap reduction between theory and practice and between the Global South and the 

Global North. In line with Villacañas de Castro (2019) and Wood et al. (2019), these local 

studies offer situated and informed experiences which provide local ELT educators with 

context-sensitive ways of knowing even when their conceptual frameworks are based on 

foreign thinking.  

The situation undergoes a dramatic shift when examining the circulation of the 

Argentinian-authored papers within FAAPI o local ELT as a professional community of practice. 

On a closer analysis of Argentinian references included in the FAAPI Selected Papers between 

the period 2014-2018 (Table 3), only 16 references are endogenous. In contrast, there are 146 

of exogenous origin, mainly from Argentinian-authored papers published in international high-
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impact journals and other local conference proceedings. A similar behaviour is found across 

those who published in AJAL (Table 4): no references belong to AJAL, five references to FAAPI 

Selected Papers, and 76 to Argentinian references from other outlets. While AJAL does 

contribute to knowledge flow by including exogenous references, it has not yet produced 

endogenous knowledge flow.  

Drawing on the corpus analysis conducted, the extent to which Argentinian ELT 

teacher-researchers contribute to knowledge flow within FAAPI as a professional community 

of practice is slim. Following Penfield et al. (2014), we observe that the academic and socio-

economic impact among local ELT educators is extremely limited at both theoretical and 

practical levels since internal knowledge flow is almost invisible across empirical studies and 

practice-oriented contributions (Arocena 2014). In terms of knowledge flow and research 

engagement as understood in Pain et al. (2011) and Marsden and Kasprowicz (2017), there is 

not a two-way relationship established within the local ELT community of practice. Local ELT 

educators writing practice is unidirectional and there is no systematic engagement with outlets 

within the community; however, they do engage with other publications outside FAAPI. It 

seems that local ELT educators write for the sake of writing and publishing to meet job-related 

requirements but show limited interest in becoming actively involved in supporting and 

working towards knowledge flow and distribution in order to strengthen local knowledge 

production. Differently put, there is limited impact as the local community does not consume 

its own academic production.  

Drawing on Feldman and Bradley (2019), the local ELT community of practice 

contributes to horizontal knowledge democracy through the production of free-access 

knowledge but does not show a predisposition towards knowledge dissemination, evaluation, 

critique, and use, interrupting knowledge flow. Following Pain et al. (2011), the community of 

practice under investigation does not thrive in knowledge co-construction as there is no critical 
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flow across publications. Unlike the benefits reported in Dikilitaş and Mumford (2019) or Cain 

(2015) about teachers’ development by reading and doing teacher research, the local teacher-

researchers in their identity as authors do not succeed in shaping local research or pedagogical 

practices as they draw on international publications at the expense of local knowledge.  

In relation to our second research question, three multifaceted reasons held by 

Argentinian ELT authors for not referring other local authors were identified (Tables 5 and 6) to 

explain the limited knowledge flow and impact of local ELT knowledge production: (1) lack of 

awareness of local authors and their publications, (2) hegemonic practices which value native 

speakers’ publications, and (3) lack of research capacity and academic writing experience 

within the community. These reasons are discussed below.  

Both in the closed-ended and open-ended questions (e.g. Extracts 5 and 6), lack of 

awareness of local authors and their publications surfaced as a powerful reason to explain the 

obstacles in local knowledge flow. Contrary to what scholars (Pain et al. 2011; Twalo 2019) 

suggest about the need to co-construct communal competence for professional growth, the 

participants’ views portray the Argentinian ELT community of practice as lacking a sustainable 

network which offers collegial support among ELT authors. Even though the authors are 

teacher-researchers in different levels of education, there is no interface between knowledge 

producers and users since there seems to be producers only.  

It is also worth highlighting that the participants explain that lack of awareness of local 

authors and outlets is an obstacle for knowledge flow; nevertheless, they seem not to consider 

the same channels they use as avenues for publication. This may indicate that those who 

publish a paper in a local journal or conference proceedings may not read colleagues’ work 

included in the same volume. In this regard, while knowledge democracy is secured, 

knowledge flow is interrupted as local authors perceive themselves as writers, but not as 

readers of locally produced knowledge. When this behaviour becomes entrenched in a 
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professional community, unidirectionality, as discussed above, undermines the very existence 

of such a community as knowledge is created individually and without connections to other 

local studies. The lack of awareness of local authors and work may result in publications which 

show a contextually disengaged conceptual framework and literature review.   

Upon examination of the answers provided in the open-ended question, this lack of 

awareness is the result of hegemonic practices within the professional community of practice. 

Hegemonic practices reinforce the nativespeakerism misconception and contribute to the 

construction of knowledge based on external sources alien to the local reality. Nevertheless, 

these practices may be the result of dissonances in the construction of professional identity. As 

Extracts 1 and 2 revealed, local authors in the Global South may feel inferior to their 

counterparts in the Global North as regards professional status. Thus, rather than challenging 

the unidirectional knowledge flow between North and South or working towards 

empowerment, the authors from the corpus support it by reproducing external knowledge 

(e.g. E3).  

 Last, lack of research capacity and academic writing experience within the community 

can also be consequential of the hegemonic practices highlighted by the respondents. As 

suggested in the literature (Penfield et al. 2014; Morton 2015), research capacity in tandem 

with knowledge flow may contribute to academic as well as socio-economic impact  and 

sustainable changes within a professional community as a result of research. However, as 

Argentinian ELT authors may cast doubts about the research capacity of others within the 

community (E8 and E9) for various reasons such as lack of time (e.g. E12), knowledge does not 

circulate. This is reinforced by the perception that even those who have research skills do not 

engage in writing for publication. Therefore, knowledge does not circulate because it is 

underrated, and the limited knowledge flow that exists may produce a vicious circle which 

slows down the internal capacity of the community to develop collaborative learning 
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mechanisms that lead to the collective development of high-calibre research capacity. While 

lack of research capacity and a strong record of publications is perceived on others, it is 

symptomatic of mutual perceptions within the community.  

 Hegemonic practices are ideologically deep-rooted within and beyond the local ELT 

community and lead to lack of awareness of local knowledge production and distribution, gaps 

in research capacity and writing for publication practices.  With such conflicting views and 

practices, the intermittent and weak impact, knowledge flow and democracy are symptomatic 

of a local professional community of practice which does not trust its own members.  Drawing 

on Feldman and Bradley (2019), the local ELT community is a community of Global North 

knowledge consumers (E 2-3). As noted in Extract 1, hegemonic and imperialist attitudes and 

practices weaken the local and professional academic fabric with several consequences: (1) 

research capacity, rigour, and conceptual frameworks are determined by the Global North (E3, 

E11); (2) only works written in English are regarded as valid (E4), (3) local expertise is 

undermined and downplayed (E2, E 8-10), (4) teacher education programmes reproduce the 

same hegemonic attitudes by only including native-speakers’ publications (E4) (see also 

AUTHOR 2015).  

Drawing on the features of professional communities of practice put forward in Vescio 

et al. (2008), the local ELT community promotes knowledge production but even those who 

produce it distrust (DePalma and Teagle 2008) the community (E2, 3, 8, 10). In this regard, Bolam 

et al. (2005)’s notion of a learning community is threatened by imbalance of power, prestige, 

and academic expertise within the community: while some members are citable; others are not; 

others speak but do not write (E9); and others feel they have nothing to publish (E2, 6). The local 

ELT community may recognise the different goals, trajectories, and constraints of its members 

but fails to engage in collaborative and learning practices that promote multi-directional 

knowledge flow and impact on practice and research. The local community, furthermore, may 
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exhibit an unhealthy attitude: if those who publish show a tendency to reproduce the works of 

those in the ‘centre’ and ignore and/or distrust the quality of the work produced within the local 

community, there is no reason why others within and outside the community should consume 

the work they author themselves. Such an attitude undermines all possibilities of knowledge 

flow. Mistrust is the main challenge the community faces to achieve knowledge flow and, above 

all, empowerment. Even if, as Pain et al. (2011) suggest, knowledge flow and knowledge 

democracy for impact are promoted through the involvement of grassroots organisations such 

as FAAPI and economic barriers are erased by providing open access publications, teacher-

researchers as authors still need to play a pivotal role in acknowledging local research 

generation.  

 

Conclusion 

We may conclude that the Argentinian ELT professional community of practice analysed through 

FAAPI-supported publications needs to work towards empowerment, collaborative and mutual 

support to have impact with the research they engage in. In so doing, knowledge flow and 

knowledge democracy will be strengthened to transform the society which produces, critiques, 

and uses its own generated knowledge. However, this study is not free from limitations. First, 

we only concentrated on two outlets and one specific area (ELT). Secondly, we only restricted 

our study to tracing citation practices of those authors included in the corpus. We acknowledge 

that there are other reasons that influence whether one cites a research study or not, but the 

study is limited to what the participants responded.  

As Merther (2018) suggests, we believe that action research and dissemination of action 

research studies may help local ELT communities value their own potential, find answers and 

pose new questions within their contexts. By strengthening its research capacity and local 

knowledge production, the communities will be in a solid position to generate their own 
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conceptual frameworks and thrive as a professional learning hub that is built on sharing, trust, 

respect, and organic networking. At the same time they need to acknowledge the (un)conscious 

practices which perpetuate academic imperialism in detriment of local expertise and peripheral 

sentiments and attitudes.  

Each local ELT community needs to work for making its own knowledge production 

visible and find ways of improving its own learning capacity while fostering democratic 

relationships based on trust, critique and respect. Through continuing learning and reflection, 

each local/regional/national ELT community might be in a position to consume its own 

knowledge, and, above all, legitimise its own existence and expansion for sustainable 

educational change. However, the need to reflect and work on impact, knowledge flow, and 

knowledge democratisation cannot be circumscribed to one sector as these issues may resonate 

with all degrees of professional communities of practice across subject areas.  

In In times of decolonising the curriculum in foreign language education (Macedo 2019) 

and challenging hegemonic practices in global academic publishing (Curry and Lillis 2017), future 

research should investigate the intersection between (English language) teacher education 

curriculum development and local knowledge production and consumption as a space to fight 

perpetuating hegemonic attitudes in local academia in different settings. Also, future studies 

can further examine the reputations of Argentinians who study in the ELT field. This study, we 

hope, can resonate with other fields and contexts in education.  
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