
Beyond Isolated Facts - Beliefs of L1-Teacher Training Students on
Literary Education

In my presentation I want to provide empirical insights on the beliefs of L1-teacher training stu-
dents about literary education. I am going to focus on their attempts of integrating beliefs and
different subsets of knowledge, syntactic as well as pedagogical content knowledge and general ped-
agogical knowledge (Shulman 1986), in order to forge individual theories about teaching literature.
I am interested in their individual theories shortly before graduating with a Master of Education
degree and I show how their attempts of integration are either subjectively blurred reductions from
academic positions on literary theory which suspend didactic perspectives or, in contrast, comple-
tely dismissing academic literary studies. In both cases these attempts are neither appropriate to
the specific qualities of literary texts, e.g. ambiguity, nor are likely to induce literary learning. My
results do not only show deficient literary education in statu nascendi. With my data I am able to
reflect upon the impact of current L1-teacher education and its missing parts which could enable
students to integrate competencies of both subject matter and pedagogical fields.

The data was collected and analyzed within the scope of my mixed methods PhD. thesis. I began
by adapting resp. constructing questionnaires to ask 467 students about their beliefs on the cha-
racteristics of interpreting literature, employing i.a. latent class analyses, and pedagogical content
beliefs in literature education, i.a. cognitive constructivism versus direct-transmission view of lear-
ning (Staub & Stern 2002). Subsequently, I used these results to choose 22 students for 60 minute
guided interviews, examined mainly with qualitative content analysis. I acquired reasons for their
decisions when filling in the questionnaire and remarks on differences between school and university
interpretations, for example regarding the role of the author’s intention, the reader’s subjectivity
or criteria for appropriateness of interpretations (Hermerén 1983). Furthermore, I asked them to
evaluate 5 worksheets for use in class, which were systematically constructed along the oppositions:
usage of poetic versus discursive language and overly objective versus overly subjective approaches
to the literary text. In my presentation I am going to focus on results of the interviews.
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