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Abstract

Although there is a considerable body of researtb various aspects of the
teaching and learning of English as a foreign |aggy there appear to be few
studies into the teaching of modern foreign langsafML) to adolescents in the
context of a secondary school setting. This thesports the findings of research
aimed at identifying the strategies that ML teasheonsidered examples of good
practice, used to engage secondary school leainersteraction in the target

language (TL) with the objective of developing th@@mmunicative competence.

Four teachers’ lessons with their pupils aged 14ui%heir third year of learning a
foreign language at secondary school, were obseamddaudio-recorded. Three of
each of the teachers’ observed lessons were sebjéatfine grained analysis with
the aim of delineating their TL moves which appdate influence pupils so that
they used the TL themselves readily to communioaaning ‘naturally’ as well as
to practise structures in more controlled exerci$ée teachers and a sample of their
pupils were subsequently interviewed to provideficoration or disconfirmation of
initial patterns arising from examination of thesebvational data set. Although the
data were analysed predominantly qualitatively, ntjtetive methods were also
employed to provide a clear picture of the teach€ksuse and the way it was
deployed to assist learners in developing effeatm@municative skills. Goffman’s
(1981) production and Wadensjd’s (1998) receptaméts, not normally associated
with the classroom, were considered appropriatedeéscribe the participation
frameworks within which the development of the teEas’ communicative
proficiency was supported.

The findings display ways in which the TL used hg teachers helped to create a
secure collaborative atmosphere where pupils wisggoded to respond in the TL.
The teachers’ use of different ‘types’ of TL, degery on the focus in the lesson,
was viewed as supporting learners in preparationcommunicating their own
meaning in exchanges in ‘real world’ interactiontside the classroom. A
particularly successful scaffolding strategy empbbyby the teachers was the
provision of TL cues offered to the learners beftirey responded to initiations
which enabled them to express their meaning inTthe Revoicing of learners’
incomplete TL utterances also appeared successfulgporting learners to use their
limited language resource effectively.

Through its close analysis of classroom talk, tthesis offers an important
contribution to the understanding of the complexure of interaction in the ML
classroom and the role that teachers’ use of Tispia assisting adolescent learners
to develop TL communication skills in interactidBeginning teachers, as well as
those more experienced practitioners, should biefrefin the strategies identified,
which appear to highlight the importance of estdhiig a collaborative classroom
ethos which supports the learners, allowing them ctmtribute in the TL
successfully.
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Chapter 1 Introduction

1.1 Introduction

The Communicative Approach (CA) to second or fardenguage teaching born in the
1980s, also known as Communicative Language TeggkihT), is a teaching approach
which advocates the use of the target language §$lthe principal means of interaction
within the language classroom, using appropriatghientic’ texts and contexts so that
learners may develop competence in using TL whscpersonally relevant to them in
preparation for interaction outside the classroBmors are treated with a ‘light touch’
so long as they do not impede communication. Granmgnaot ignored, but is taught and
practised within a functional, rather than abstremttext. Although some teachers of
English as a foreign language consider task-basstiihg and the Lexical Approach, a
development of the Communicative Approach (Lewi893), more up to date, a
predominantly communicative approach centred onlébeners and their needs rather
than the language itself (Savignon, 2002) is treomemended approach to teaching
modern languages in United Kingdom schools. Theidor language should be used as
much as possible in the classroom (Learning anahieg Scotland, 2008), following
the principles of depth, personalisation, relevamt®llenge and enjoyment (Learning
and Teaching Scotland, 2009).

However, research has shown that although teaciyee® that the use of the TL in the
classroom within an overall communicative appro@ctiesirable, many do not use it in
their own classrooms (Gatbonton & Segalowitz, 2006) may be that greater
understanding of the processes and benefits ofsELwithin a communicative approach
in the classroom is required not only by beginrigachers, but also by those with more
experience. It therefore seems desirable to exathm@ractice of teachers who have a
reputation for being accomplished practitioners wise the TL extensively in the
classroom to create opportunities for learners rieract while at the same time

providing sound foundations on which to construetaming in the TL.



This thesis reports the findings of research uadtert to identify strategies that
successful ML teachers who use communicative melbgg employ in the Scottish
secondary school classroom to enable learnersviEafeskills in communicating in the
TL. As will be established in the review of theearch literature, the majority of studies
into ML teaching and learning appear to have bemdacted in a university setting, or
with adult learners. There seems little in the whyesearch into aspects of teaching ML
which takes into account the special nature ofsineondary school classroom and the
effectiveness or not of the teacher’'s use of theiflenabling adolescent learners to
develop their proficiency in using the TL in intetian. Indeed, a large proportion of
studies into language learning in the secondargadh the UK tends to concentrate on
generic motivational strategies to improve attigsitielearning a foreign language (Jones
2005, Chambers 1999, Barton 2006) rather than igebs used by the teachers to get
the pupils to talk using the TL. Inspectors’ repottave criticised the inadequate
development of UK learners’ speaking skills (HMI@0Z, Ofsted 2002, 2008) therefore
it seems important to reflect on techniques thateap to have proved successful in
addressing the development of speaking skills. Asaaher educator and former ML
teacher my interest in what constitutes effecteaching and learning of ML led to the
decision to conduct research to consider just wiggipens in a ‘successful’ ML
classroom in order to inform teachers and teactlecaors of strategies that appear to
be effective regarding the development of the lee’n communicative skills in

interaction.

The intention of this thesis, therefore, is to digscstrategies used by four ML teachers
deemed examples of ‘good practice’ to promote Tleraction with learners in the
Scottish secondary school ML classroom. The rebeahich informed this thesis aimed

to answer the following question:

* What do ‘successful’ teachers do to develop avacgsponse from the learners,
specifically, what do the teachers do to enableilpup use the TL for a

communicative purpose in the Scottish secondarycMksroom?



Because of the focus on interaction and how itasaged by the teacher in cooperation
with the learners, implicit in the research questabove is the need to take the social
dimension of the classroom into account. If it cepted that interaction involves

communication between two or more people, the aovntewhich the communication

takes place cannot be ignored as it will have aibgan what is communicated and
how the interaction unfolds. Therefore a furtheestion is required in addition to the
main one above in order to convey a fuller pictofghe interactive processes which

take place in the classroom:

* How do teachers establish a ‘social’ atmospherehvprovides opportunities to

involve the pupils in interaction?

The research was undertaken to examine what happehg classrooms of four ML
teachers considered ‘good practitioners’, focusingthe ways the teachers stimulated
interaction with their learners in the TL. Conseujlye the focus of the study will be on
the communication which takes place between thehtgaand the learners; the thread
running through the fabric of the lesson, whictksireach element of the classroom

experience.

1.2 Background

ML teaching and learning is a matter considerediatiby the European Union (EU),
which in 2002 ratified an agreement that all mendmmtries should teach two foreign
languages from an early age (Barcelona Europeamdllp2002). European citizens
appear to agree that languages are important, 84% holding the opinion that
everyone in the EU should speak a language otlzer tieir mother tongue and 50%
supporting the knowledge of two languages othen tin@ir mother tongue (European

Commission, 2006).



Language learning in the United Kingdom is poor parmed to other European
countries. A recent EU survey into languages spdkeiicuropean citizens (European
Commission, 2006) revealed that the United Kingdwas the second most monolingual
country in the EU after Ireland, with 62% of itdizéns unable to communicate in a
language other than English. A House of Lords rep@®05) into the proposed EU
Integrated Action Programme for Life-long Learnstgted it was ‘deeply disturbed ...
about the declining capacity for language-learnimgEngland] (p.64) and urged an
urgent reappraisal of language teaching policy. Vinaster for Education agreed that
the decline in language teaching and learning wesahproblem’ (p.64).

Although some may argue that ML teaching and legrin the Scottish context has a
more coherent approach than in England, theresis @ncern here about inadequate
levels of ML competence and a decline in learn@tég to continue studying a foreign
language post sixteen, themes explored in a cordererganised by The Royal Society
of Edinburgh in 2006, entitled ‘Languages in SaudlaWhat's the problem?’ which
brought together business leaders, inspectors, eatad and teachers. Their
contributions all acknowledged that language leaynn Scotland was an issue which
needed addressed and the need to develop effecaeunication skills in languages
in Scotland’s young people was crucial. Nationamation statistics, however, reflect
an apparent lack of enthusiasm of pupils to studlyddst sixteen. In 2006, 7,000 pupils
sat the Higher examinatibrin a ML, compared to 16,000 in 1976, a considerabl

reduction in numbers (Scottish Qualifications Auttyo n.d)

It may be that the global influence of English & tlanguage of international
communication has led to a failure to see any atdwgnin making the effort to learn a
foreign language (Chambers, 1999). For many pupdstery of a foreign language
studied only in school can be a ‘lengthy and ofemtious’ undertaking (Dornyei, 2001:

5). Language learning may be perceived as ‘haothpared to so-called ‘softer’

! The Higher examination is the Scottish nationalieg certificate, sat after five years of study at
secondary school and forms part of the qualificetifor entry to university.



subjects like media and sociology (Coe et al., 20@®appealing’ (Watts & Pickering,
2004) and the content taught ‘irrelevant’ (Kent9@&p The effectiveness of ML teachers
has also been criticised (Kent 1996, Watts & Piciger2004). Views such as those
above may be formed as a result of methodology lseteachers to ensure sound
understanding of the form of the language with legsis on how it may be used to
interact with native speakers in ‘real life’ sitiats. | felt it was important, therefore, to
examine what happened in the classrooms of teaeWtewsappeared to be successful,
not only in terms of their pupils’ examination sass and take up rates post sixteen, but
also in promoting ‘natural’ TL interaction with legers within the microcosm of the

classroom as preparation for using the TL to comoate outside in the ‘real world'.

1.3 The Study

Four ML teachers who were considered examplesadgpractice’ agreed to take part
in the study. In order to obtain as accurate aupgcths possible of the interaction that
took place in their classrooms, the teachers wbsemwed teaching an S3 class on five
occasions and audio recordings made of the lessggrsa period of nine months from
September 2005 to June 2006. The teachers werenédseiewed about their teaching
philosophy. Samples of their pupils were also witawved about their ML learning in
general and the interaction which took place irslen particular. Three lessons from
each teacher were selected for close analysiseof thused with the aim of identifying
techniques for stimulating and supporting TL intéian. The observations formed the
principal source of data for analysis; however, plgil and teacher interviews were
considered important as points of reference whallccsupport or disconfirm findings
which emerged during analysis of the observaticandcripts. The analysis was
conducted using an overarching qualitative methaglgl although some quantitative
measures were employed, so that as clear a piasup®ssible could emerge of the TL
the teachers and learners used. Further detailtheofmethodological decisions and
procedures taken are described in Chapter 3.



The first part of this first chapter has preseritexlbackground to, and the rationale for,
the study. The next section will describe the wag thesis is structured, considering
each chapter’s contribution to the whole.

Chapter 2 comprises a review of the literatureteeldo the teaching and learning of a
second or foreign language, undertaken in ordeddntify aspects of good practice and
effective models of ML pedagogy which could be useda framework of reference
during the analysis process. A historical perspectf second language learning
theories leading to the development of Communieatisnguage Teaching showed the
growing importance of teachers’ use of the TL ioying a model of pronunciation
and structure of the language for learners to dpre. Social constructivist theories,
principally Vygostkyan (1986) theory of first largge acquisition and the role of the
teacher in supporting pupils’ development of largguakills in their zone of proximal
development through careful scaffolding (Bruner839seemed particularly relevant to
this study, which sought to identify the way teashgsed the TL to develop pupils’ TL
communication skills through interactive practices.

A sizeable proportion of the research literaturpesgped to regard the affective aspect of
the classroom as essential in obtaining learn@ialeoration in interaction, which was
seen as crucial to second language learning. Thialscharacter of the encounter is
therefore an important consideration in establighanclassroom ethos where learners
appear to respond willingly using the TL. Just htve teacher, the sole expert,
successfully stimulates and maintains meaningtelraction in the TL with up to thirty-
three adolescent pupils whose level of languagerg low, is the focus of this thesis. It
seems that up till now there has been very liglearch into the kind of techniques that
language teachers use which promote developmenieafers’ communicative
competence in TL interaction through the explomatiof the social aspect of the

classroom context.



It should be noted that the majority of the reskedras been conducted into the teaching
and learning of English as a second or foreignuagg with adult learners. Although

comparisons may be apposite, the special contextheofsecondary school classroom
where adolescent learners have no choice as toptesence means that strategies ML
teachers employ to stimulate TL interaction witerthmay be seen as more relevant by

practitioners in the field.

Following on from the literature review, Chapted@&scribes the methodology used to
collect and analyse the data and details of thésides and the procedures taken to
ensure that the data were gathered in accordanite aethical guidelines. Decisions

regarding the choice of qualitative or quantitatimethods of analysis at different stages
are explained as it became apparent that the anamahtypes of TL the teachers used,
depending on the pedagogical focus in the lesson|dwhave to be measured. Issues of

validity and reliability are addressed.

During close analysis of the transcripts it was alotays appropriate to describe the
interaction using ‘accepted’ classroom interactisameworks, such as Initiation,
Response, Follow Up (IRF) (Sinclair & Coulthard,7%9, as the teachers’ third turn,
which provides the learners with feedback abouir ttesponse, was at times used to
extend the talk rather than as a closing moveerettthange. The teachers also initiated
TL interactional sequences with learners which apge to have less of a pedagogic
purpose, the description of which required a d#ferexchange framework. Nor did
conventional exchange frameworks appear to betabdiescribe how the development
of learners’ TL for communication purposes was fetdéd by the teachers. Goffman’s
production format (1981) and Wadensjo's 1998) raoapformat, normally used to
describe the interaction which takes place betwspeakers during processes of
interpretation from one language to another, wergsiclered to be most appropriate to
describe the way the teachers scaffolded learergtibutions to the TL interaction to

support their development of communicative compegen



Chapters 4, 5 and 6 report the findings of theystidoven through the findings is the
contribution the teachers’ TL use made to the &oaffective’ nature of the classroom
and a concern for ‘face’ issues as they soughnhvolve the learners in collaborative
interaction, individually and as a class. Chaptedigcusses the way the teachers
managed the classroom and the apparent contrasedtettheir strict control of the
setting and the collaborative atmosphere they appet succeed in creating. The
nature of the TL interaction they instigated appetr have been instrumental in
establishing a fine balance so that the learnérsdeure and willing to respond within a
structured environment which did not appear oppres€hapter 4 describes different
‘types’ of TL the teachers used which dependedlayge part on the pedagogical focus
of the lesson. The ‘types’ of language were loc@efdur main categories: operational-
type language; practice-type language; analysis-tgmguage and conversation-type
language. Questioning strategies employed by eifteteachers and their effect on the

pace of the lesson are also examined in Chapter 4.

In Chapter 5, consideration is given to the relatjuantities of TL used by the teachers
and learners. Quantitative procedures were usedetsure the amount and ‘type’ of
language in the transcripts of the observationtd ddath the aim of determining how
much TL and English the teachers and the learngisally used and to identify the
contexts where different ‘types’ of TL were used sindrequently in interactive
sequences. Possible reasons for the teachers’f iseglish are then offered before an
exploration of the possible grounds for the teaghaese of different types of TL to

engage the learners in interaction is presented.

Chapter 6 brings together the findings from thevioes two chapters and examines
techniques the teachers deployed to help the Issaraspond to unpredictable referential
guestioning in the TL. The role of the ‘third turnivhich in the IRF participation

framework provides confirmation or otherwise of rlesxrs’ responses, is examined.
Alternative participation frameworks are proposduch appear to describe more fully

the interactional approaches used by the teachetisei third and subsequent turns to



extend and support learners’ TL utterances. Stiedethe teachers employed which
enabled the learners to respond appropriately onversation-type’ TL sequences are
identified. These strategies also appeared to laap®sitive effect on the learners’
willingness to respond and take responsibility tbeir own contribution to the

interaction that the teachers proposed.

In Chapter 7, the findings are drawn together tghlght strategies which proved
effective in engaging learners in TL interactionilhat the same time creating and
maintaining an ethos of collaboration in the claests of the teachers in the study. It
appears from the findings that teacher instigabbra high level of meaningful TL

interaction, that is, talk directed to the learnirsvhich they may respond verbally or
non-verbally, which is relevant to their needs amérests, is instrumental in drawing
them into using the TL to communicate. Conversatigge TL sequences, in which
teachers evinced interest in learners’ responses srared personal information,
appeared particularly effective in drawing learner® the interaction. In order to

support the learners’ TL once they were engagezltghchers provided them with the
means to communicate what they wanted to say witlesing face if they had problems
formulating a response. The offer by the teachecu#s which scaffolded learners’
responses by offering them vocabulary and strustuappeared very effective.
Reformulating and revoicing learners’ faulty uttezas by the teacher also allowed

learners to preserve a degree of ownership forefgonse.

The reactive alertness which the teachers showethdolearners may have been
developed over several years of experience. Howewech can be learned from their
actions and deployment of the TL to engage learmerateraction and as a basis for
further research. It is envisaged that beginneachers and also more experienced
practitioners may find it helpful to use some of findings to enhance their classroom

procedures.



We will now move to the next chapter in the thesiswhich theories of language
learning and pedagogy are discussed and the réasaadcprofessional literature into the
teaching and learning of a second language aredmyed with a view to establishing
what might be regarded as ‘good practice’ in the vemchers use the TL to develop

learners’ communicative competence.

10



Chapter 2 Literature Review

2.1 Introduction

This chapter seeks to establish a context for théysby reviewing the literature on
second language learning and the role that TLaeteyn may play within learning and
teaching processes in the classroom. By synthegsisiiings which are considered
important in Second Language Acquisition and disitigs theories of learning and
teaching which have informed previous research ith® development of learner
communicative competence in a second language, ebept a justification for
undertaking this research and provide a theorebeakground in which the study is
situated.

A key purpose of this literature review is to explavhat research has to say about
classroom interaction and the way a collaborativeoaphere, where learners respond
readily to the teacher’'s TL initiations, may beatssl. It was considered essential to
acquire as much knowledge as possible from empiresearch which related to the

research questions, not only so that the analysisldvbe based on sound theoretical
principles, but also to ensure that the questibemselves were situated in a framework
where they made sense. Accordingly, in the infilshses | was concerned to refine the
exact wording of the research questions to take aetount previous research findings

which might be particularly relevant to this study.

Once the research questions had been decided,ngmassarily guided the decision
making on which areas of the literature would neelde examined in depth. It was thus
considered necessary to look at theories of firel aecond language acquisition,
theories of interaction and the research literatote the classroom environment. These
areas were deemed points of reference which coalduded when examining the
teachers’ TL in interaction with the learners. Whnot wanting to bring pre-

conceptions to the analysis, it was important theds well-informed in such areas.
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The study explores how teachers deemed examplegoodl practice in Scottish
secondary school ML classrooms by HMle and othefessional bodies provide
opportunities for learners’ development of speakskgls through engaging them in
interaction using the TL. In order to understandaivis meant by good practice in
teaching a ML it was necessary to look at theookesearning and Second Language
Acquisition (SLA). The strategies that the teachiarshe study employed to involve
learners in dialogue may then be examined to détermhich approaches they appeared

to have adopted and also if there were any gaps.

The focus of the study is on the way teachers tags@sners to make their own
contributions in the TL, even though their languaggource may be meagre, that is, at
Basic User level if the Common European FramewdriReferences for Languages
(Council of Europe, 2002) were to be used to measweir proficiency. (Basic User
level relates to the understanding and use of fanahd frequently used TL expressions
of ‘a concrete type’, related to areas of ‘immeeliaelevance’ to the learner and
describes learners at this level as ‘beginnersel@mentary’). It was also essential to
examine the literature on frameworks of interactietween the teacher and the learners
and how the different types and functions of classr interaction between the two

parties aid the development of communicative coprpz.
This review of the research literature is therefdivéded into four main sections:
Theories of language learning; how do children acqte language?

As will be seen in the findings, although they wesaking with adolescent learners,
many of the strategies the teachers used in tlesrdem appeared to be similar to
those used by care-givers or parents in interaetitin young children. Although the

focus of the study was on strategies used by tesitbestimulate pupils’ responses in
the foreign language, | considered theories of lasguage acquisition important as a
starting point to provide a context for the subssgsection on theories of second

language given that these second language leathewyies seemed to be closely
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linked to first language theories. Understandingirst language acquisition theories
was also judged to be important in the analysigestawhen relating the way the
teachers encouraged the learners’ responses ifflthim the classroom to care-

giver/child talk during the process of first langeaacquisition.

Theories of Second Language Acquisitionapproaches toteaching and learning

modern foreign languages.

| was aware that the teachers in the study beli¢hiat extensive use of the TL was
significant for pupils’ development of communicaticskills. When mapping the
teachers’ strategies, what was key was to get sesehexactly how the TL was being
deployed. To inform my analysis of the teacher€ akthe TL, it was clearly necessary
to review in depth the specific methodologies apdraaches to teaching and learning
foreign languages and the theoretical underpinrihguch approaches. Such close
examination of leading methodologies and approagressdesigned to allow me at the
stage of analysis to consider the extent to whielse teachers’ actions could be mapped
against existing approaches and to identify angetspof their practice which might not

fit readily within existing models.

Theories of Interaction: different interactional frameworks within the classoom
which may be used to promote the development of legers’ oral competence in the
TL.

This section and the next section were considemadiat in terms of providing possible
explanations for the teachers’ interactional lamggud believed that the conventional
classroom participation framework, Initiation, Respe, Follow-up (Sinclair &

Coulthard, 1975) would be useful in the analysishef data, although I also wanted to
explore its possible limitations. Research literatiocusing on teachers’ interactional
moves, such as questioning and error correctionminvdifferent interactional contexts in
the lesson, was regarded as central to providiagsiising concepts’ (Blumer 1954,

Charmaz 2003) to inform the analysis process. Whetiterature says about the role of
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practice and communicative tasks and their demaalttgyugh less explicitly related to
the research questions, was also seen as impdréaaiuse of the contribution they

might make to development of the learners’ commative skills.

The Second Language Classroom Environmenhow the teacher create€lassroom
conditions which may or may not have a facilitatingeffect on the development of

learners’ communication skills.

The second research question relates directlye@xploitation of the ‘social’ aspect of
the classroom, therefore | was eager to exploret Wiearesearch literature had to say
about the way teachers might establish an etheslt#boration, which enabled lessons
to be ‘co-productions’ (Allwright & Bailey, 1991)yhere learners actively contributed to
the interaction. It was important to be able toogguse how the teachers used the TL to
create such a collaborative atmosphere. In thisasgd/ygotskyan theory is discussed,
as it appeared particularly suitable as an analytaol to describe the way the teachers’
talk supported the pupils’ developing communicatslélls and helped them to co-
construct their understanding.

Although the review of the research literature besn divided into different sections, it
is inevitable that there will be overlap betweeatiems, for example, it is difficult when

considering theories of Second Language Acquistibodiscuss teachers’ use of the TL,
without mentioning the classroom or the way that ¢émvironment supports or impedes
interaction. Therefore, features of elements meetioabove are, to a certain extent,
interwoven through each of the sections. In thst feection below, theories of first

language acquisition will be briefly presented asasis for understanding theories of

Second Language Acquisition which are address#éukisecond section.

2.2 Theories of learning: how do pupils acquire aanguage?
There are three main theories of first languageuia@tepn: behaviourist, innatist, also
referred to as nativist, and constructivist, alsmwn as interactional/developmental

(Lightbown & Spada, 2006). The explanations below mecessarily short and do not
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explore all the complexities of each theory, nce tubtleties where there is overlap
within the diversity. Nonetheless, it is importaiot have an understanding of what
theorists believe about first language acquisitidnich may inform the thinking behind

theories of Second Language Acquisition.

2.2.1 Behaviourism

Behaviourism (Skinner, 1957) was a popular theorythe middle of the twentieth
century which explained children’s language develept as forming ‘habits’ of correct
utterances. It was believed that through constepetition, children would acquire
linguistically correct responses to stimuli prowddey the caregiver or others around
them. Errors in language production were ‘recastptovide a correct model for the
child to repeat. According to behaviourist thedayiguage is seen to develop as a result
of conditioning as the child is given positive feirtement to develop ‘good’ language
habits. In second language learning, stimulus-respdanguage practice exercises may
be used to reinforce structures and vocabularysimédar way. Behaviourism contrasts
with innatist or nativist theory which argues tieatldren’s language develops naturally

as they mature.

2.2.2 Innatist or Nativist

In a trenchant attack on Skinner, Chomsky (1958ued that children learn their first
language by the same processes that they learraltq their language development
occurs naturally as they mature, assuming thera@pre-conditions which may impede
their development. Chomsky argued that languageldpment is an innate feature of
the developing cognitive process. He proposed l#mguage is an innate faculty with
which every individual is born. ‘Universal Grammgaa' set of language ‘rules’ which are
housed in the brain, allows children to make serfigke language system to which they
exposed, and then allows them to test hypothesemn vgipeaking themselves. The
Universal Grammar operates during a limited petiotl just before puberty. After this

time language learning is seen as more difficull &garners may not acquire native
speaker proficiency, although this claim has beispuded (Birdsong 1999, Bongaerts
1999).
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Hymes (1972) was one of the first to exploit théio of ‘communicative competence’
as a reaction against Chomsky’s (1965) concepingtistic competence. Chomsky’s
Language Acquisition Device (LAD) described the elepment of children’s first
language acquisition through an innate facilitthe human brain which allowed them
to process the linguistic functions of the languagd develop grammatical competence.
Hymes, however, was of the opinion that the diffiees in children’s linguistic output
could not be explained without reference to thdadaonditions in which they learned
to use the language. Hymes viewed the ability ®the language in a variety of social
situations as being as important as the inherentvledge of grammar systems. He
distinguished between Chomsky'’s theory of linggistbmpetence and his own view of
linguistic performance in social interaction. In dmsky’s model the learner acquires
knowledge of language structures; Hymes argued e¢gatlly important was also a
sense of appropriateness of when particular largumag@y be used. He argued that the
latter could only be described from a sociolingaigoint of view. Although Chomsky
does talk about performance, it is from a psyclgplistic position which measures the
cognitive development of the learners as to whettiey produce grammatically correct
utterances and appears to take less account dfoitial conditions within which the
learner is operating. There will be further diseoissof Hymes’s position in a later

section of this chapter.

2.2.3 Constructivist theories: Piaget’s Cognitive @nstructivism and Vygotsky’s
Social Constructivism

Chomsky’s arguments have also been disputed bethegalo not appear to take into
account the inclusion of language acquisition ag p& a child’s overall cognitive
development (Slobin 1973). Piaget (2002) contertdatichildren’s beginning language
represented their developing understanding of tbepgeriences and concepts as they
learned to interact with the world around them waad therefore not linked to a separate
module of the brain. He argued that as childrengndion develops, they use language

to articulate the understanding of concepts infattmgtheir experiences.
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Vygotsky (1978) differed from Piaget because ofviesv of language as a fundamental
part of cognitive development. Vygotsky's view wdmt language was inextricably
linked to thought processes. Unlike Piaget, Vygptskw language as the vehicle
through which children’s cognitive development aced, rather than as a means of
expressing their understanding. He contended thatren’s language developed
through interaction with adults and other childesthey were helped to accomplish
tasks which they could not achieve on their owndiated by the language of
explanation and discussion. ‘What one can do ioperation with others today, one can
do alone tomorrow’ (Vygotsky, 1986:188). The pracésrough which this happens is
termed the ‘Zone of Proximal Development’ (ZPD) (éysky, 1986).

The mediation process may be achieved through ftddafg’ the pupil’s learning

(Bruner, 1983). The scaffolding is removed incretaliy as the learner becomes more
knowledgeable and able to articulate his/her urtdedéng. Language is used to enable
the collaboration process, through which the leaiméelped to construct understanding

of his/her developing cognitive awareness.

Theories about first language learning above haemn lnstrumental in providing a basis
for second language learning theories, which walldiscussed in the next part of this
review of the literature. It could be argued thmathe ML classroom Vygotskyan theory
seems particularly relevant for the developmergpsaking skills as learners interact in
their ZPD with a more experienced speaker, theh&ado develop knowledge and
understanding of grammatical concepts which hepmthito communicate. Hymes'’s
concept of communicative competence may also beidered appropriate to describe
how learners are guided to use language approfdoatiee moment and the situation.
The carefully scaffolded TL the teacher uses in ititeraction provides exposure to
vocabulary and structures which the learner may atsa later date, either with the

teacher, other learners or native speakers. Thrgugled interaction the learners also
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gain understanding of appropriateness of language kurther discussion of the role

Vygotskyan theory may play in the ML classroom ualke place in section 2.5.2.

2.3 Theories of SLA: Approaches to Teaching and Appaches to Learning Modern
Foreign Languages.

This section builds on the first section which présd theories of first language
acquisition, considers approaches which have intled attitudes at the beginning of the
21% century regarding what are viewed as effectivesaafyteaching and learning second
languages and relates them to the present studshduld be noted that language
teaching methodologies round the world may diffexagly. The approaches presented
below represent a predominantly ‘Western’ philogopfieaching methodologies in
Confucian Heritage Culture countries, for examptay reflect a more teacher-centred,

didactic approach.

A great deal of research has been carried outhoto a second language is learned, but
the majority of this research has been undertakethe field of teaching English as a
foreign language. Many of the subjects have beeiit &shrners, who, it could be said,
are implicitly well disposed to learning a foreiamguage, particularly English, as it is
seen as the ‘major ‘official’ language of many sdions and most academic fields, as
well as the main means of communication in inteamat tourism’ (Dornyei, 1990: 49).
Only one in four of those who use English to comicate is a native English speaker
(Crystal, 2003), the language being consideredirguh franca’ among speakers of

diverse languages to communicate with each othadi{®fer, 2005).

Perhaps for the reasons above, there appears lesbeesearch into teaching foreign
languages to schoolchildren whose native tongueEnglish. After an extensive
literature search, | have concluded that there ssirarising lack of research into how
teachers in UK secondary schools increase pupilisingunicative skills in the foreign
language. These pupils may not constitute an sitally motivated group, although it

could be assumed that their goals are the santeeasdjority of language learners, that
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is, the development of skills which enable thenedmmunicate with native speakers in
the target culture, therefore, while certain firglirfrom the research into adult SLA can
be generalised, the special nature of the dynaniticirwthe secondary school ML

classroom and the compulsory nature of the sulgechand a different approach
(Stables & Wikeley, 1999). For this reason, thisriture review focuses predominantly
on studies whose findings, although not concerneztttly with, may be related to the

secondary classroom.

Attitudes to learning languages have changed asvtikel has become ‘smaller’ in the
last fifty years with greater democratisation odvel opportunities and workforce
mobility, with the result that methods of teachimgve also changed. There follows a

short description of how language teaching apprestiave evolved to the present day.

2.3.1 Teaching Methodology: Grammar-Translation Mehod

From the time of Erasmus in the early 15th centuntjl the last half of last century,
foreign language teaching was based on the ‘granmaaslation’ approach. This
method was based on the pedagogical grammars gexdefor the teaching of Greek and
Latin. The emphasis was on understanding the layggagstem rather than learning how
to use the language for communicative purposeshéRis & Rodgers, 2001). Learners
were expected to be able to translate literarystafier having memorised grammatical
rules and vocabulary. Classroom activities, inalgdgrammar drills and translation
exercises, were conducted in the mother tongue (MEpeaking the language was
disregarded, since the emphasis was on readingwvattén expression. This method
suited a small number of school learners but ditlmeet the needs of the majority
(Omaggio, 1990). Until the mid 1960s foreign langgidearning was largely seen as the
preserve of the elite in society, developing irtetiial capacity, particularly in literature
and the written genre, and social capital but potpfractical oral application or use by
the majority of people (Johnstone, 2003).
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2.3.2 Teaching Methodology: The Direct Method

The beginning of the twentieth century saw the tmeent of the ‘direct’ method
initially as a reaction to the grammar-translatapproach (Richards & Rodgers, 2001).
The theory underpinning the direct method was basethnatist theories of children’s
first language acquisition. Teaching and learnimpleasised the importance of listening
and speaking the language. Its exponents were \aitgnopposed to the teaching of
formal grammar and argued that language learnirgmare than the learning of rules
and the acquisition of translation skills. Grammaas expected to be learned
inductively, prefiguring the use of Chomsky’s LADhe learners’ MT was never used in

the classroom and the language taught reflectedifeesituations.

Although teaching and learning in the ML classrooonld not parallel the way young
children learn to communicate, the direct methodredathe way for a more
communicative, oral based approach, and as sucbseped an important step forward
in the history of language teaching methods (Ridhia& Rodgers, 2001) as theorists
began to consider different approaches to addréms development of oral

communicative skills.

2.3.3 Teaching Methodology: Audio-lingual and Audievisual Methods

During and after World War 2 the audio-lingual neethwas used to produce foreign
language speakers who could work in Europe and.Adis method was based on
Skinner’s behaviourist principles (1957) and reled repetition of drills to practise
patterns and structures in the TL, in an attem@ddress the need for development of
communication skills and the understanding of grammsystems. Although the
development of all four language skills was congddamportant, teaching and learning
placed great emphasis on aural/oral drills, whidtero took place in a language
laboratory, practising de-contextualised languageicires. A description of this

method by Finocchiaro and Brumfit (1983) cites fiblowing main characteristics:

» attention to structures and form more than meaning
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* memorisation of structure based dialogues
* language items are not necessarily contextualised

» language learning is learning structures, soundgoods.

A subsequent development of the audio-lingual nuthbe audio-visual method,
enjoyed popularity in school foreign language té&aglclasses in the 1970s and early
1980s. Film strips and tape recorded dialogues weegl as a basis for drills used to
practise structures. Another development of theaalilmgual and audio-visual methods,
available widely through internet sources, Compulasisted Language Learning
(CALL), is a technique which supports languageresy by allowing students access to
videos and practical exercises: it may be moreeduit individual learning or as a

support for learning and lacks the communicativteraction of a classroom.

The methodologies described above follow quite rdtefi rules for the practical

organisation of teaching and learning, which carcdrgtrasted with those below which
are termed ‘approaches’, that is, they are inforimgtheories of language learning and
teaching which underpin the choice of teachingtiatjias and which may be more suited

to a less rigid methodological stance (Richardsddgers, 2001).

2.3.4 Functional/Notional Approach

A concern to make language teaching and learning ncommunicative’ led to a focus

on the everyday situations that learners might entes and the kind of language which
would be appropriate in these situations. This yrideed the functional/notional

approach to ML teaching, which was also populathen1970s and 1980s (Finocchiaro
& Brumfit, 1983). Here, the content of a course weaganised in terms of meanings
(notions) learners required in order to communidatarticular functional contexts,

such as asking or giving directions or buying tiskat the cinema or train station. The
functional/notional approach has been seen ast#rgng point for making language

teaching more relevant to learners’ needs.
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... we can only reallyeachlanguage if we present and practise it in relatmthe uses which,

as a communicative tool, it may be put. (Brur&filohnson, 1979: 4)

Teachers using the functional/notional approacloeraged learners to practise the use
of certain language structures which would be dgafa variety of contexts. This often
meant that learners continued to rehearse strigctardrill-type exercises as they had
done when learning under the audio-lingual and @audiual methods. The main

difference was that the drills were related to dipalar context (Howatt, 1984).

2.3.5 Communicative Language Teaching (CLT) Approdt

The current CLT approach, often referred to simgéythe Communicative Approach
(CA), a development of the method originally adwedsby Comenius in the seventeenth
century and the techniques of the direct methodfanctional/notional approaches, aims
to use the TL as much as possible as the mearmhanication in the classroom in a
natural and meaningful way, while also addresshegrieed to understand the form of
the language (Lightbown & Spada, 2006). In CLT é#x¢ensive use of the TL by the
teacher does not mean that the learners shoul@arot about language systems; a focus
on form is also seen as essential for learners d@enprogress in second language
acquisition (Ellis 2005a, Mangubhai 2006).

Two versions of CLT have developed: a ‘strong’ i@rswhich has similarities to the
Direct Method where the focus is ousing [the foreign language] to learn it'" where
grammar is learnt inductively as the learners axpant with different forms of the
language, and a ‘weak’ version which emphasisedriportance of providing learners
with opportunities to use their [foreign languaf®] communicative purposes’ within a
wider programme of teaching and learning which udes a focus on grammar

structures, (Howatt, 1984: 279) which may inclsdene instruction in the MT.
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2.3.6 Focus on Form within a Communicative Approach

Although there have been critiques of CLT, whicli is considered in a later section of
this chapter, the ‘weak’ version of CLT is widelgcapted as the most effective means
of all the approaches that have been used so fateaching school pupils to
communicate in a foreign language confidently andthpetently (HMle 1990, DfES
2003), and appeared to be the approach taken bie#tobers in the study. However,
many practitioners still express concern that apleasis on meaning and fluency will
mean that accuracy will be compromised. This canceoften voiced by teachers who
have to prepare pupils for national examinationgn&tspeaking may only account for
25% of the total mark and the focus is on accurbiowever, CLT does not preclude a
focus on form. Conversational interaction is segnGass (1997) as the basis for
development of the learners’ grammar in the forddgnguage. Belchamber (2007) notes,
‘There is a lot of preparation; accuracy practsehe bridge to a fluency activity’. She
cites Canale and Swain’s (1980) model of commuivieatompetence, which includes

grammatical, social and strategic competence.

Bachman’s (1990) Framework of Communicative Languadility is a more recent
development of Canale and Swain’s model, which rilese two competencelgnguage
competence and strategic competence which, added to psychophysiological
mechanisms form a framework for communication (p.84Rsychophysiological
mechanismsis the expression Bachman uses to describe theological and
psychological processes the learner experiencesgdtire act of speaking, that is, the
neuromuscular skills used to voice the utterance the messages transmitted and

received in interaction with others through auditand visual channels.

In Bachman’s framework precision in grammar is sasnresiding withinanguage
competence as the correct form of the languagetisogether in a coherent unit by the
speaker. Strategic competence pertains to the business of creating sasthining
communicative acts, through reference to registentext and social aspects, for

example, politeness, as well as the correct chaoitdinguistic form to achieve
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communication Strategiccompetence also refers to strategies the leases 10 make
meaning in communication from a possibly limiteddaage resource. Zhuang (2007)
suggests that strategic competence is ‘a wisetyahbdimodify the communicative goal
while making up for the limited L2 competence’ ) 4The way the teacher may assist
learners to develop strategic competence was & foiciine study. Implicit in Bachman’s
framework is the speaker’s need not only for redagm of the contextual demands of
particular interactional situations but also famféarity with language forms in order to

be able to communicate effectively.

Many communicative language classrooms have descgeammar teaching phases
where the focus is on the form of the language doé&arned, either before a practice
session or as a result of a point which has arisesugh negotiation of meaning. A

common approach within CLT is Presentation, Pra¢tRroduction, (PPP) where the
learners progress from the presentation of newdageg by the teacher to controlled pair
or group practice, before using the language indegetly. Focusing on form speeds up
the rate that learners acquire knowledge of thguage systems (Long, 1983, 2001), but
care should be taken that learners do not becormcqupied by accuracy at a cost to
confidence and fluency (Zhao & Morgan, 2004). Irsthtudy, the interface between
grammar instruction and the development of thenkr@’ communicative fluency was

considered important to explore, in order to esthbhow the teachers went about
ensuring mastery of form, while also developing tlearners’ communicative

competence.

Ellis proposes ten Principles of Instructed Languagarning (2005b), a number of
which relate to the importance of the developmédrearners’ sound understanding of
the form of the language, although he also higtdighhe importance of TL use for
meaningful interaction. This suggests recognitbrthe need for balance between the
sociolinguistic and psycholinguistic stances taketin relation to the development of
communication skills in the foreign language; leasn should be aware of the

underlying structure of the language they are shgjybut at the same time should not
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feel constricted in their utterances by focusiniglgoon form when using the language
to express themselves. Ellis’s ten principles aftruncted language learning are listed
below in Table 2.1.

Table 2.1. Ellis’s 10 Principles of Instructed Laguage Learning

1. Instruction needs to ensure that learners devedtipdrich repertoire of formulaic
expressions and a rule-based competence

Instruction needs to ensure that learners alscsfoouorm.
Instruction needs to be predominantly directedeatetbping implicit knowledge
of the L2 while not neglecting explicit knowledge.

Instruction needs to take into account the leasnétilt-in syllabus’.
Successful instructed language learning requiresnewe L2 input.
Successful instructed language learning also reguapportunities for output.
The opportunity to interact in the L2 is centrabiveloping L2 proficiency.
Instruction needs to take account of individualedé#nces in learners.

In assessing learners’ L2 proficiency, it is impottto examine free as well as
controlled production.

10. Instruction needs to ensure that learners focudopneantly on meaning.

w N
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Many of the different principles of instructed larage learning listed above will be
discussed in relation to specific areas of langu@gehing in further stages of this

review of the literature.

While Ellis emphasises the role of instruction, @&er’'s model of second language
acquisition (2007) focuses on the learner, sugggshat there are four stages of second
or foreign language development: elemental, codabbn, conscious expression,
automaticity and thought, which can be comparedh® stages in first language
acquisition. The elemental stage is when the laggus introduced to the learners and
they are made aware of it. In the consolidationsphahere they use the new language
in practice exercises, the learners become familitir the language and aware of rules
governing particular structures, before makingefiert to employ the language in more
open-ended dialogue in the conscious expressige.stde final stage, automaticity and
thought, happens when the learners no longer retdnk aboutthe language they are

using, but thinkn the language.
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A communicative approach to teaching and learnangifin languages presupposes that
learners will be given opportunities to use theglaage they are learning in meaningful
exchanges in the classroom. The language learearsamd use should reflect the ‘real
world’ as much as possible so that they are prep&se conversations with native
speakers outside the classroom (Dornyei & MurpB693). In order to benefit from the
communicative approach, learners should be expmsexitensive input in the TL (Ellis,
2005b), so that they can hear the sounds, intangtitterns and correct pronunciation of
the language, in order to be able then to intejast,as they did when learning their first
language (Lightbown & Spada, 2006). When learneesih a TL culture, as learners of
a ‘second language’ they are exposed to the lamgoagside the classroom, in the
street, business and in the media. For learnethdm own culture as learners of a
‘foreign language’, exposure to extensive TL owgdite classroom may be less feasible,

unless the learner has ready access to nativeesgeak

The challenge of providing learners opportunitieptactise ‘genuine conversation’ in
the ML classroom will be discussed later in thigiews of the literature. It could be that
the teacher’s TL use for all or most of the lesasrpart of a Communicative Approach
gives learners access to language used in a ‘fiattaa by the teacher, even though the
purpose may be educational rather than conversati@Gme of the aims of the study is to
consider the influence that the teachers’ TL hatherlearners’ TL production. The next

section considers the literature on use of the ytelchers in the ML classroom.

2.3.7 The Use of the TL in the Classroom

This section considers the literature in favouteafchers’ extensive use of the TL in the
classroom as part of a communicative approach.o8jh CLT assumes maximum
possible use of the TL, there are arguments agdsmsixclusive or near-exclusive use
which favour greater integration of the learnergitier tongue (MT) and which will be

discussed in a later section of this review oflitesature.
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In the Scottish secondary school context, wheregheher may be the only source of TL
that the learners encounter, it seems advisabigtomise the teacher’s use of the TL in
the classroom for the learners’ benefit (Turnb2dQ1), so that they become accustomed
to the phonological and syntactical differencestheir own language. It also seems
desirable that learners should have as many oppbes as possible to engage in
interaction which focuses on meaning (Butzkamm 2@0is 2005a, 2005b), which will
give them practice in hearing the language spokehtaking part in communication for
‘real purposes’. Ellis (2005b) lists ‘extensive icput’ as number six of his Principles of
Instructed Language Learning, basing his argumantegearch into the differences in
children’s first language acquisition which founddence which related the speed of
first language acquisition to the amount of langugwhich they were exposed (Ellis &
Wells, 1980).

Time available to learners in a ‘foreign langualgarning environment, such as the one
in the study, may be restricted (Turnbull, 20018adher TL use is therefore crucial if
‘teacher talk’ is to influence the learners’ praggen a situation where the pupils’ only

contact with the language is in lessons, a clairlieegut forward by Chaudron (1985):

In the typical foreign language classroom, ... tHeeft competence in the TL is achieved by means
of the teacher providing a rich TL environment, vilnich not only instructions and drills are

executed in the TL, but also disciplinary and mamagnt operations. (p.21)

Given the shortage of time they have to exposepingls to the TL, it has been
suggested that teachers ‘fine tune’ their languaget to raise pupils’ awareness of
specific useful language structures or vocabulbtgdaro, 1997: 72), echoing Ellis and
Sinclair's (1996) assertion that the recurrencanfuage to which learners are exposed
in the day-to-day routine of the languages’ classraids consolidation of vocabulary
and phrases. Texts for beginning teachers recomrietdearners should have many
opportunities to hear good models of the TL (Morgameil 2001, Pachler & Field
2001).
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2.3.8 Comprehensible Input

The quality of teachers’ TL input, however, is ¢alidKrashen, 1985). If the language
that the learners hear is incomprehensible, tleliéle likelihood of progression which
may cause frustration and demotivation (Kent, 198gually, if the input is too simple
and does not stretch the learners, their langukiis will not develop and they may
become bored.

Krashen’s Input Hypothesis (1985) emphasises thed ner teachers to provide
‘comprehensible input’ in order to convey meanirfieaively to the learners and
provide a model from which they can create theinatterances. The input should be at
a level just beyond that of the learner, at ‘level 1’, ‘" being the present level of
competence of the learner. He argues that by bexpgsed to comprehensible input
learners ‘notice the gap’ between what they know ho say and what they do not
know, thus triggering more attention to the formtloé language and vocabulary items
used by the interlocutor (Doughty & Williams, 1998)has been argued that there are
links between the ZPD and Krashen's i + 1 in tha tevel at which learners are
working in the ZPD and the level of language far1 are both slightly higher than their
present level of competence (Walsh, 2006). Howehanfolf (2000), points out that the
Vygotskyan model requires collaboration whereassKea’'s model is concerned only

with input and does not include the interactivecess.

There have been criticisms of Krashen’s theories, éxample, Mitchell & Myles
(1998):

The concepts of ‘understanding’ and ‘noticing a 'gape not clearly operationalised, or
consistently proposed; it is not clear how therleds present state of knowledge (‘') is to be
characterised, or indeed whether the ‘i + 1’ folation is intended to apply to all aspects of

language, from lexis to phonology and syntax1@6)

Furthermore, in any class, learners may be atrdifitdevels of understanding so that the
‘i” will not be consistent. How then does the teacprovide input at ‘i + 1’ effectively

for all learners? Even in a ‘set’ class, where [supre grouped by attainment levels,
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there may be a considerable difference in abilityuhderstand the spoken language.
There appears to be a need for teachers to usegst®to ensure that the language is
comprehensible to all. This may involve visual aoitier paralinguistic features of

language, such as tone, intonation and volume #sawgossible adjustments to their

speech.

Pupils’ understanding of teachers’ TL input may lelped by the accompanying
messages which are transmitted non-verbally (Maaidiornl993). The input may be
made comprehensible to learners through the useowimon vocabulary, cognates,
shorter, less complex sentences, the increasedfugesture and facial expression and
slower, more articulate speech, incorporating namd longer pauses (Lynch, 1996).
Interviews with pupils in a pilot study (Crichto@006), have indicated that they are
aware of and appreciate these aids to understanding

2.3.9 ‘Teacher Talk’

In the ML classroom ‘teacher talk’ is slower thanather classrooms and comprises a
‘special register’ in which words are pronouncedacly, at a slower pace, avoiding

complex structural language (Chaudron 1988, Magsigl. 2007), in much the same

way that parents or care-givers structure theiglage when talking to young children,

so that the learners have time to de-code the messthe teacher is transmitting.

‘Teacher talk’ is recognised to be a valuable sewftlanguage for learners, although

Swain et al. (2002) have called for more reseatatiess on whether dialogue between
peers in the language class also aids learning @005b) agrees that learners should
have opportunities for output, but makes it cldet tpeer speaking exercises may be

restrictive in terms of the language and structprastised.

‘Teacher talk’, has been viewed as instrumentasatting up interactional sequences
(Cullen, 1998). Scottish pupils interviewed abolit reasons for not continuing to
study a ML after the compulsory period were in agnent that teacher-pupil interaction

was for them the most satisfactory way of teacling learning (Kent, 1996).
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2.3.10 Intake

While there appears to be agreement that a TL-eichironment is beneficial for
learners, being exposed to input, however compeblenn does not guarantee ‘intake’
by the learner. Learners have to ‘notice’ langubgiore it can be acquired (Schmidt,
1990, 2001). The conscious paying of attention escdbed in Schmidt's ‘noticing
hypothesis’ (2001). Noticing is therefore seen las starting point for acquisition.
Research involving video footage of interaction ebhivas then shown to the learners
with requests for a ‘think-aloud’ commentary ofithoughts as they participated in the

interaction has shown evidence of learners’ nagi¢Mackey et al., 2000).

In the classroom then, emphasis should be on ‘cengorded’ input or ‘intake’ (Gass,
1997). Gass makes the distinction between compdsukerinput, which involves

recognition by the learner of the language usethbyinterlocutor ‘for the purpose of a
conversational interaction’ (p. 25) and intake, ethallows the learner to take notice of

the interlocutor’s language ‘for the purpose oftéag’ (p. 25).

Intake is described by Loew (1993) as ‘an interradprocess between the exposure to
input and actual language acquisition’ (p.334). @&xding to Kumaravadivelu’s findings
(1994) in a study of adults learning a second laggu intake factors include, among
others, individual characteristics in the learnef$ective variables and the social and
educational context. This suggests that the tedtaito be sensitive to a much wider
variety of factors in the classroom than merelyi@dhg the pedagogical aims of the
lesson, ‘the task-as-workplan’ (Seedhouse, 200%:t8Ring affective and social factors
into account (Allwright, 1984). The importance affors in the classroom which may
influence the choice of language used to creatgppastive affective atmosphere will be

discussed in more depth later in this review ofliteeature.
Principle 1 of Ellis’s ten principles for instructéanguage learning (2005b) underlines

the need for learners to acquire a rich store ohiédaic language. The significance of

repetition of TL formulaic language sequences fibake is developed below.
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2.3.11 Formulaic Language

It is difficult to provide a clear definition of fmulaic sequences as they may comprise
idioms, proverbs or multiword units expressing ragl# meaning but they are generally
fixed and occur frequently (Schmitt & Carter, 2004)t has been estimated that
formulaic language may account for up to 58.6% oglEh native speaker discourse
(Erman & Warren, 2000). It is not unreasonabledsuane that a similar figure may be
applicable to other European languages. Formgkgiences of language are stored by
the learner as an unanalysed ‘chunk’ and usedsesgke vocabulary item (Wood, 2006).
The use of formulae by language learners is an iitapbpart of learner output aiding
fluency in the long term (Raupach, 1984). The fdaiw'‘chunks’ are progressively
analysed or ‘unpacked’ as learners use them mades @i communicative interaction
(Myles et al., 1998). The more often formulaic cksiof language are repeated in the
phonological short-term memory, the greater thenchaof them lodging in the long-
term memory and therefore the easier they areherléarners to access (Ellis 2001,
Logan 1998). Since many native speakers use ‘stpbkases and expressions in
conversation (Wray & Perkins, 2000), by exposingilsuto set phrases in the TL, the
teacher is supporting acquisition of language wrtlol learners can draw on when
required to converse with native speakers (Belcleayr2007). Bialystok (1994) claims
that formulaic chunks of language which are usdfrd conversational purposes
gradually evolve into more analysed representatiortbe learners’ minds which may
support higher literacy skills in the foreign laage, (Myles et al., 1999) as structures
are re-cycled for use in other contexts. Discussibfiormulaic language in routines
which the learners in this study regularly followean be seen in Chapter 4, section
4.10.

The first part of this section has examined theooé language learning and second
language acquisition. From the evidence aboveptars CLT may be able to offer a

comprehensible TL rich environment, fundamentahimita communicative approach,
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which gives the learners access to the languagk‘naturally’ which they may then use
themselves appropriately.

2.3.12 Use of the Mother Tongue (MT)

Despite a majority of studies supporting the usethef TL as the main means of
communication in the classroom, not all linguistiidve that total exposure to the TL is
always effective or even desirable. Cook (2001uesgthat the learners’ first language
may be used effectively to introduce vocabulary gmdmmatical concepts, which
learners may find difficult or need more time tdempret. He claims that classroom
management is also an area where the learner$’ linguage can be used more
effectively.

Butzkamm (2003) agrees with Cook that the rolehef MT is important for language
learners as a basis to build on when learning aigorlanguage, and should not be
banned from the classroom. Learners come to thendelanguage classroom with a
language system (or two if the child is bilingusihce the composition of many classes
may include children of immigrants or of bi-linguémilies) which is already
sophisticated, and which allows the learners tocgse new information, make
connections and retrieve experiences from memaghlér and Field (2001) agree that
meta-language to define grammar terms and new #ayggastructures should be in the
learners’ MT because their previous learning altbeir own language means they can
relate the syntactical concepts to their new |lemynhelping the learners make sense of
the patterns of new language they are exposed.¢arners inevitably engage in [TL]-
English associations and formulations in their rsingHammerly 198951). However,
Hammerly, Cook, and Butzkamm counsel ‘judicious 0$ the MT aids.

In UK ML classrooms learners need clarity about tnthay are learning, and the MT
may provide the reassurance that they require tenstand what they see as a
complicated point of grammar or to translate a botary item. The issue arises when

too much is used and learners do not get valuatgeseire to the TL (Ellis 1984, Cook
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1991). Macaro (2000) suggests that practitioneosilsh'make professional judgements
for themselves, based on sound principles ... forbéeefit of the learners’ (p. 187).
This is sensible advice, but may lead to teachev&ruse of the MT, particularly
beginning teachers who may lack the experience wguoh to base decisions about

optimum MT usage.

Arguing that whatever the advantages of demonsgateal’ classroom communication
through the TL, there is no logical necessity tbammunicative tasks should avoid
learners’ first language, Cook (2001) cites thenmarent’ method in which the teacher
switches from one language to another at key paaitsording to particular rules

(Jacobson, 1990). Teachers who adopt the concurmathod may switch to the

learners’ first language to explain a grammar pdiot example, or to focus learners’
attention if they appear to be going off task. Batam’s (2003) proposal for the use of
‘sandwich techniques’, a procedure developed bysbond(1967) where the teacher
inserts a MT translation between repetitions of tarknown phrase in the foreign
language may be less effective in a secondary $dassroom comprising adolescent
learners for whom a ML is compulsory, who may lister the translation in English,

without paying attention to the TL version (Turnb@001).

There is also the possibility that they may mis$ @u ‘tuning into’ the sounds and
intonation patterns of the TL if there is interfiece from their first language. Although
Cook (2001) argues that it is unrealistic whertladl participants in a classroom share a
common first language to force an artificial monglial environment on learners he
does agree that the use of the TL should be mag@niBhe challenge for practitioners
is to quantify just what is meant by ‘maximisingbroprehensible input within a
communicative approach.

Wong-Fillmore (1985) states that the de-coding fayuting out” of what the teacher
says is an important process for the learner. iitayg tie in with Butzkamm’s argument
above for the learners’ meta-cognitive use of th& Bb a tool to articulate new

knowledge, but her advice to teachers to ensurethiegmajority of TL they use is
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comprehensible suggests that it is crucial thatTthaused should be at a level which
will facilitate pupils’ interaction and not consimait. This appears to relate to pupils’
own preferences. In a small study of Scottish segmipils, Kent (1996) interviewed 56
pupils about language learning. They preferredtdaeher to explain the form of the
language in English, but also expressed ‘enorméesspre’ in using the TL to speak

with their teachers and the Foreign Language Aasist

There has been much discussion in the researchtlite about how much TL to use and
the level to pitch it at in the classroom (KrashE85, Macaro 2000, Cook 2001,
Turnbull 2001, Butzkamm 2003), so that learners gah the greatest benefit from
hearing it spoken. Although the literature may disa on whether and how much the
MT should be used in the classroom, there seerhe tigreement that the way teachers
use the TL is essential in sustaining interactionthe foreign language between
themselves and the learners (Cullen, 1998) andéhahers’ TL should be pitched at an

appropriate level which ensures learners’ undedstan

The main arguments for and against the exclusiveear exclusive use of the TL and

the use of the MT by teachers have been presemtédsisection. However, the majority

of those who argue against its exclusive use appeagree that extensive use of the TL
is desirable as a model for learners and that slaneld be taken not to tip the balance
towards overuse of the MT. This may be an eassr fiar experienced teachers than for
beginning teachers and highlights the need to ktogtrategies and techniques that all
teachers, but especially beginning teachers, camang adapt to make their lessons more
TL oriented. Discussion of the use of English by thachers in the study takes place in

Chapter 5, section 5.7.

2.3.13 TL Use in the ML Classroom: To What Extent $ Theory Informing
Practice?

If, as seems to be accepted, a communicative teg@pproach is desirable to engage
learners in interaction in the TL which will aidetldevelopment of their listening skills

as they make sense of what they hear and theikisgeskills as they negotiate meaning,
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it might be assumed that ML teachers will use agdeal of TL in their classrooms.
Studies into the actual degree of TL use in thesttzom have produced results which
vary considerably and call into question how mudh sbme language learners are
experiencing (Crawford, 2004). Crawford identifiddtee studies in the period 1998-
2003 which found that teacher use of the TL vafi@in 17% to 100% (Calman &
Daniel 1998, Turnbull 2000, Hou & Zhao 2002). Hevnostudy of Australian teachers
of foreign languages found that a number of teacesagreed with the desirability of
TL use as the main medium of instruction in thesgtaom, the majority of teachers of
younger children in the primary and early seconddagses expressing reservations.
Although the majority of teachers of older classggeed that using the TL was
desirable, they acknowledged that they tended ® HEsglish as the language of
instruction. The majority used the TL less than 4i@% week, the exception being the
level used with senior pupils, where just over ({&0.2%) of teachers used more than
60% of TL in a week.

Neil's study (1997) into the use of the TL by teorthern Irish secondary teachers of
German with pupils in their fourth and fifth yeaf siudying the language found that
when teachers used self report sheets to measerrantbunt of TL they used in the
classroom their estimates varied from 27.5-67.5%gh target language values’ that is,
between 75-100% TL (p.15) were perceived to be @izedontent areas such as giving
praise, greeting and settling the pupils and ir$ivns. The content areas for which least
TL was used were grammar teaching, instructions tEsts and instruction on
examination techniques. A perceived need to erlearaers do not use the teachers’ TL
use as an excuse for not understanding may meatetichers do not want to risk any

ambiguities and therefore use the MT.

In one of the few studies looking at target language by teachers in Scottish
secondary French classrooms, Franklin (1990) as¥®d teachers of ML to judge
whether 10 classroom activities could be performedFrench, in French with

difficulties, or should be carried out in EnglidHer results showed that that although
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teachers may be aware of the desirability of usixignsive foreign language use in the
classroom, what is actually happening may be differ 68% thought that classroom
organisation could be carried out wholly in Freradthough only 53% thought that
French could be used to give instructions or ‘chitrmally’ with the pupils. Only 15%
of the teachers surveyed thought that disciplindccbe handled through the TL. Their
responses indicate that the function for whichl#mguage is used may decide whether
teachers use English or the TL. Explaining grammigGussing language objectives and
teaching background were the three functions wiiehteachers in Franklin’s study
identified as finding difficult to realise usingghlL. Reasons for not using the TL
included pupil behaviour (95%) and teacher laclcarfidence in using the language
(83%). Another reason for not using the TL thatthess gave was class size (81%),
although Franklin points out that this reason wa®rmg by teachers whose class sizes

were relatively small, as well as teachers wholtigd numbers of pupils in their class.

Meiring and Norman (2002) in a similar exercisehvb ML teachers from 22 different
local authorities in England had similar resultsieTteachers they surveyed increased
their use of TL depending on the level of abilitytbe pupils; pupils judged to be of
lower ability had only ‘modest’ TL input. The inteéon of the present study, the findings
of which are reported here in this thesis, wasdenmiify teachers’ TL strategies which

might be effective with all levels of proficiency.

Perhaps the most surprising figure in Franklinisdgtis the number of teachers who
lacked confidence in using the TL as the main mefm®mmunication, suggesting that
they lack proficiency in the language they are heag: Changes in requirements in
terms of foreign residence for teacher trainingrses in Scotland since her study was
carried out may have addressed this to a certaieneXGTCS, 2010). However, at
present ML teachers in post are not required &ndtcourses to keep up with current

usage.

It appears from the evidence above that teacheesl iérategies to increase their

confidence in their own TL so that they can optemiss use and learners are not
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disadvantaged by lack of exposure and thereforallimyvto use it themselves, leading
to further lack of confidence on the part of thecteer. Techniques used by the teachers
in the study which demonstrate effective use ofahid which are shown to engage the
learners in interaction may be helpful for thosacteers wishing to increase their use of
TL but who need more guidance. It is intended teather strategies observed in the
present study will act as a basis for meaningfofessional development for beginning
and less confident teachers in communicating e¥elgt with learners using the TL in

the ML classroom.

In describing how a communicative approach maysaske development of learners’
communicative skills above, the emphasis has beeth® way learners are helped to
develop understanding through the input the teaghevides. Although there are
arguments about the quantity and quality of theleds TL use, the consensus appears
to be that teachers should maximise their TL, n@akircomprehensible to the learners,
so that they are exposed to the sounds, intonatmmh patterns of the language. The
value of the MT, however, in terms of providing ieers with a meta-language which
helps them to make sense of new grammatical cosicépt example, should not be
ignored. It may be that teachers need to find arza between providing pupils with a
TL-rich environment, while accepting that therelw# times when the MT may have to
be used for clarification. The danger is that eitheough lack of confidence or laziness

on the part of the teacher, the MT becomes pretzalen

If the purpose of language teaching using a comoative approach is to provide

opportunities for learners to develop their languagills in interaction, teachers will

have to take steps to ensure that positive soniladfective factors, the value of which
has been stated above (Kumaravadivelu 1994, Alwrkp84), have been addressed.
This section has considered theories of languagmniley. The next section will look

more closely at theories of language analysis ssareh findings into interaction in the
language classroom and the part it plays in deuwsdpfpearners’ language skills are

examined.
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2.4 Theories of Interaction: The Role of Interactim in the ML Classroom

This section of the review of the research literatexamines the role of interaction in
the ML classroom. Different types of interactionllwie discussed and strategies to
promote interaction will be examined. Researchifigs relating to interaction in the
classroom were considered important as points f@reece when drawing up the
research questions and performing the analysshdtilld be noted that it is the teacher’s
role in interaction that is the focus of this reshastudy. Research literature focusing
specifically on the outcomes of pupil/pupil interan will not be reviewed. While
acknowledging an important role that pupil/pupiteiractive tasks may play in the
learning and development of TL communication skittee focus in this study is on

teachers’ interactional moves and their use of Hlictv stimulates pupil responses.

Allwright (1984) describes classroom interaction‘tae fundamental fact of classroom
pedagogy’. For van Lier (1996) interaction is thendine’ that ‘drives the learning
process’ (p.147), although he does not specificaftyit the interactive process to
dialogue, but also includes interaction with teatd reflection about social processes.
The role of classroom interaction in the acquisitod first and second language has been
the subject of a number of recent studies (Johrig9b, Seedhouse 1996, Van Lier
1996, Ellis 1999, Hall & Verplaetse 2000, NassajiMells 2000, Walsh 2002, Richards
2006). The majority of those looking at interactionsecond language learning have
focused on the acquisition of English as a secoridreign language with adult learners,
who have chosen to learn a second language anditndmyld be argued, have not the
same attitudes or goals as adolescents who haehaice about the fact that they are
learning a language or even the language theyeammihg. However, general points
made about interaction may be applicable to learimea secondary school context.

A description of ‘teacher talk’ has been offeredlienin this chapter. Many studies of
‘teacher talk’ in the second language classroone lancentrated on the language used
in isolation and have not taken into account theraction that contributes to the overall

class dynamic arising from learners’ prior experesnh and their already established
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social skills in interaction (Johnson, 1995). Sésdhave focused on the way teachers
correct errors (Lyster & Ranta, 1997), special desgt of ML teacher talk (Chaudron
1988, Magsig et al. 2007) and frameworks for inteom (Hall & Walsh 2002,
Seedhouse 2004), but less appears to have bedemwaibout the way the teacher’s

language helps learners to take responsibilitgléaeloping the interaction.

A study by Wong-Fillmore (1982) although conducteer 20 years ago, identified
‘effective L2 classrooms’ as ones where the learnveere called upon frequently to
respond, either individually or as a group. It ickear, however, whether the interaction
she refers to had a pedagocic focus or a ‘soaialction. Regular ‘social interaction’ is
considered of benefit to learners (Firth & Wagn@82, Van Lier 2000, Block 2003).
‘Social’ aspects of classroom interaction will bsadissed more fully in section four of

this chapter.

In a study of primary children’s literacy and nua@r development, Smith et al. (2004)
found that teachers who had a ‘more interactivée’s(yp. 408) appeared to be more
effective. However, questionnaires completed bytélaehers in their study revealed that
they did not have a clear view of what was meanntgraction. Although the context is
different to the ML classroom, their findings higtit a need for a greater
understanding of the role of interaction used lachers in the classroom in engaging

learners with a view to collaboratively construgttheir knowledge.

In Block’'s view the ‘acquisition metaphor ... shoute complemented ... by the
participation metaphor’ (2003: 104). Sfard (1998)jues that participation allows the
learner to become a member of a community throwyeldping the skills necessary for
communicating within that community. KumpulainemdaWray (2002) emphasise the
role of the learner as ‘an active participant inigblearning’ (p.10). They argue that it is
the teacher’s role to activate and manage theaictien with a view to developing the
learners’ communicative skills through practicelariguage which is relevant to their

needs. Just how that may be achieved is the fottlsisostudy. A common view has
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been that the majority of classroom interactioresaglace within the IRF participation

framework (Sinclair & Coulthard, 1975), which issgeibed in the following section.

2.4.1 IRF: Intitation, Response, Follow-up

Studies have found that the IRF framework predotesan classroom discourse
(Nassaji & Wells, 2000) and may account for up @8670f classroom interaction (van
Lier 1996, Wells 1999). As will be seen in Chaptérsand 6, the majority of the
interaction in the classrooms of the teachers is $kudy occurred as part of the IRF
framework. The framework involves three ‘turns’etkeacher’s initiation (I), often a
guestion, the learner’s response (R), followedHhgyteacher’s follow-up (F) to confirm
or disconfirm the pupil's answer. Teachers ask tjoes in order to gauge how much the
learner knows. However, as important as the questihe teachers pose are their
responses to the learner's answers. Teachers’ mespowere originally termed
‘feedback’(Sinclair & Coulthard, 1975) which wasvised as ‘follow-up’ (Sinclair &
Brazil, 1982), due to the many ways of addresdmegléarners’ responses in the second
turn, and are viewed as giving the learners a ipesibr negative reaction to their
utterances. Mehan (1979), re-named the third mgvEvaluation, with the result that
both IRF and IRE are used to describe the intemaalimoves which take place in

teacher/pupil dialogue. In this study the term uséldbe IRF, as it is the more recent.

It should be noted that the third turn and its fiorccan be problematic. Interaction is a
complex social phenomenon, which needs to be resedras comprising more than its
verbal features (Kumpulainen & Wray, 2002). In matydies, the follow-up move is
considered evaluative, when, in fact, it may havetlaer purpose such as extending the
discourse through the use of referential rathen tiaplay questioning (Cullen, 2002),
that is, questions to which the teacher does notkime answer rather than questions

asked so that the learner can display his/her kenhyd.

There may also be a perceived conversational famdfi the teacher chooses to use
repetition in the third turn (Schegloff 1997, Tann2007), which goes beyond an
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affrmation of the pupil's answer because of thdnforcement provided by
paralinguistic features such as body languageugesind eye contact and tone which

are used in face to face discourse (Francis & Humsit992).

Defenders of the IRF may argue that strategies ascekpetition, gesture and non-verbal
communication could be termed follow-up; althougkre is no overt confirmation of
the learner’s utterance, it could be said that bseedhere is no negative feedback from
the teacher, the message is transmitted to thedeérat the utterance is correct and the
teacher’s third turn is seen both as confirmatarg anitiating a new exchange. This
illustrates the difficulty of describing the thitdrn. This issue will be examined more
fully in Chapter 6.

An interesting point about the IRF model is thasiprevalent in almost every study of
caregiver-child conversation (Seedhouse, 1996)s Ty be due to the fact that in
classroom and in caregiver-child interaction, tbeus is on instruction, or learning

through dialogue. Mercer (1992) defends the modpbsential to allow the teacher to

monitor children’s knowledge and understandinguale their learning and to highlight

what is viewed to be educationally significant atuable’ (p. 172). Through their use

of questioning teachers can get a clear view oftwhelearners know, in order to move
the learning to a further developmental level. &t section will look in more detail at

the strategies that teachers employ when questdearners and their purposes in the
ML classroom.

2.4.2 Questioning

Fundamental to the analysis of the data in thidystuas an understanding of the way the
teachers might use questions to interact with #enkers. As we have seen at the
beginning of this section, the IRF participatioarfrework prevails in the classroom.

Teachers’ questioning therefore forms a large phathe interaction which takes place.

In a secondary ML classroom, where the teachehdasmanager and instigator of the
interaction which takes place (Walsh, 2006), qoestig is seen as central to involving

the learners in the lesson and scaffolding theirnieg as they collaborate together to
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construct meaning (Vygotsky, 1986, 1978). Teachprsstion to assess that learners’
cognition is at a level which allows them to pratde the next step of the learning

process and to develop their communicative compet@dercer, 1992).

2.4.3 ‘Display’ Questions

Display questions are those questions to whichheracalready know the answers. In the
ML classroom, questions are used to assess pupitierstanding of key concepts or
how to use the language accurately. They are ntrneaident as the first turn, or
initiation, in the IRF exchange. The use of dispigestions in the classroom has been
criticised because they are not seen as examplesadifor ‘natural’ conversation (Long
& Sato, 1983). They have also been termed ‘purpssélbecause they ask for
information that the teacher and the learners kalveady and only serve to show what
the pupil has learned (Nunn, 1999); as such, timit the learners’ opportunities to
develop an extended and meaningful exchange. Lesamay restrict their responses to
what they think the teacher expects and will evialymsitively, reluctant to attempt any

other communication, the form of which they mayubsure.

However, the use of display questions is seen aeaessary and useful tool for
assessment of a pupil's learning (Mercer, 1992) ead be helpful when used to
measure if the teacher’s objectives for the ledsmre been met (Magsig et al., 2007).
Not only are they used as an assessment tool;uéeirpredictability may be reassuring
for certain types of learner (Magsig et al., 20@isplay questions in the ML context
also allow the learners to practise model respoasethey perform in preparation for

interaction outside the classroom.

2.4.4 ‘Referential’ Questions

Referential questioning, on the other hand, is pesdictable. The teacher does not know
what answer the learner will provide, thus making guestion more ‘genuine’ (Walsh,
2006: 67). ‘[llncreasing the use of referential spiens over display questions is likely
to stimulate a greater quantity of genuine clagsraoteraction’ (Nunan, 1987: 142).
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Referential questions are seen as promoting motaratacommunication than a

‘distorted version’ realised through display quesss (Long & Sato, 1983). Although the

teacher’s purpose in asking a referential questiay be pedagogical, s/he exploits the
social nature of the exchange to engage the leasean active participant, a role
emphasised by both the psycholinguistic and sodmalstic paradigms as highly

important (Kumpulainen & Wray, 2002). The learner,responding to a referential

question, must call on his/her previous learning ase it to communicate meaning
rather than a prepared response focusing on the dbthe language, which may not be
relevant to his/her situation.

2.4.5 ‘Tag’ Questions

Teachers may also make great use of tag questibes imteracting with pupils. A tag
guestion usually follows a statement and has atyadf functions (Tottie & Hoffman,
2006). Tag questions may be used for emphasig;diofirmation of understanding, to
show support of another’s utterance or to seekeageat. In the ML classroom typical
tags may include phrases likilles klar? Das geht? N’est-ce pas? Ca \@ne word
tags such asla? Ok? Oui?Holmes (1983) categorises two different categooietag
guestions; the first she labels ‘modal’ which asedi for confirmation purposes; the
second is given the title ‘affective’, which indiea concern for the person, or persons
addressed. Affective tags are considered facigain terms of offering others the
opportunity to co-operate in speech acts and ttesafegative comments or commands
in order to save face on the part of the listeRleifies, 1983). Holmes suggests that tag
guestions are used by interlocutors who have aoresipility for the successful outcome

of an exchange.

Alternatives to questioning, ‘open negotiation’ @daood, 2005) are seen as promoting
longer learner turns. Dillon (1994) provides examspbf alternatives to questions,
including expression of interest in the learnerissv@er by the teacher, making a
reflective comment, stating a point of view, oreming to other learners’ utterances

(pp.77-85). Dashwood’s study found greater pariibgm in discussion from the
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students in the study, who were adult second laygustudents participating in a
university preparatory study skills course, wheteraltives to questions were used. In
the secondary school context, perhaps modificatmndd be made to the strategies
described by Dashwood which incorporate scaffoldongnable the learners to respond
appropriately.

Teachers’ questions are a way of finding out howcimthe learner knows. Learners’
responses may reveal errors which may vary in gexiousness. How the teacher deals
with errors so that learning occurs and the learaee not made to feel a loss of face
may be instrumental in determining whether they waintribute in further interaction.
The way teachers handle errors of production frbenlearners will be discussed in a

later section of this chapter.

In a situation where one speaker has the powemofvledge which s/he intends to
impart to enhance the other’s learning for an etioical purpose, reliance on the IRF
may be seen as an obstruction to a more ‘naturatleTof communication (Seedhouse,
1996) because the perceived pedagogical impenaiiv@npede a more ‘conversation-
like’ exchange. Seedhouse’s argument that ‘... itndheory, not possible for teachers
to replicate conversation in the classroom as pbe lesson’ (p. 18) appears to stem
from his belief that the purpose of talk in thesslaom is wholly pedagogical. Even
when encouraged by the teacher to talk freely, bediners and teachers may find it
difficult to speak as naturally as they would odésthe classroom. This may be because
of the differences in proficiency in using the laage which lead learners to think that
their utterances will be evaluated by the more Kedgeable teacher, particularly if this
has been the pattern in the classroom to date.

This section has discussed the role of interactm identified what has been
recognised as the main framework for interactiaat thkes place in the classroom. The
IRF framework dates from a time 35 years ago whagsses were very much teacher-

centred. Since then there has been a move towaadsel-centred methodology which
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does not seem to sit so comfortably with the IRFdehloln ML classrooms the IRF
model of interaction appears to be still preval@dssaji & Wells, 2000). This chapter
will now focus on what the research literature salysut actions that teachers take in an
interactional setting which have been considerdgflieor not in facilitating pupils’
learning of a foreign language, bearing in mindt ttiee learners in the study are

adolescents in a secondary school.

2.4.6 Teacher Role in Promoting Interaction: Motivdion

This study aimed to identify strategies which teasttan adopt to increase learners’ TL
contributions in interaction. Bearing in mind thentext of the research, that is, the
secondary school classroom, with learners who leadhoice as to whether they were
there or not, motivation may be considered a ctueietor for adolescent learners to
actively take part in interaction, particularlyarforeign language in which they may feel
less than proficient. The question of motivatiomiglti-faceted and has been the subject
of a great deal of research. However, given thé&dimf space in this thesis, it has been
necessary to restrict this section to a brief sumgno& some of the main points in the
research literature relating to motivating learnerghe ML classroom. However, in
previous and subsequent sections the issue of atiotivis also implicitly addressed,
particularly within the fourth section of this rew of the literature, which focuses on

collaborative practices between teachers and lesarne

Dornyei (2001) and Dornyei and Murphey (2003) oféelvice on creating a group
dynamic which is conducive to language productmom learning, such as showing
enthusiasm, listening to the students, having bigihrealistic expectations, constructing
positive relationships with the learners and tlpairents and creating and maintaining
group norms. Although their strategies have beeadledd mainly with adult learners

learning English, UK adolescent school pupils leagra modern foreign language, who
may be demotivated and consequently disruptive, rayo benefit from their

suggestions.
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For teachers in many UK secondary classrooms, wkaraers may not be intrinsically
motivated and discipline can be an issue, good gemant of pupil behaviour is seen as
a prerequisite (Barton 2006, Cowley 2001). The migjof studies into second language
acquisition have not included the issue of disnglifocusing instead on acquisition of
lexis, phonology and syntax, perhaps because magies have involved adult learners.
If adult learners lose their motivation, they arerenlikely to ‘vote with their feet’ and
leave the class rather than stay and be disrugdigeipline problems are also less likely
to occur if the learners are interested in whay e learning and see the point in what
they are doing (Harmer, 2006).

Puchta and Schratz (1993) in their discussion divation of teenage learners suggest
teachers adopt strategies which incorporate lesirnieterests to diminish potential

discipline issues and underline the importance ashrmunication between the teacher
and pupils to keep them motivated. Dérnyei (200dggests involving learners in

dialogue about the goals of lessons and progranohesudy, celebrating success in
achieving goals and making sure that what theylearelevant. The relevance of what
they learn is crucial: ‘the red thread permeaticiiyvéaies’ (Chambers,1999: 37).

It may seem obvious to state that learners shoelthwolved in decisions about what
and how they learn but demands of examination lsyllaay dictate the content of
lessons and it may be difficult to justify includitopics which may be seen as unrelated
to their present needs in terms of examinationsrr{ix, 2001). By involving the
learners in discussion of why a particular topicyrba useful to them, or how language
and structures can be transferred to other arbasietevance becomes more apparent
and the learners should engage more in the leanmiogess (Dornyei, 2001). This
practice was noticeable in the present study, v@ishown in Chapters 4, 5 and 6.

Krashen’s Affective Filter Hypothesis (1981), relatto learner motivation and self-
confidence. The affective filter is described asearotional filter which subconsciously
inhibits language learning because of negativerfgelon the part of the learner, perhaps

lack of confidence, which stops him/her from takihg risk of contributing, therefore
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acquisition is impeded. If the affective filter up, the learner is also prevented from
benefiting from the input s/he receives. If thesafive filter is low, the learner will feel

more self-confident and will be able to take adaget of the learning opportunities
offered. It is therefore the teacher’s job to pdevopportunities for learners to interact in
a secure, supportive environment (Hall & Verplae®@0:15) where errors they may
make will not mean loss of face affecting theirlwdness to engage with the TL. The
creation of an atmosphere which promotes learrensfidence to participate is crucial

to avoid learner anxiety about contributing (T<1996).

2.4.7 Interaction and Learner Anxiety

As mentioned above, the language classroom is défgrent to other classrooms,
because the lessons are conducted in a languagdialm the learners are far from
proficient. This may have an effect on the learneilingness to contribute in the TL
due to anxiety about being asked to ‘perform’ ie ttoreign language in front of
classmates, because it brings the risk of embaness (Jones, 2004). A perceived
emphasis on ‘getting it right’ may hamper pupiledativity and confidence in using the
language, because they don’t want to be seen tat ‘gyeong’ (Zhao & Morgan, 2004).
Although privately secondary school pupils adm#ttimaking mistakes is part of the
learning process (Crichton, 2006), they are at gam \@hen their peers’ opinions are
significant and social factors such as their fdaridicule for making mistakes is very
prominent (Horwitz et al. 1986, Young 1999). Thirease may be exacerbated by being
asked to take the risk of making mistakes in fiitheir peers, whose opinion may well
be regarded as central to the individual pupill§ egteem. In a study of secondary level
students studying English in Hong Kong, Tsui (19ff)nd that ‘fear of mistakes and
derision’ were two of the reasons given for theluctance to speak in class. The foreign
language speakers’ fear of speaking English isiaateld in Scottish learners’ fear of
speaking a foreign language. Williams (1994) déswithe association between

language and self:

Language, after all, belongs to a person’s whot@asdeing: it is part of one’s identity, and is

used to convey this identity to other people.{p.7
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The issue of errors and their correction will becdssed more fully below. However, it

is important in this section to recognise that feamaking mistakes may affect many

learners’ confidence. Teachers, therefore, haveetsensitive to the learners’ insecurity,
while still offering opportunities for output (Edj 2005a). Pye (1998:92) uses the
expression ‘solicitous tenderness’ to demonstrate $kilful teachers manage to create a
sympathetic and caring atmosphere and to estattistnvironment between the teacher
and learners so that the learners feel valued tagds& contributing to the interaction of
the class (Dornyei, 2001). A critical skill for t&eers is to be effective in establishing an

atmosphere of collaboration:

It is easy to tell when the “pleasant-and -suppertlassroom-atmosphere” is there - you can
sense it after a few minutes’ stay in the paréiculass. There is no tension in the air; students
are at ease; ...there is mutual trust and respechedéd for anyone to feel anxious or insecure.
(D6rnyei, 2001: 41)

Brown and Yule (1983a) also argue that learnersmaost likely to produce good
language when they are under least “communicatress’ (p.34), a view supported by
Kristmanson (2000), who describes the successfigiuage learning environment as ‘an
atmosphere in which anxiety levels are low and @sthiévels are high’ (p.1). Allwright
(1984) suggests that learners with enhanced sgtet will be more effective learners.
Exploring how teachers go about creating an atmeErgplvhere the pupils’ affective
filter appears to be low when asked to respondhénTiL despite their limited language
resource was one of the aims of the present stang;the findings reveal how the
teachers acted to create such an ethos. Chapté&rsadd 6 present the strategies the
teachers used, which appeared designed to undeHmeespect they held for the

learners and the interest they showed in them.

This section has looked at the role of the teachgoroviding a motivational mood
which makes the learners want to take part intteraction which takes place in the ML
classroom. The teacher’s role in promoting relewapieriences and being responsive to

learners’ perceived needs is seen as crucial tcagtee a positive learning experience
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for the pupils as both parties collaborate to aomsta learning environment. The next

part of this section will consider the way teach®aadle learners’ errors of production.

2.4.8 Error Correction

Learners will inevitably make errors when they proel language, particularly if the
teacher’s initiation requires an unprepared ans&gnrs may occur as a result of MT
interference, an overgeneralisation of TL gramnatiales or lack of experience in the
language (Richards, 1971). Nervousness about ancumay mean that the affective
filter is up and learners avoid speaking out. Téexher, therefore, has to deal with errors

sensitively in order to save the learners’ face.

The way errors of production are analysed and ctadeis seen as significant in
assisting learners’ output development (Sinclair Goulthard, 1975). Teachers’
responses to learners’ contributions in the fordagrguage provide not only cognitive
feedback, but also affective feedback, demonsgadipproval or disapproval. Lynch
(1996) points out that unless carefully managed, &bt of correcting may impose an
emotional burden on the learner and suggests riaicit negative feedback, such as a
request for clarification, can be a more effecte@ching device than explicit correction.
Lyster and Ranta (1997:46) categorise six diffetgpés of corrective feedback, which

are defined below:

» Explicit correction; the teacher draws attentionhte error and tells the pupil the
correct answer.

* Recast: the teacher reformulates the pupil’s answére correct form, without
drawing attention to the error.

» Clarification request; the teacher asks the pupileformulate his/her utterance
by indicating that s/he has not understood.

* Metalinguistic clues; without explicitly saying whis wrong with the utterance,

the teacher prompts the pupil to think about forrpronunciation.
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» Elicitation; the teacher prompts the pupil to answg starting an utterance
which s/he expects the pupil to finish.
* Repetition; the teacher repeats the pupil’s errgh wising intonation which

focuses on the error.

The corrective moves identified above will be fertlliscussed in relation to the present

study in the chapters describing the analysis efita.

Lyster and Ranta found that recasts, that is titepeof the learner’s utterance with the
error corrected, were the most common type of ctiue feedback. However they also
found that recasts were the most likely of the tiegdeedback techniques to be ignored
by the learners. Teachers have to balance negdieslback with positive

encouragement to pupils to continue their efforis $hould also take care that in their

determination to facilitate the latter, pupils dut ignore the feedback they get.

Mendelsohn (1990) categorises error correction umge broad headings; linguistic
correction and sociolinguistic correction, whiclkeludes non-verbal communication, for
example, a nod or shake of the head or a handrgestud paralinguistic features such
as tone and intonation, when the teacher may repedearner’s error emphasising the
faulty utterance with rising intonation. Sociolingic correction is seen as being as
important as linguistic correction since it softahe effect of the negative language,
taking into account face concerns, thus shouldimaibit future contributions. Overt
linguistic correction, without the sociolinguistieatures mentioned above, may have a
negative effect on a learner's confidence with thsult that s/he will discontinue

attempts to communicate (Allan, 1991).

Many adult learners expect and seek correction ri@keth et al., 1983) but when the
learners are adolescents, teachers may have enbiige when dealing with errors. The
key message from the literature cited above isémsitivity with which teachers should
approach error correction. Teachers’ repetitiothegi in the form of recasts or with

rising intonation as a prompt to learners to refl@c an erroneous utterance, has been
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acknowledged as a correction device (Lyster & Rafhf97). The next part of this

section will consider further uses of teacher ngipet

2.4.9 Repetition

Hellerman’s (2003) view of repetition in the IRFafnework is that the third turn is
generally classed as a confirmatory move, validatine pupil’'s answer. However,
repetition can have additional functions in intéirge exchanges. As mentioned above,
repetition with a rising intonation may alert theatner to the fact that s/he has made a

mistake and offers the chance to self-correct @ry&tRanta, 1997).

Many teachers use repetition to echo the utteraofceslividual pupils so that the whole
class can hear what was said, although this amgtifin has been seen by some as
intruding into the flow of discourse and to be disaged (Walsh, 2002). However, in a
secondary classroom where the learners may nok syeelearly it is essential for other
learners to hear, as well as offering the teacheropportunity to recast, if necessary,

errors of pronunciation or syntax.

Repetition of a pupil’s utterances may give thehea time to reflect whether to develop
the exchange or to move to another pupil. It map @ive the pupils not taking part in

the exchange more ‘thinking time’ to decode theratice (Tannen, 2007). Teachers’
repetition of learners’ speech may also serve fornmm them that their communication

has been received (Schegloff, 1997).

Pica (1994) found that repetition and reformulattdrieachers’ utterances gave learners
more opportunities to detect the features of thguage they were learning. Expressions
that the teacher repeats continuously and congligiarthe classroom allow the learners
to recognise and assimilate sequences of langsagegs’ which they can then employ
in an appropriate manner, as the constant repetitiay help learners to automaticise
language they hear (Schneider & Chein, 2003). Tee af repetition of recurring
language items also gives learners access to farmildinguage, which may help
learners to become more fluent (Wood, 2001, 2006).
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The aim of this study was to identify strategieschhteachers used to engage learners
in interaction. The literature discussed in thistiem has focused on types of TL
interaction in the language classroom. Teachers msg/ a variety of moves in
interaction: questioning in order to learn the aektef the learners’ knowledge and
understanding; sensitive error correction so thatléarners continue to make efforts to
develop their communicative skills; repetition taderscore and allow the learners
further time to make sense of correct languageeausag build up a stock of language
which can be put to use in interactive sequencepréparation for exchanges with
native speakers.

It has been noted that the role of the teacheerdral in providing opportunities for
pupils not only to interact, but to acquire a regseof useful language. The following
section will focus on the contexts in the ML lessaithin which TL interaction takes
place and types of interactive sequences which agayr in different phases of the

lesson.

2.4.10 Interactional Contexts Within the Lesson

There appears to be agreement in the researdchtliterthat interaction is essential in the
development of learners’ communication skills. Witthe classroom, the interaction has
been viewed as being of different analytical typ@dlis 1984, van Lier 1988, Tsui
1997), frames (Abdesslem, 1993) or contexts (Sae#h@004), depending on the focus
of the lesson. Although the number of categoriesl their titles and descriptions are
different according to the preferences of the imtial researcher, there are elements of
similarity in the descriptive terms used to expldiem (Seedhouse, 2004). There
appears to be a distinction between whether iniersad language is either topic
oriented or activity oriented (van Lier, 1988) aifdhe interaction is centred on the
medium or the message (Ellis 1984, Abdesslem 1983Thapter 3 there is greater
discussion of the way pedagogical foci of the lassdluence the language used in
interaction. In seeking to identify strategies te&rs use to promote TL interaction with

the learners, it is important to take into accaimet focus of the lesson when interaction
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takes place. The next sections consider partiadatexts for learning, in which greater

emphasis may be placed on the medium or the message

2.4.11 Practice

As noted earlier, a common approach in CLT is Rrad®n, Practice and Production.

The teacher presents new vocabulary or structwethd learners which they then

practise in a number of controlled reinforcemenereises until the language is

consolidated and ready to be used ‘naturally’ imvwessation with native speakers.

Perhaps the greatest amount of time spent in aidggggclassroom is on practising the
language in a variety of tasks, which may be cédlseseaffolded to develop the learners’

confidence in communicating meaning accurately. mbed for practice in language

learning was made by Leibniz as early as thB déhtury in his assertion that language
was acquired through practice and merely perfetitemligh grammar. In order to give

learners opportunities to practise using the Tachers may make use of activities such
as games and speaking tasks, for example ‘infoomafap’ exercises, where individuals

have to convey information to a partner or othara group. Role plays and simulations
can also be used as well as problem solving exsciscussions and descriptions in
order to give the learners the opportunity to psacand improve their output (Ur 1995).

Ur contends:

Practice ...is arguably the most important ofladl stages of learning; hence the most important
classroom activity of the teacher is to initiatel ananage activities that provide students with

opportunities for effective practice. (p.20)

To illustrate the need for practice, BelchamberO@0draws the analogy of a nurse
practising injections on pieces of fruit beforeuadly injecting a real person. In the
same way, language learners practise their commtimicskills in the context of the

classroom, where they will receive feedback, beforeng their knowledge to

communicate with native speakers outside the cassr The framework within which

this controlled practice usually takes place isIRE framework (Sinclair & Coulthard,

1975).
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Cook (2001) argues that language practice in tassobom using the IRF sequence to
offer feedback on the learners’ utterances onlyipsgqthem to participate in other
language classrooms, a claim based on the assumtpa@b the classroom has its own
‘genre’ of interaction and that the teacher’s ukéhe TL can never replicate the wide
variety of language as it is used outside the obass. However, he does not appear to
offer an alternative to language practice as a whydeveloping competence in
communicating meaning, which begs the questioteadfners are to become proficient
communicators in a foreign language, how can tleégarse the language they will need

to perform in the target situation?

Number 7 in Ellis’s 10 Principles for Instructed riguage Learning (2005b) states
‘Successful instructed language learning also reguopportunities for output’. Principle
number 8 states: ‘The opportunity to interact ie it2 is central to developing L2
proficiency’. Although practice of language systermsviewed as important, learners
must also be encouraged to make meaning througig uanguage for their own
purposes. Ellis (2005b) cites Johnson’s four keyuirements for acquisition through
interaction (1995), two of which are particularBlevant to the present study: creating
contexts of language use where students have amrdasattend to language and
providing opportunities for learners to use theglsage to express their own personal

meanings.

2.4.12 Communicative Tasks

In the field of teaching English as a foreign laage, task-based learning has become
popular, offering learners opportunities to use ldreguage through the setting up of
communicative tasks where the learners work eithgrairs or groups with the goal of
sharing information. Nunan (1991) lists five feasiof the sort of tasks that teachers use

within a Communicative Language Approach :

1. An emphasis on learning to communicate throughracteon in the target
language.
2. The introduction of authentic texts into the leagnsituation.

54



3. The provision of opportunities for learners to fecmot only on language but
also on the Learning Management process.

4. An enhancement of the learner's own personal espeeis as important
contributing elements to classroom learning.

5. An attempt to link classroom language learning Vathguage activities outside

the classroom. (p. 279)

Tasks which incorporate the features above hava bkesen for the learners because
they reflect the kind of language they will haveuse when communicating with native
speakers outside the classroom. They also addfessnéed for a grammatical

underpinning for most effective communication.

A genuinely communicative activity as described@gtbonton and Segalowitz (2005)
‘... Involves at least two participants working toget to complete a task by exchanging
information possessed by one and not the otheB3(). However, although such an
activity may be designated genuinely communicatiarners do not achieve ‘genuine’
communication by working through an ‘informationpgaype activity which has been
set up by the teacher and therefore has a pretiatalrect answer, but rather when they
need to seek the information, which may involveihgwo use language which they
have to retrieve from earlier learning experiertcesegotiate understanding by the other
party, whether it is another pupil or the teacher.

2.4.13 Negotiation of Meaning

Empirical studies have demonstrated the importabicenegotiation of meaning in
language learning (Gass & Varonis 1994, Ellis ett8P4). By having to use the TL to
negotiate meaning, the learners develop their mtmu skills (Swain, 2000).
Negotiation of meaning occurs in a conversationathange where speakers work
together to create understanding. This may happleerevthere is a breakdown of
communication owing to problems in understanding.ewthis happens, meaning has to

be negotiated by the participants to resolve thpasse. Negotiation of meaning has
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been credited with facilitating acquisition, ‘saetiithe scene for potential learning’ (Gass
et al., 1998: 304).

Linked to negotiation of meaning theories, Long®46) updated version of his
Interaction Hypothesis highlights the role of ingglinegative feedback in facilitating
language acquisition. As learners are given negatives by their listeners, through
requests for clarification, they are obliged to otége meaning until a satisfactory result
has been achieved, through the learner’s retrieiareviously learned structures and
vocabulary and the interlocutor’'s modification nput to make it more comprehensible.
Although various studies have supported the ideaegfotiation of meaning (Gass &
Varonis 1994, Pica 1994) as facilitating acquisitfidGass (1997) points out that

improvement in language production development n@ybe seen immediately.

However, most of the research into meaning negotidtas been done with native/ non-
native speaker dyads or non-native speaker aduihées working in pairs, which may
be less helpful when looking at the way secondeaghers use the language to draw
their pupils into an interactive exchange. It maypooblematic to generate opportunities
for the transfer of ‘genuine’ communication in &@sedary school classroom, where the
learners know each other well and may resort toctmremon MT rather than negotiate

meaning in the TL.

In the ML secondary classroom where there are uitty-three novice learners and
one expert, negotiation of meaning between theérarmay be less prevalent than in an
adult learning environment. Hawkins (1985) showteat learners frequently pretended
they had understood when in fact they had not. gogt998), in a study of adult
learners, found that many of her subjects made fieany, attempts to negotiate for
meaning. She suggested that the reality of thesdasn may not reflect the academic
results achieved by research using controlled éxgatal tasks. The adult classroom
that she describes may be reflected or indeed &etplin a secondary classroom
situation, where learners have no choice whethey #re there or not. This study was

undertaken to identify strategies teachers uséinwkate pupil interaction in the TL. If
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learners do not voluntarily contribute to the leéagnprocess, the way the teacher uses
the TL may be crucial in providing a model andimgtus which makes learners want to
interact. Teachers should therefore be ready tothe pedagogic purpose of the lesson
to the provision of learning opportunities for thetive construction of TL talk (Walsh,
2002).

Drawing on Hymes’s (1972) theory of communicativenpetence, Mitchell and Myles
(1998) have drawn attention to the difference betwaising’ and ‘learning’ (p. 21)
language. They suggest that there are two perspsabn interaction: psycholinguistic,
in which interaction allows the learner to perféat language through the modifications
they make during negotiating meaning and negagedlfack; and sociolinguistic, which
relates to Vygotsky's (1978, 1986) and Bruner’'s8@Ptheories of socially constructed
learning through scaffolded interaction. Firth awthgner (1997), also drawing on
Hymes’s theories, highlight the fact that commutiwain a variety of social situations
can be achieved through whatever means the spbaket his/her disposal. The notion
of the superiority of the ‘native speaker’, whoaeduage level is seen as the benchmark
to which learners should aspire, may not alwayagmopriate. In the secondary school
context, where accuracy will play a part in pupiéssessment in examinations, the
teacher has to find a balance between encouragingmenicative interaction and

focusing on the form of the language.

2.4.14 ‘Comprehensible Output Hypothesis’

Although there may be errors of syntax, negotiatafhmeaning presupposes that
learners will use the TL and structures they knawtransmit meaning. Swain’s
‘Comprehensible Output Hypothesis’ (1985) argued thetting one’s message across’
(p. 248) is not enough and more focus on accuradyapgpropriate language is necessary
for acquisition. A study conducted by Swain & Lapki1995) found that, through
noticing that they did not know how to say whatytheanted to in the TL, learners were
forced to think of the form of the language theghéd to use. Output is now seen as a

way that the learners can test their hypothesesatdimw to form language utterances
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accurately to convey meaning and gain feedbackhein effectiveness from the more

knowledgeable interlocutor (Gass, 1997). In theosdary ML classroom the teacher is
recognised as the ‘knower’ (Cochran-Smith & Lyd®99) but because s/he is working
with adolescents may have to ensure that any nvegégedback does not engender a

negative response from the learner, which mighedeptheir language learning.

It has been suggested by Pica (1987) that acsvitievhich learners have to exchange
information may increase the amount of TL negairathat takes place in the classroom.
This may be achievable with motivated adult leaswveno come from different language
backgrounds; in a secondary school, where thedeashare a first language, it may be
less feasible, with the result that the respongibfor providing negotiation moves
would fall to the teacher. In the secondary clamsréhe teacher provides the bulk of the
TL that pupils have to attend to; it may be prold#imto engage enough learners in
enough modified interaction in the short time aafalié for a lesson to ensure that they
and other pupils will notice the language that thegd to develop, particularly since the
interactional modifications described by Long (1p86d others may take some time to
achieve. In the UK secondary school context theescampeting pressures in a ML
lesson, for example, progress through the courdlabsg or preparation for future
examinations. TL strategies, such as the onesifgehtn this research, may increase
teachers’ effectiveness in developing learners’ ddmmunicative skills, while not

neglecting other perceived demands on teaching time

In the ML classroom, where learners are expectedake an active part in the
interaction, the teacher will play the part of tinéerlocutor, pushing the learners to
respond by collaborating with them to make meammthe foreign language. If there
are large numbers of pupils, this may mean thaivitdal learners’ opportunities to
interact meaningfully may be limited (Mackey, 1999pwever, the ‘overhearers’ of the
interaction may also benefit as teachers direcrr th@guage to both addressee and
auditors (Ohta, 2001).
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If learners are actively listening and paying ditanto the dialogue, they are providing
an ‘active response’ (van Lier, 1996: 49). Althoutitey may not be contributing
verbally to interaction, while they are listeniriggtlearners are working to make sense of
the teacher's comprehensible input and, as notdérea this chapter, may ‘notice’
certain structures or vocabulary items which skheleys, which they may subsequently
use themselves (Schmidt, 2001). They may also,ugirothe use of non-verbal
communication, such as eye contact, nods or faoigkession, signal that they are
following the teacher’s talk and therefore the iat¢éion may not be said to be one-sided.
The importance of teachers’ TL as a resource fpilpuvho are not taking part verbally

in interaction is discussed more fully in Chapter 6

This section of the review of the literature hasuged on theories of interaction and the
contexts which influence types and functions oéiacttion in the ML classroom. The
setting for the interaction which takes place, thathe classroom, may be an important
influential factor in shaping the learning expedes of the pupils. The research which
informs this thesis aimed to identify how teachenspugh their use of TL, created a
classroom environment which contributed to an awhiag ethos of TL interaction,
where it appeared natural for the learners to bolate in the learning process. The next
section examines research findings into interactiorthe special context that is the
language classroom environment and the importaha®ltaborative practices which
sustain TL interaction. Although the majority ofshiesearch has been conducted in an

English language setting, the findings were comsuisignificant because they highlight

2.5 The Second Language Classroom Environment: Créag a Collaborative

Atmosphere

2.5.1 Institutional Interaction

The classroom is an institutional context, and itm®wn terminology and discourse

conventions (Seedhouse, 2004). When compared teeldigvely stress-free atmosphere
in which first language acquisition usually takdacp as language is made part of the

self (Krashen, 1988), the ML classroom may be dlesdras an artificial context for
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language learning (Allwright & Bailey, 1991). Nonly is TL the subject of instruction,
but if the teacher speaks in the TL exclusivelyxtensively in the classroom, it is also
the means by which it is taught (Taylor, 1994), ebhimakes it different from other
subject classrooms. Another key difference fromepttlassrooms may be the disparity
of skill in the TL used for dialogue between thetmain parties in the classroom, which
means that the nature of the interaction thatehelter institutes is crucial. The focus of
this study is on the way good practitioners ad&girtTL so that learners not only
understand but are supported to respond using thindmselves in a supportive and
collaborative atmosphere.

While the classroom may be judged an artificiabaion compared to the way first
language is acquired (Allwright & Bailey, 1991)répresents a very real environment to
the pupils and teachers, who spend a large pdheaf day in school, and it will be as
familiar to them as other areas of their lives. #os reason, some of the interaction that
takes place may not appear to have an overtly pgieg aim. It may be that the
teacher's use of the TL to instigate more inforndghlogue, while not appearing
explicitly instructive, also supports pupils’ acsjtion of language structures and
vocabulary, particularly when pupils are called mpo respond. In acknowledging that
learners co-construct to a greater or lesser extbat happens in the classroom, Schunk
(1992) advises teachers to be adaptive to the dgnianthe classroom, by keeping the
dialogue focused. Erikson (1982) describes thistlas collective improvisation of

meaning and social organisation from moment to nmih{p.153).

Drawing on Zimmerman’s (1998) categorisation ofeasp of identity, Richards (2006)
proposes that ‘transportable identity’ (Zimmermaf98:91), which is a recognition of
teachers’ and learners’ other identities, for exinas a son or daughter, or as a keen
footballer, may change the ‘institutional talk’ toteraction resembling more of a
conversation. In order to achieve greater teachpil/pnteraction on a personal level,
Richards argues, the teacher him/herself must bpaped to give the pupils more

personal information, about his/her other idemgitialthough he recognises that some
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teachers may be reluctant to present this infoonatiearing a loss of discipline as a

result.

Even if the teacher is prepared to reveal persde#dils in order to establish a less
formal atmosphere and support an apparently molernmal interaction, it is not
considered an easy task to achieve. ‘Natural’ patef interaction in the classroom,

such as conversation-type language may be diffioulthe teacher to bring about:

[R]esearch studies ... show that even teachers wha@@nmitted to communicative language
teaching can fail to create opportunities for geeinteraction in the language classroom.
(Kumaravadivelu, 1993: 12)

Takahashi et al. (2000) use the phrase ‘instruatiaonversations’ (p.143), which
appear ‘natural and spontaneous’ (p.144) but afadndirected and scaffolded by the
teacher for pedagogical purposes to develop thenuomntative competence of the
learners, so that they not only become more pmgificin using the language correctly,
they also learn when to use it appropriately, entpdilymes’s (1972) sociolinguistic
concept of ‘communicative competence’, which alswlerlined the importance of

learning to use TL appropriately in addition torf@ag to use it accurately.

An extreme sociolinguistic position is that it lmpossible to have a conversation that
has a pedagogical purpose in a classroom. Forgilialdo be termed conversation,
speakers must be able to nominate turns and topies equal basis (Seedhouse, 1996).
Nunan (1987) describes ‘genuine’ communication iasatsons when ‘... decisions
about who says what to whom and when are up fdrsg(@.137). However, despite his
critical attitude, it could be argued that classnodiscourse is genuine communication
of a particular kind, although it may not be ternfgénuine conversation’. Cullen
(1998) counters Nunan’s definition of ‘genuine’ aoomication by citing formal
situations where conversational turns are not upgfabs’, such as boardrooms, where
there are strict rules governing the discourseepadt but within which genuine

communication takes place.
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When teachers and learners engage in dialogue ialdissroom, even in a practice drill,
they are still producing language which is origiaatl unique to that moment. It may be
institutional dialogue, but it is certainly authient

...attempts to define communicative talk in the dassm must be based primarily on what
is or is not communicative in the context of theessroom itself, rather than what may or may

not be communicative in other contexts (Cullerf&9.80)

The interaction that takes place in the classrdberefore, could be viewed as authentic
to that context. Breen (1985) describes the auitignof the classroom as a ‘rather
special social event and environment’ (p.67) whbee main purpose is learning. The
communication which happens is controlled by trecher with a view to facilitating

pupils’ learning and may lack the spontaneity @fttivhich occurs in ‘natural’ situations

but, as Widdowson (1990) argues, the whole poina alassroom is that it is not a
natural situation. Its purpose is teaching andniegr Learners, as they will do with

other school subjects, will apply what they hawaed in other contexts (Taylor, 1994)
when they need to interact with native speakerg. gurpose of the study is to examine
the way teachers prepare their learners to apgly arning to communicate meaning

effectively in the TL through exploiting a collatadive ethos they have created.

2.5.2 Collaboration in the ML Classroom

Earlier in this chapter, involvement of learnergliscussion of their learning was seen as
beneficial for motivation (Ddrnyei, 2001). Allwrighand Bailey (1991) state that
language lessons are always “co-productions”, #seilt of the interaction of all the
people present, not just the result of the teashbsson plan. Interaction is not
something that is “done” to the pupils, but somaghihat is done collectively involving
collaboration between the teacher and the pupiler¢ht, 1995). In the classroom this
will determine the learning opportunities. Teachemd learners will view the classroom

through their own frames of reference so it is ingoat that different understandings are
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resolved so that the learners can be helped tdroehsheir own understanding through

their participation in the learning process (Barri€¥6).

If a social-constructivist view of learning is talkdessons are co-constructed as learners
and the teacher interact through talk (Vygotsky 891086, Mercer 1995). Effective
teaching and learning takes place when the teaslseiccessful in engaging the learners
so that they collaborate in the process of constrgknowledge (Allwright & Bailey
1991, Mercer 2000, Nassaji & Wells, 2000).

As stated earlier, although not usually in gengraktice in some other countries, for
example, Confucian Heritage Culture countries, saciltural learning theories stress
the importance of learning as a social activityleasners construct their learning either
collaboratively or individually, with the support a more knowledgeable ‘mentor’ who

guides the learning process (Walsh, 2006). Langusdbe resource used to mediate
cognitive development through social interactiomhvanother more skilled practitioner

helping the learner to reflect until s/he is abdebalise what s/he has learned (Vygotsky,
1978, 1986).

Vygotsky’s view was that social interaction was ey Kactor in children’s cognitive
development and that, through talk, learners plaaredctive role in learning within a
collaborative framework, either with the teachettair peers. Learning is seen as a joint
enterprise with, rather than transmission from, there knowledgeable other’. As noted
in section 2 of this review of the literature, theocess through which the learner is
assisted in co-constructing his/her understandiag termed by Vygotsky the ‘Zone of

Proximal Development’.

[The Zone of Proximal Development] is the distabedween the actual developmental level as
determined by independent problem solving andékellof potential development as determined
through problem solving under adult guidance orcaflaboration with more capable peers.

(Vygotsky, 1978: 86)
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Initially the teacher takes greater responsibilior providing assistance, through
guestioning or initiating discussion, which scaf®l the pupil’s contruction of
understanding. The level of support is then adgugtadually, until the learner is able to
take responsibility him/herself, when it diminishegsnpletely. The engagement with the
‘more knowledgeable other’ allows the pupil to peni at a level higher than that which
s/he would achieve individually; as a result s/hiénefine his/her thinking and therefore
perform more effectively on subsequent occasions.

The exploitation of the Vygotskyan model in the Mlassroom suggests that teachers
create opportunities for interaction with the lesamin order to scaffold their production
of the TL, by scoping down each task into more ngaaale parts, lessening and then
removing the support supplied as learners beconre proficient and able to move on

to the next stage of the process through ‘dialogiciry’ (Wells, 1999).

The interpersonal process of discussion which tgkaese on a social level during the
completion of tasks leads to an intrapersonal entha child reflects on what has been
learned and internalises it as his/her understgnd@velops, not in a linear manner, but
in a spiral, which means that the child revisitsyious learning each time s/he moves to
a higher level (Vygotsky, 1978: 56). The recyclioigTL structures and vocabulary in
the ML classroom as learners progress may be mstmtal in reinforcing prior learning,
as the pupils hear and use familiar language iargety of more complex situations
(Nunan, 2006). Using previously learned structamas vocabulary as a base on which to
construct new understandings means that previoleslsned language is constantly
reinforced, as the teacher then helps learnersdaeveeir knowledge through building
on prior learning (Bruner, 1978). ‘What is the ZBDtoday is the actual developmental
level tomorrow’ (Vygotsky, 1978: 87).

Mercer (2000) describes the process of co-constigigtnowledge as an ‘Intermental
Development Zone’ (p.141) which, he argues, mority dlustrates the collaborative
nature of meaning-making between the novice andnbee experienced practitioner,

rather than focusing on instruction given to tharter by the mentor in the ZPD. Both
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Vygotsky’s and Mercer’s descriptions of the co-damgtion of knowledge make clear
that interactive procedures in the classroom shaoldtribute to learners’ cognitive
development.

2.6 Conclusion

In reviewing the literature regarding how the asgion of second languages is
supported by the teacher’s use of TL for interactioth the learners, the aim has been
to provide justification, and a theoretical contéxt the study, by focusing on what the
research says regarding interaction in the ML ctass. There appears to be a lack of
research into just what happens in the seconddrgosdViL classroom, where the
subject is compulsory. Adolescent learners will uieg] different handling to adult
learners of English if the teacher is to get thetlmait of them. In the review of the
literature, the importance of co-operation andatmration for effective teaching and
learning has been clear. What is less clear isth@s achieved in the classroom where
the teacher is speaking a different language tde@mers’ MT, a language in which
they are not proficient or particularly confide®everal factors which appeared to be
influential in promoting effective learning and ¢tbang were evident in the literature

and were considered important during the analysiseodata.

A main consideration of the study was to identifpwhteachers created an atmosphere
where they worked together collaboratively with tlearners to construct knowledge
through interaction in the foreign language withirommunicative approach. Theories
of first and second language acquisition suggest timteraction with a more
knowledgeable other is fundamental to acquiringréwuisite skills and knowledge for
effective communication. This inevitably necessi$atooking at the way teachers use
language to make meaning with learners and alsq hevexperienced speakers of the
language, they support learners to contribute mgduliy to the interaction so that

development of their communication skills can tplee.

Socio-cultural theories of learning also emphasis®e significance of interaction in

learners’ development, therefore, the scaffoldimg the teachers make available to the
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learners through their use of language should laenaed to understand just how they
facilitate the learners’ progress in communicatmganing, while not neglecting the

form of the language.

The research literature also makes clear the irapoetof affect in the establishment and
maintenance of motivational conditions for interaet This is particularly important
when the class comprises adolescent learners,Homathe notion of face is central. It
is therefore essential to consider the way thehteracuse the TL to convey the existence
of a cordial yet businesslike dynamic, where tlaerlers feel at ease with a low affective

filter.

The overarching themes of collaboration, interacémd affect inform the analysis of

the data which will be discussed in Chapters, @d6.
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Chapter 3 Methodology

3.1 Introduction

Underpinning this chapter is a concern to providelear rationale for the chosen
methodology and clear explanations of the methdasen to collect and analyse the
data gathered in this exploratory study so thatuetworthy as possible an account may
be tendered. Accordingly, in this chapter the meétihagy employed in the study is
presented. There will be justification for the aes of methods and discussion of issues
around those choices, observation, supported lshéeand pupil interviews, as well as
reflection on subsequent decisions taken in thet lof emerging themes and findings
arising from initial analysis of the data set. Thigpter provides detailed information
relating to the collection of the data and explemmatfor choices taken regarding
participants, the institutions and the contextstif@ research. Definitions of terms used
in the analysis of the data will be offered. Thetk be justification of frameworks used
which give a clear picture of the way the teaclemsisted the learners to develop their
spoken language skills and move towards using théoTmake their own meaning.
Questions of validity and reliability of the findja will be considered and an account of
the stages taken in analysing the data will be ideml Measures taken to conduct the

study in an ethical manner will also be described.

3.2 Research questions

The rationale behind the study and the researchtigus has been explained in Chapter
1. A review of the research literature in Chaptgr@vided a context within which the
study is situated and informed the research questighich focus on the interaction that
takes place in the ML classroom with a view to itfgimg teachers’ strategies for
involving and sustaining interaction with theirdears in the TL.

* What TL strategies are employed by teachers tolde\an active response from
the learners, specifically, what do the teachergadenable pupils to use the
language for a communicative purpose in the St¢osecondary ML classroom?

* How do teachers exploit the social nature of tlessioom encounter to create

opportunities to involve the pupils in interactionthe TL?
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In order to answer the research questions effdgfitiee study employed a variety of
approaches within an overarching qualitative methagl; the data were collected
principally through observation and audio recordaoigeachers’ lessons, supported by
interviews with them and a selection of their psipiHowever, as the analysis got
underway, it became obvious that the addition ofmtative methods would
complement the qualitative methodology plannedtifier study by providing a clearer
picture of the teachers’ and pupils’ TL use. Thiatree value of using methods from
different paradigms will be discussed thoroughlytie second part of this chapter,
where the process of the analysis of the datassudsed. However, it should be noted
here that, despite employing quantitative methtus,intention was not to test a set of
hypotheses using predefined coding schemes in-ddap model. Rather, the objective
involved the process of uncovering schemes of caitigg the data which would allow
deeper inductive interpretation to take place.He tirst section below, details of the

participants and collection of the data and rel#&sdes will be described.

Given that the aim of the study was to identify cassful strategies in promoting
interaction in the TL, the research questions retzed close observation. The
observations provided the main source of data. Wewanterviews with teachers and
pupils were considered important as a secondamcsaf information, a background to
the foreground the observations provided. The ¥alg sections will explain further the
choices of observation and interviews and the wey twere carried out, as well as

providing a rationale for the choice of teachers.

3.3 The Teacher and Pupil Sample

The stated aim of the study, as defined in thearebequestions, determined the choice
of teachers. Four ML teachers chosen as examplgsaxf practice, who used the TL
extensively, were observed and recorded teachinfjvenoccasions. Details of their
classes and the schools in which they worked velpbovided after the reasons behind

the choice of teachers have been presented.
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As stated above, the purpose of the study defimed choice of models of ‘good
practice’ and the way the data were collected. Asgploratory study, there was no
element of intervention planned; choosing expertsmh that there was less chance of
confounding differences between the teachers’ $ewél skills and experience with

differences of approach.

The concept of ‘best practice’ in teaching has baeacked as being unacceptable by
Edge & Richards (1998) who argue that the geragplication of such an expression as
a benchmark to which teachers should aspire, doetke into account the diversity of

each educational context, which may be crucialhe® @approach taken by a teacher.
Furthermore, they argue that the identificatiompaictices deemed ‘best’ may result in a
de-skilling of teachers, who may feel obliged tampe practices, which may already be
very effective in their classrooms, in order to foom to what has been deemed ‘best
practice’ in other contexts. Concern is also exgedsthat definitions of what may be

termed ‘best practice’ may lead to ‘checklists’ pbcedures which are then used to
assess teachers, perhaps by non-educators. ‘Theslibe enemy of the good’ (p.571).

For this reason, bearing in mind the different eatg in which they worked, | was keen

to select teachers who could be considered exangflégood practice’within their

particular context.

The research and professional literature, althoagtvariance on some aspects of
teaching and learning ML, appears to concur reggrdiany of the characteristics of a
‘good’ ML classroom and good practice in teaching, Mlentifying certain features of
effective ML teaching: a communicative methodologytensive comprehensible TL;
the creation of a collaborative atmosphere whesienkrs are disposed to answer using
the TL; opportunities for the learners to interasing the TL. Since the study aimed to
identify successful strategies employed by ‘gocgfchers which could be used to
support beginning as well as more experienced &acthe factors above were used as
a pattern to determine a model of ‘good practi€gur teachers were then identified

who appeared to fulfil the criteria.
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The four teachers were all known to me through noyrkwas a teacher educator.
Although | had not seen them teach before commgrtbia study, two things influenced
my assessment of their teaching skills: feedback fstudent teachers who had been
placed in their classrooms and my own opinionshafirt pupils’ oral skills. Student
teachers all mentioned the congenial atmospherett@dimount of TL used in the
classroom by both teachers and pupils. On visithéoclassrooms of these teachers to
assess students’ progress, my impression of thisspugs that they were well grounded
in the structures underpinning the language anttiiey readily answered questions put
to them in the TL, which suggested that they werteomly used to hearing and speaking
in the TL but were also able to formulate utterantagrly accurately. Another factor
influenced my choice of teachers for which it wagrendifficult to provide evidence: in
each of the teachers’ classrooms the pupils appearess-free and willing to engage in
the TL. Even if they seemed unsure of an answey, enerally made an effort to use
the TL to communicate and did not appear dauntedrbyrs. This atmosphere, in my
estimation, demonstrated the existence of a classroulture where the pupils felt

secure and supported.

However, aware that my beliefs might be viewed edéhtly by others, | sought
corroboration from sources which could be viewednase objective, HMle and Local
Authority Quality Improvement Officers (QIOs), bothf whom operate using strict
criteria when conducting inspections or reviews. lekeports of the ML departments in
which the teachers worked indicated that they wererating at a ‘very good’ level.
Local Authority QIOs also affirmed the high regardwhich they held the teachers,
having observed them teach during school reviewsllithe schools the results for ML
examinations compared favourably to other subjaatsthere were proportionally larger
than average numbers of pupils opting to contintuelysng a language post 16,

compared to other elective subjects.
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| approached the teachers initially by email, defjnthe proposed study as an
investigation of good practice in ML teaching amdjuesting a meeting with them if
they were interested in taking part. When we metliszuss the possibility of their
classes being observed, all agreed enthusiastiddigy were all assured that they could
withdraw from the study at any time if they wishat that all information which could
identify them or their schools would be anonymisddving gained their agreement, |
wrote to each head teacher providing an outlinghef proposed study and my own
details, requesting permission to observe and deaosample of classes and also to
interview a sample of pupils. Once permission wasgd | then prepared a letter to the
parents of the pupils selected for interview askmgpermission to interview them to
obtain their views on effective modern languagehésy. In all but one of the cases, the
parents agreed. The interviews with both teachedspaipils and ethical issues involved
in conducting the observations and interviews bdldiscussed in a later section of this

chapter.

The teachers were all qualified in French and Gararad comprised four females and
one male, demonstrating a range of experience. &églieved strongly that extensive
use of the TL in the classroom was crucial for theils’ development of their
communication skills and were committed to makerg\edfort to promote it as the
lingua franca of the classroom. The study was metlanguage specific; Teachers 1, 2
and 4 were observed teaching French classes; Tre&cheas observed teaching a
German class. The decision was taken to includk lasiguages as they are the most
common foreign languages taught in Scottish seagrgtzhools and many teachers are
qualified in both. In examining more than one laaggl | was seeking to pre-empt any
reaction by practitioners that these findings midjet true for French but perhaps

guestioning their relevance for other languages.
The teachers’ classes which were observed in th#yswere mixed-sex and in their

third year (S3) of learning the TL in secondaryaah Pupils at this stage are usually

aged 14-15. S3 classes were chosen because @viieof language to which they had
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already been exposed in the previous two yearsawhing. By this stage their language
level could be termed Basic User level of the Comnkuropean Framework of
Reference for Languages (Council of Europe, 200}, is, they knew enough TL to be
able to communicate with native speakers using lsitapguage constructions and lexis.
| considered that the work of S4 and S5 classedduoel focused on examinations and
therefore the range and types of communicativeviies might be restricted to

examination practice.

Each class represented a different level of preficy. Teacher 3's class was a top
performing set in German; Teacher 1 was obsenathieg a middle-to-top performing
class; Teacher 2 taught a mixed-ability Frenchsglagich she grouped according to the
pupils’ level of performance; Teacher 4 was obsgméh a lower proficiency French
set. The distribution of proficiency levels waseswtipitous: the classes observed were
dictated by the teachers’ timetables that year;tihad only one S3 class. The variety of
classes was viewed as an advantage because | wastkealetermine if there were
strategies which were deployed with all learneether than ones operating at a
particular level. The range of pupil aptitude alseant that techniques the teachers used
to stimulate and support pupils’ contributions whigere appropriate for specific levels
might be identified and commonalities noted. Thiesaes will be explored in Chapters
4,5 and 6.

Each teacher was observed and the lesson recondie¢emccasions. The timing of the
observations was determined by the school timetabte my own teaching and other
work-related commitments. The data were collectegl @ period of nine months from
September 2005 to June 2006. Originally the plas wwaobserve each teacher teaching
a series of consecutive lessons, with the interthan some insight might be provided
into any use pupils made in subsequent lessonsrwaftgres and vocabulary to which
they had been exposed. However, this proved tdizulifto organise. Conditions in the
schools, which included examinations and their @rafon, inspections and ‘special

events’, meant that planned observations had tpds¢poned. My own schedule also
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meant that it was impossible to attend classe®maio times. Issues arising from the
discontinuity of the observations will be discusgea later section of this chapter. The

details of the teachers, classes and the obsemngatan be seen in table 3.1.

Table 3.1. Details of teachers, schools, classederviews and observations

Teacher School Class Language| Observations Number of
Experience pupils
interviewed

Teacher 1 Comprehensive second | French 5 9
(male): 31| serving an areatop set
years of mainly | (26
experience | owner/occupier| pupils)

housing in

Edinburgh
Teacher 2 Comprehensivg mixed French 5 7
(female): 14| serving an areaability
years of mixed | seated in
experience | housing in| ability

Edinburgh groups

(24
pupils)

Teacher 3 Comprehensive top set| German 5 9
(female): 28| serving an area(28
years of mainly | pupils)
experience | owner/occupier

housing in

Edinburgh
Teacher 4 Comprehensivg bottom | French 5 5
(female): 9| serving an areaset (22
years of mixed| pupils)
experience | housing in

Glasgow

It should be noted that the grouping of Teacher4ss by her perception of their
ability meant that there was little evidence gatddeof whole class interaction in her
classroom, since she tended to follow a rotatigpglah for each lesson, each group
working through activities for a third of the lessbefore moving on to the next. The
programme of work she had planned always includatlwork with her as one of the

activities, which meant that the majority of intetian which took place was in groups
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of six to eight pupils. In fact, Teacher 2 perfodnghole class teaching once a week,

but due to constraints | was unable to observeldss at this time.

3.4 The Pupils

The pupils were aware that | was in class to olesargeries of lessons; they had been
told by the teachers that | was researching effecthethods of teaching a foreign
language, a statement | reiterated when | conduntedviews with them subsequently.
They could see that the teacher was wearing a ragimphone but may not have been
aware that what they said could be picked up, liermost part, clearly. Because they
had been told that the focus was on the teachsast hoped that they would behave
‘normally’. Interviews with the pupils, which wilbe described in a later section of this
chapter, were particularly valuable in supporting tlata collected by the observations.

3.5 Observations

‘[T]he observational method has often been the ehasethod to understand another
culture ...” (Silverman, 2005). This method seemstipalarly appropriate if an
understanding of the very special nature of theéasaalture of the classroom setting is
to be achieved. Observations also permit the dodie®f information which might not
be divulged in an interview or questionnaire thiougsing [one’s] eyes’ (Silverman,
2005: 175).

The data from observations consist of detaileccri@ions of people’s activities, behaviour,
actions, and the full range of interpersonal imtéons and organisational processes that are part

of observable human experience. (Patton, 2002: 4)

Observation gives several advantages, which ardénedt by Patton (2002) and

summarised below. Firstly, observations give a deepderstanding of the context. In
the classroom it was important to gain awarenesthefclassroom dynamic and the
relationships not only that the teacher appearduht@ with the learners, but also that
the learners appeared to have with each otherplijgsical context, that is, the seating
arrangements which each teacher favoured and a@igery concerning teachers’ and
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pupils’ body language, were recorded in the fielstes. The second advantage of
observation that Patton identifies is that the aed®er may discern underlying patterns
of behaviour which the participants take for grdnte appear to perform intuitively.
The experience that the teachers had accrued loggretars may have resulted in many
of their interactive practices becoming ‘automatighd difficult to analyse for
themselves. The recording of the interaction betwdélee teachers and learners,
supported by the field notes, meant that the datddde revisited when considering the
teachers’ and learners’ actions and possible rsasonthem in a continuous fine
grained analysis of the transcripts. It was enwsdathat successful analysis of the
transcripts would lead to the third advantage idiedt by Patton ‘... the discovery of
things no one else has ever really paid attentdr{Ratton, 2002:263).

The primary disadvantage of observation is the éobs’s paradox’ (Labov, 1972)
when those being observed alter their behavious essult of the observation. In the
observations of the teachers in this study, it tmaye been that the teachers used more
TL than normal when the observations took placas Tvas why interviews with the
teachers, but more particularly with the pupils, raveconsidered valuable in
corroborating or contradicting the observationdbhdd@he pupils may also have behaved
differently as a consequence of the observer'ssmes However, the fact that they were
accustomed to visits from inspectors, teachingesitg] classroom assistants and other
members of staff for the purpose of sharing practiay have lessened the impact of
someone watching them. | sat at the back of thesad@m, out of the sightlines of the
pupils, and tried to be as unobtrusive and stip@ssible so that there was less chance of

them being distracted.

The intention was that the data from the obseraatiwould be the principal source of
information for analysis. For this reason, the oagiicrophone that the teachers wore
recorded all their utterances and the majorityhef learners’ contributions, which was
particularly useful when examining strategies tbachers used to elicit responses.

Video recording as a means of collecting data vegescted as too intrusive, possibly
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resulting in changed behavioural patterns of theilpun particular. It has been noted
that detailed field notes were taken regardingtéd@ehers’ and pupils’ behaviour and
actions in the classroom, so that the interactitickvtook place could be seen in the
context of the atmosphere they had created not thinbugh their use of language but
also through non-verbal and paralinguistic featwksheir communication. The field

notes were planned as a support for the record& tdasupport or challenge any
premises which might arise during the analysisestdgeldnotes inevitably reflect ...

background knowledge, or tacit beliefs.” (Wolfing@002: 93). Particularly because |
was very familiar with ML classrooms and teachingtinodology, | made every effort to
be reflexive, alert to the danger of assigning wedito the teachers’ actions which could
be questioned. After each observation was completemanscribed it as soon as

possible.

3.6 Transcription of the Data

Transcription of data obtained by audio recordisgconsidered by Atkinson and
Heritage (1984) as an integral part of the reseprobess. By repeatedly listening to the
audio tape the transcriber may pick out patternshvare not necessarily conspicuous
on the page (Silverman, 2006). Cook (1990) stdtat‘t.. all transcription is in some
sense interpretation’ (p.12). Bearing the abovenind, and so that the transcription
would lend itself to as reliable an interpretates possible, my aim was to provide as
close an account of the language used in the olassras possible, ‘...a faithful
reproduction of the aural record ... the embodiméntuth of the indisputable record of
the [observation] (Poland, 1995: 291) on whictb&se interpretation of the language in

the transcripts.

However, Kvale (1996) argues that ‘... verbatim dimtew) transcriptions produce

hybrids, artificial constructs that are adequat@etgher the lived oral conversation nor
the formal written style of texts’ (p.166). Althdughis argument concerns the
transcription of interviews and underlines the neethe aware of the nuances of non-

verbal communication and paralinguistic featureshsas tone, pitch and pausing, which
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may influence interpretation of the intervieweesitentions, the preparation of
observation transcripts is subject to similar consel was careful to refer to my field
notes on paralinguistic features of the teachemndl l@arners’ language and document

where they occurred in the transcripts. Kvale asgtigat transcription is ‘... an
impoverished basis for interpretation’ (p.167), daghe lack of information included
about context and possible unreliability in theng@iption process. Unreliability may
come about if someone other than the researchpam@® the transcripts. This was not
considered an option in this study since, firstliye interaction took place almost
exclusively in the TL, which would have requiredspecialist linguist transcriber.
Secondly, | was keen to have as close a representat the original interaction as
possible, which involved listening to the tapesespdly before | was satisfied that |
had captured the interaction that took place, sbimgta professional transcriber might

not be able to do, due to either time constraintaak of contextual knowledge.

The transcription stage is two steps removed from itbteraction: first there is the
interaction which actually occurred, of which egadwrticipant may have a different
view; the audio recording is made, which is on@ séanoved from the occurrences that
it records and attempts to re-present. Finallyahsrthe third step, the transcription,
which is another re-presentation of the originaénaction (Lapadat & Lindsay, 1999).
Lapadat and Lindsay argue that ‘every attempt tpresent results in another original
creation’ (p.76) different from the original becausf the loss of the context within

which the original interaction takes place.

... transcription represents an audiotaped or vigeataecord, and the record itself represents an
interactive event. Acknowledging transcriptionrapresentational avoids the mistake of taking
the written record as the event and opens thesdrgmion process for examination of its

trustworthiness as an interpretive act. (Lapadatr&say 1999: 81)

It is therefore important to stay reflective andical about the procedure of transcribing
to ensure that the transcripts are as accuratessste reports of interaction and that the
analytical processes resulting from it acknowledtfee interpretive nature of
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transcribing. (Poland 1995, Mishler 1991). It isaimportant that transcripts should not
be reified, remembering that the transcript is presentation of what happened, ...
transcription represents an audiotaped ... record thaedrecord itself represents an
interactive event’ (Lapadat & Lindsay, 1999: 81)whs a matter of importance that the
transcripts should be accepted as trustworthy septations of the interaction that had
taken place in the classroom and the interpretatibomeanings within them in the

analysis process should be accepted as dependable.

If transcription is carried out by a transcriberonlb not the actual researcher there is the
danger that the data may become contaminated brepnésentation or ‘accidental
errors’ such as mishearing words or phrases ormppeaging language (Poland, 1995:
298). Part of the ‘interpretation’ should also ta&ecount of the importance of
punctuation which accurately reflects pauses, guestexclamations and the structure
of the utterances, since a misplaced period or cammawy alter the understanding of the
transcript by the researcher (Poland 1995). Far fis@son | transcribed each recorded
lesson personally, as quickly as possible afteh edoservation, so that listening to the
language which had been experienced a short tirfeoérought the picture of the
classroom back into focus in my mind’s eye and famher recollections which were
regarded as significant prompted by listening te tidwpes could be added to the field
notes. Although the process of transcribing way Wene consuming it was important
that as faithful a record as could be achieved lb&twvas said in the classroom was

offered as a means of establishing the trustwcetsrof the data.

The transcripts were written by hand on the righrtdh page of spiral-bound notepads.
This enabled me to make notes on the left-hand paget tone, pauses and possible
functions of the language chosen by the teachenedisas matching the field notes to
relevant sections as | re-listened to the tapeterAhe initial transcription, | allowed a
short period of time to elapse, usually around akyand then | returned to the audio-
tape and listened to it again, with the transcriptcheck that my rendering of the

teachers’ and pupils’ language was correct. Therskdistening allowed me to make
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further notes on the tone of voice that the pugiid teachers used and also to fill in gaps
where, on the first listening, | had been unabldistinguish what had been said. Breaks
in the transcript usually related to pupils’ uttezas which were too indistinct for the
radio microphone to pick up. Although the secorstehing did not fill all the gaps, it
enabled me to complete a number of utterancessaime process of transcription was

followed for the teacher and pupil interviews wharle described below.

3.7 Interviews

Interviews with the teachers and a sample of heils were considered important as a
means of verifying or disconfirming the researctdings. The interviews were recorded
on audiotape after all the observations had beemplaied and lasted no more than 35
minutes. | was concerned that the interviews shd@da meaningful conversation’
(Holstein & Gubrium, 2004: 301) and should not hesrdy directed by my agenda.
Although | had prepared a series of questions & wssential that both teachers and
pupils felt that they could develop points whiclpagred important to them, so that they
could be confident that they had been able to cocisa clear description of their view
of the reality of the classroom. | was keen that ititerviews should be ‘spontaneous,
yet structured — focused within the loose paramsgtesvided by the interviewer, who is
also an active participant’ (Weinberg, 2002: 12Ihe way the teacher and pupil
interviews were conducted is described in the hegtsections.

3.8 Teacher Interviews

The purpose of the teacher interviews was to diescttheir responses were congruent
with what had been observed in the classroom amuldioe any areas of interest which
had arisen from the recorded observational data. ifiterviews were semi-structured,
with a series of questions covering a number oasanehich were posed to all the
teachers (see Appendix 1 for the interview schgdileey were encouraged to develop
responses and were all asked at the end of thevimaeif they wished to add anything

about their practice that they felt was relevant.
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The interview questions centred round their phipdgo of teaching and teaching
practices. There were also questions about ingdanthe lessons which had been
observed, so that the teachers were obliged teatefin actions which they appeared to
perform intuitively. It was essential that thedleers felt that they could speak freely.
Agreeing to be observed teaching their classesherpurposes of research already
displayed a trust which was important to presem®efore the study had begun a
relationship of professional rapport had alreadisted and | hoped that this would
facilitate ‘the free flow of information’ (Spradle$979:78).

All the teachers knew that | had been a teacheelhyBhe questions were as open and
non-directive as possible to allow the teachersartewer without feeling pressure to
conform to any preconceived notions of what theghmnifeel to be an ‘acceptable’
answer. It could be argued that the pre-existingtimmship meant that they were
confident that they could speak without restraona tfellow professional who rated them
highly and understood their position. Interviews anavoidably collaborative (Holstein
& Gubrium, 2004) and | hoped that shared backgraumderstanding might mean that
the teachers felt that the construction of meaniag facilitated by engaging with a
‘knowledgeable outsider’.

Although the teacher interviews were consideredy weseful in providing evidence
which could support or challenge the findings, pl@il interviews were viewed as even
more helpful, since the teachers were aware of vindheory, constituted good practice
which could have perhaps influenced their resparisegas assumed that the pupils in
their classes, however, would have no explicit kieolge of ML teaching theory and
their responses, therefore, would reflect theiregigmces in the teachers’ classrooms.

The next section provides an account of the waythpal interviews were carried out.

3.9 Pupil Interviews
The sample of pupils from each teacher’s class vas interviewed was not randomly
selected. In consultation with the teachers | chbs&veen five and nine pupils,
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depending on the size of the class, for intervilws number represented approximately
a third of the class and was chosen in order tbleras wide a range of opinions to be
expressed as possible. As the interviews took padiee all the observations had been
completed, | knew the pupils’ names and had foro@dions of how much they spoke
in class. Each group reflected the gender mix m d¢lass. | was keen to seek the
opinions not only of more outgoing characters wlotunteered to answer but also of
those who were quieter in class and responded tonigrgeted questions. | hoped that
the size of the sample would mean that it was ptes$or a variety of views to emerge
in the interviews. Because of my presence in dasig the observations, | hoped that
they would not see me as a complete stranger anddwespond openly. Although
Teacher 4’s class had nominally 22 pupils, in tedlere were rarely more than 15
present. Their rate of absence in other classeswakar and was not a reflection on the
French class. The high level of absence accountthésmaller interview group from

her class.

The pupil interviews were conducted in groups aedevaudio-recorded. Although there
are advantages to group interviewing, which aremasd below, the principal reason
for interviewing the pupils in groups was time. &svkeen to include as many pupils as
possible to warrant a measure of triangulation whiwould complement the
observations that had taken place by allowing fenan element of the voices of
multiple subjects’ (Frey & Fontana, 1991: 178) to\pde a further source of data. The
information that the pupils offered might reflecterse views about the way they were
taught, which could be used to support or discantine findings. Another reason for
conducting group interviews was that it seemedlyikibat pupils would be more
forthcoming and the talk would be more natural igraup of their peers (Lewis, 1992).
The pupils were asked semi-structured questiontwhvere related to their ML
learning. They were also asked to explain soméefavents which occurred in class

(see Appendix 2 for the interview schedule).
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Group interviews have been described as ‘a groupessational encounter with a
research purpose’ (Lewis, 1992: 413) and the aim thiat the pupils should see the
interview as a chat about language learning, ratieer a formal interview. Cooklin and
Ramsden (2004) suggest that children are inclimec¢amply with perceived adult
expectations. For this reason, the interview gaastwere open, using questions such
as: ‘What happens...?’ ‘How do you feel about ...?’ haV does the teacher do ...?’ |
also made a point of paraphrasing certain respotassessure that they felt that they
would be accurately represented by asking quessaol as: ‘Ok, now, if I've got that
right, you're saying that ...?" or ‘I'm getting thenpression that most of you think ... Is

that correct?’

Although one of the advantages of group intervigsvthe richness of the information
collected through the synergy which takes placgrasip members interact (Rabiee,
2004), it was also important to be alert to anyatieg effect of the group dynamics and
take measures to avoid any suggestion of the irippgf any one person’s opinions on
the others in order to allow everyone’s views tdhbard (Frey & Fontana, 1991). Pupils
were asked questions such as ‘Do you think everyoriee class thinks this?’ or ‘Do
you think other people in the class might hold fhedént opinion?’ in order that they
might feel able to put forward alternative viewpsinThe pupils were assured that
everything they said would be treated as configéntiney would not be identified and
no one would have access to the data they provagett from me and my colleague at

the university (my supervisor), who would only kntdvem as Pupil 1, 2, 3 and so on.

The teacher and pupil interviews were transcribeda@on as possible after they were
conducted, following the same procedure as destribethe observational data. The
next section addresses issues of validity andhiét\ain the collection and analysis of
the data.

82



3.10 Validity and Reliability

In the quantitative paradigm issues of validity aetlability are seen as crucial for

research findings to be taken seriously in the wrdeearch community. In addressing
issues of validity and reliability, qualitative ezschers suggest that ‘trustworthiness’
(Lincoln & Guba, 1985) may be a more appropriatemtéHow can an inquirer persuade

his or her audiences (including self) that the ifigd of an inquiry are worth paying

attention to, worth taking account of?’ (Lincoln@uba, 1985: 290).

Validity, it may be argued by adherents of pos#ivhethodology, cannot be assured in
gualitative studies because the researcher is notcgéd from the data collected to
analyse them objectively and threats to validitg arot minimised through strict
controls. The interpretivist paradigm sets out, toctnonymise or take random samples,
but to explore ‘real world’ situations (Patton 20@®) with a view to providing clear
description and possible explanations for what bappn those situations. How then to
ensure some measure of rigour which will persubded¢ader that the study is a piece of
‘good research’? Triangulation, accomplished by thax of methods and
methodological paradigms in the study, meant theg tesearch questions were
approached from different perspectives in ordegrtsure that the findings would be as
credible as possible. The use of a variety of nugtho achieve triangulation has been
compared to the presentation of legal argumentstioeess of which is proved if the
jury, that is, the reader, is persuaded by the emdd presented ‘beyond reasonable
doubt’ (Johnstone, 2007).

It has been suggested that if there is transparanaly steps of the research process and
justification for decisions is given which makesise to and is accepted by the reader,
then the study may be considered ‘trustworthy’ lfaltde & Johnson 1994, Hammersley
1992). Mishler’s position (1990) is that if othersearchers view the findings and use
them to further their own research, then the figdimay be considered ‘validated’ or
‘trustworthy’. If his view is accepted, validity atdl therefore be said to be dependent on

the views of the community within which the resdaig based. In qualitative research
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the researcher may be part of that community aecefore aware of the contexts within
which the findings may be viewed. Adopting Mistdeapproach and being aware of
and attentive to any particular issues that mightdised in critique of the findings by
practitioners in the knowledge community, that tise field of modern languages
education, helped me to address issues of valigitythe study by constantly

interrogating the data. ‘[D]ata in themselves cdry®valid or invalid; what is at issue
is the inferences drawn from them’ (Hammersley &iAson, 1983: 191). So that the
account may be considered ‘trustworthy’, as clead @ansparent descriptions of the
methods used in the study as can be achieved ev&led together with evidence of the
thinking behind decisions taken to employ thoseho@s. Detailed description of the
analytical process to identify teacher strategidsciv appeared to stimulate pupils’

responses in the TL has also been provided.

Within the positivist tradition there are strictufes’ about replicability; if other
researchers, taking the same actions under the sanitions arrive at the same
conclusions, then the study will be deemed relialiowever, in a ‘naturalistic’ study
this may be difficult if not impossible to replieatiue to the number of variables which
may affect behaviour. Credibility of qualitativesearch is demonstrated, not through the
construction of the instruments but through théiskind endeavours of the researcher
(Golafshani, 2003). ‘[T]he researcher is the inskeat’ (Patton, 2002: 14). Patton’s
view is supported by Mishler (1990), who suggesisstjons that may be asked of a

study to determine whether it can be considerestwiarthy or credible:

What are the warrants for my claims? Could any rotinwestigators make a reasonable
judgement of their adequacy? Would they be abledébermine how my findings and
interpretations were ‘produced’ and on that badéxide whether they were trustworthy enough

to be relied upon for their own work? (p.429),

Throughout the analysis process | used Mishlerasstjans above as an ‘angel on my
shoulder’ in an endeavour to make the accountuasworthy as possible and as a means
of warranting any claims made. | was aware thatpugition as a teacher educator
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meant that | had specialist knowledge which hadrmed my attitudes to the
phenomenon being studied, that is, what happeashit. classroom where the teacher
uses the TL extensively; however, by continuousfenring back to Mishler’s questions
above, | sought to make the account rendered snstiidy as trustworthy as possible so
that it could be considered meaningful and theeeftaredible’ in the views of
practitioners in the light of their experience (I#te & McKenna, 1999). Ethical issues
also had to be borne in mind. The following sectaltresses ethical issues relating to

the study.

3.11 Ethical Issues

The process of obtaining written permissions nergs® conduct the study has already
been described above. The observations and pueilviaws had been approved by the
head teacher. Nonetheless, the pupils chosen tienview were encouraged to discuss
the written request for consent with their teactred their parents, who were provided
with my email address and telephone number sottiegtcould clarify any concerns or

guestions.

Throughout the study, the need to treat the ppdids with respect was a key
consideration. Research ethical codes of practe@isually based on the Kantian moral
philosophy of respect for persons (Evans & Jakup&86). Much social research is
undertaken within a ‘rights-based’ or ‘principlesea’ framework (Wiles et al., 2006).
A rights-based framework takes as its starting fptie rights of the individual and
his/her entittement to respect and protection fltarm while participating in the study
(Alderson, 2004); a principle-based framework adee¢o a number of moral principles
which include protection from harm, that the reshashould be of benefit to others,
equality of treatment and autonomy of subjects d¢oide whether to participate, after
receiving clear information from the researcher |@d/iet al., 2005: 7). Trust built on
open and continuous interaction between the relseaand the participants appears to
be the key to successful research (Cornet et @0)] thus informed consent is seen as

fundamental in research involving human participgBiritish Sociological Association,
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2002). It was imperative, therefore, that both eas and pupils were aware of the aims
of the research and their right to withdraw frora gtudy at any time, without prejudice.
As | have explained, the pupils and the teachedshe®n told that | was investigating
effective ways of teaching ML. The four teachers ame pupils who took part in the
interviews were also assured that their views waadkept confidential and that nothing
that was recorded could be attributed to particudividuals; their anonymity would be
preserved and that there would be nothing in theéewap which could be used to

identify either them or the schools.

The first part of this chapter has discussed thg tis@ collection of the data was
organised and has addressed questions of validlighility and ethics in the conduct of
the study. The next part will describe the procesanalysing the data and provide

justification for the methodological decisions takend the frameworks for analysis.

3.12 Analysis of the Data: A Mix of Approaches

This section describes the reasons for choices meddiéng to analysis of the data, so
that each stage in the analysis can be seen tarbefpa logical whole and the findings
may be considered robust. The study was situatéiinvg qualitative paradigm, and
because of the exploratory nature of the researnbnaber of approaches had to be
incorporated so that as clear a picture as possiolehat happens in a ML classroom
where the teacher uses the TL extensively couldrgend=xplanation of the different
approaches will be provided in the appropriateigestof this chapter where discussion
of the analytical processes takes place. The akegiconcern in conducting this
research was wittvhatwas being said by the teachers aod they said it, so that there
could emerge a clear sense of the functions theipdrformed and the strategies they
used to stimulate interaction with learners withparticular frameworks in the
classroom.

| did not approach the task of analysing the dath pre-conceived hypotheses which

were there to be proven or challenged; a more gledimpproach seemed appropriate,
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so that through inductive analysis, themes andepeatt might emerge from the data
which would form the basis for a clearer undersiagaf the very complex interaction
which takes place between teachers who use thextBngvely and their learners in the
ML classroom. ‘Inductive analysis means that th#éegpas, themes, and categories of
analysis come from the data; they emerge out ofitlia rather than being imposed on
them prior to data collection and analysis’ (Pattt®80: 306). Nonetheless, because of
my previous background as a ML teacher and cuteaher educator, | did not come to
the analysis of the data with no prior knowledgé&unBer (1954) conceived the term
‘sensitising concepts’, which ‘give[s] the userengral sense of reference and guidance
in approaching empirical instances.’ (p.7) andolhare recognised as starting points
for interpretation of data (Padgett, 2004). ‘Reskarsually begins with such concepts,
whether researchers state this or not and whetkegrare aware of them or not’ (Gilgun
2004: 2). Sensitising concepts refer to the reseasst background knowledge which is
often used to define the issue under investigatod may be used as ‘points of
departure’ when beginning the analysis of the @tmrmaz, 2003: 259).

A review of the research literature and previouscfpcal knowledge of what is entailed
in teaching and learning ML meant that | had to aemaware of the possibility of
actively constructing meaning influenced by fixextions of what | might expect to find
in the data. ‘Reflexivity requires an awarenesshef researcher's contribution to the
construction of meanings throughout the researolegss, and an acknowledgment of
the impossibility of remaining ‘outside of one'sigect matter while conducting
research.” (Nightingale & Cromby, 1999: 228). Howevwhile bearing in mind the
need to maintain a reflexive attitude, it seemeappropriate, if not impossible, to

attempt to ignore what prior knowledge might bringhe analysis.

3.13 Quantitative Approaches Within a Qualitative $udy
In conducting the analysis of the transcripts, swancerned to work at different grains
of description. It was considered important notyotd give a sense of what was

happening quite minutely in individual turns at &m-level but also to characterise the
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overall nature of the interaction at a macro-levBhe teachers’ TL had multiple
functions; one utterance could have a number opgres, for example, face saving
strategies were woven throughout the teachers’ ribomibns to the classroom
interaction. The ‘messiness’ of the data and tHative novelty of the undertaking
required a mix of approaches to identify themesimgi from the data which would
suggest strategies the teachers might employ tteci@n atmosphere of collaboration

within the classroom and to stimulate pupil resgsns

The exploratory nature of the study demanded thaesaspects of the transcripts had to
be measured quantitatively, not, as stated eaifieoyder to test some pre-determined
hypothesis, but rather to confirm or not impressiof relative amounts of teacher TL,
pupil TL and other aspects of teacher talk by cogntHowever, ‘If one uses numbers,
interpretation is still involved. If one’s data aexts, counting may still be appropriate’
Bazeley, 2004: 2). Although not technically a ‘mixenethods’ study, in this relatively
novel domain the adoption of certain quantitatippraaches was helpful in developing
a clear picture of the way the teachers used the Qualitative methods, such as
interviews, may be used to support or challengglrfindings reached from analysis of
guantitatively collected data (Brannen, 2005). lontcast, in this study the
predominantly qualitative analysis of the data vsapplemented by data analysed
guantitatively. Quantitative methods were therefareed within an overarching

qualitative paradigm to enhance the analytical @ssc

...simple counting techniques can offer a meansutgey the whole corpus of data ordinarily
lost in intensive qualitative research. Insteadadding the researcher’s word for it, the reader
has a chance to gain a sense of the flavour ofiéh& as a whole. In turn, researchers are able
to test and to revise their generalisations, rengomagging doubts about the accuracy of their

impressions of the data. (Silverman, 2006:52)

In order to verify if the teachers’ TL was as @di@e as | believed, | counted the
instances of its occurrence in the teachers’ tas\@ basis for comparison with their

English utterances. There has been much discusdiont what constitutes a turn in
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discourse and what turn-taking constitutes (War2€@6). In this study, a turn may be
described as ‘continuous talk by one speaker, emippted by the other speaker’
(Taboada, 2006: 5) before the speaker changes.mbauof teacher TL turns also
contained English interjections. So that a cleatupe of the teachers’ TL could be
obtained, each turn was therefore designatéc English or TL with English

interjection The language pupils used to respond or initiats valso counted.

Interpretation of the results of the calculatiorigemcher and pupil TL and English is
discussed in Chapter 5. Similar measurements éérdiit types of TL used in the
lessons were also made, according to the TL ‘mgas@gments’ within each teacher’s
turn, discussion of which also takes place in Céiapt A definition of what is meant by

‘meaning segments’ is given in a later sectiorhdd thapter.

Counting techniques also appeared a good way ta geition of pace. Two three-
minute extracts from the transcripts of two of teachers, one of whom used ‘wait
time’ after an initiation and the other who did natere selected and the number of
initiations and pupil responses measured and cadpawith a view to assessing
whether the pace was actually as brisk as it apdefom my impressions during the
observations and whether there was a differengaoe between the two teachers, due
to their different questioning techniques. Althougbt ‘alike’, both extracts reflected
what could be considered ‘typical’ interactionafjgences, the first taken from whole
class correction of homework, which was a featuralb the teachers’ lessons, the
second focusing on an exercise designed to prdemggiage, another important part of
all the teachers’ lessons. Discussion of what thdirfigs arising from analysis of the
three-minute extracts within a wider qualitativeetpre might mean can be found in
Chapter 4.

Given the concern not only to look at the use ofitklf but also to gain a clear sense of
patterns of social interaction, and identify franoeks which appeared to be in evidence
in the classroom, it was considered necessary g@ltini close analysis of the transcripts

to draw on a number of areas of linguistics andiosioguistics. Selective use of
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conversation analysis was made to describe thetheainteraction between the teachers
and pupils was organised in turns and ‘boundarggbto distinguish different meanings
within a turn. However, due to the particular nataf classroom TL discourse, where a
teacher’s turn might include a number of ‘meaniegrsents’, the difference in status
between each party to the interaction and the teézke pedagogical foci into account,
sensitivity to the context had to be displayed he &nalysis of the transcripts. This
meant that central features of conversation amalysch as turn-taking and adjacency
pairs were not considered appropriate analytiagalstdo/Nhat is understood in this study

by the term ‘meaning segment’ will be defined ie tlext section of this chapter.

It seemed important to lay emphasis on the socialext in which the talk occurred so
that the functions of the teachers’ language cdddadequately described. Within
individual turns, the teachers’ TL frequently penmed a variety of functions.
‘Utterancesdo things rather than jusheanthings’ (Sinclair, 1996: 24). The multiple
functions in the teachers’ individual turns were necessarily easily susceptible to very
clear-cut formal categorisation which would at Hagne time remain true to the data. It
was necessary to look carefully at the appropregsnof the teachers’ and pupils’
language to the context in which it was generated @articipation frameworks which

might explain satisfactorily what was happeninghie interaction.

Sociolinguistic theory, as discussed in the litematreview, particularly in relation to
Hymes’s concept of the development of communicatv@petence (1972), appeared to
offer an appropriate lens through which the datalccde viewed in order to provide
greater clarity regarding the teachers’ purposassing particular language to stimulate
interaction with learners, in a way that they wenabled to contribute to the dialogue.
An appropriate participation framework thereforel ha be used to give a clear sense of
what was happening during TL interactional sequeiteing the lessons. Discussion of
the participation frameworks used in this studyetalplace in a later section of this

chapter.
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Block (2003) makes a plea for ‘a broader, socigfgrmed and more sociolinguistically
oriented SLA that does not exclude the more maeastr psycholinguistic one, but
instead takes on board the complexity of contdw, mhulti-layered nature of language
... (p.4). A large number of studies have approackedond or foreign language
learning from a psycholinguistic perspective, whidtuses on the examination of
evidence of the learners’ cognitive developmentisTis done under controlled
conditions using a default model which highligrgarhers’ success or failure to achieve
native speaker competence from an etic perspedtvthe last fifteen years there has
been a growing influence of sociolinguistic perdpes used in analysis of second
language acquisition (Firth & Wagner 1997, Block&p which consider the effect of
social factors on communication. A focus on aclmgwommunication means that there
is less emphasis on the learners’ acquisition ofi@te forms of the language and more
interest in how communication is achieved throughia interaction. In this study,
deconstructing the teachers’ interactional movemfa sociolinguistic perspective was
considered useful to determine whether the learmer® being assisted to use their
limited language resource effectively to express neeaning or whether the aim was to
allow them merely to display mastery of particuldructures. It was important to
examine the teachers’ TL utterances, thereforejniderstand how they were used to
create an ethos in the classroom where learnersdifgbosed to make an effort to

communicate.

3.14 ‘Meaning Segments’

In close analysis of the teachers’ TL in order angunderstanding of possible functions
of their utterances, it became clear that withig ane turn, there might be a number of
‘sentences’ or phrases, interspersed with questtorcomments, each of which might
perform a different function, or functions, suchswée complexity of the teachers’
language. An utterance has been described as ‘ndependent unit of verbal

communication together with any other units that@ependent on it’ (Wells, 1985: 60).
Due to the multiplicity of independent units of ‘emng segments’ within some of the

teachers’ longer turns, it seemed appropriate tam@xe carefully each ‘meaning
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segment’ within the teachers’ turns, rather thgrtdrallocate one meaning to the turns
themselves. An example of the meaning segments @oenof the teacher’s turns is

given below as an illustration.

Extract 3.1
T1: Trés bien.
Ok,

maintenant les devoirs.

Vous tournez ¢a s'’il vous plait.

Tournez la fiche.

C’est bien?

Tu peux écrire ici.

Alors, pour les devoirs il fallait faire exercisgs?2 et 3,

oui?

Detailed analysis of this extract will be conductedhe next section of this chapter to
demonstrate how the coding was carried out. A ‘nmgarsegment’ in this study,
therefore, describes a word, phrase or sentencehvelairries a coherent message; it also
follows the teacher’s phrasing, as each complex isirdivided up and is signalled by
‘boundary tones’ (Pierrehumbert & Hirschberg, 199@presented either by questions
or pauses. A turn may include one or several ‘nmegpsegments’, each one of which
may signal a different message or reinforce, thihowgphrasing or repetition, a previous
message. Some examples of messages containednmeamihg segment’ may be a
(possibly humorous) aside, an instruction, affinorat explanation or a question. In
order to organise the data so that any patternthenteachers’ language could be
discerned, it was necessary to devise a systerodng@, which took into account the
messages transmitted in each meaning segment, wbidd be used as a basis for
development of the analysis.
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3.15 Coding

‘[T]he segmenting and coding of data are often nake-granted parts of the qualitative
research process. All researchers need to be aldeyanize, manage, and retrieve the
most meaningful bits of our data.” (Coffey & Atkms, 1996: 26). During the process
of coding, the data are subdivided and organisedaategories, each one of which has a
common theme (Dey, 1993) which allow meaning ofdhta to be constructed through
description or inference (Basit, 2003). The codesukl also be interlinked within a
wider overarching context (Miles & Huberman, 199B¢sch (1990) regards coding as
an important means of organisation of qualitatiseadvhich is also part of the outcome,
as the data are ‘condensed’ or ‘distilled’ and mau®e manageable as a result of
interpretation. The process of ‘distillation’ th&bok place as initial codes were
identified, interpreted and subsequently integratétthin new categories is described

below.

Although the research questions aimed to identdgchers’ TL strategies which
supported pupils’ TL responses, all aspects oftélaehers’ language were regarded as
important, whether they explicitly invited a resgeror not. While the field notes were
useful in providing detail of non-verbal respongesas also important to try to gain a
sense of ‘the unobservable’ (Tsui, 1998), thaths, thought processes and attitudes of
the learners to the teachers’ TL. Although teachewmnversation-type asides or
comments, for example, might not produce an obbésveeaction from the pupils, it
was possible that they could be useful in creaéind maintaining a collaborative ‘TL
atmosphere’, in which pupils felt disposed to taks previous paragraphs have noted,
interviews with pupils were considered essentiatiétermine their perceptions of the
way the teachers’ TL was used to engage their@steor not and were useful in

confirming or disconfirming impressions which ardsem study of the transcripts.
‘When a word is spoken, all those within perceptaage of the event will have some

sort of participation status relative to it’ (Gotim 1981: 3). During the coding process

the focus was on the teachers’ TL; however, it doubt be studied in isolation as a
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discrete element of the interaction but ratheraas @f the whole teacher/pupil interface.
All the teachers’ TL could be said to be generategponses from the learners, although
they may not have been overt. The complexity of tdechers’ TL meant that their
language was not only used to prompt verbal regsohat was also used extensively to
prompt non-verbal responses, for example, throngtructions or tag questions. Pupils’
responses were therefore coded as non-verbal, Tih, subsets depending on the

pedagogical focus, or English.

3.16 Early Stages of Coding

The process of coding was not a simple task dutagomultifunctional nature of the
teachers’ language. Each line of each page of ghral$bound notebooks in which the
transcripts were recorded was carefully scrutiniaad the possible functions of each
meaning segment in the teachers’ talk were noteexamples of particular language
features. Each meaning segment within the teaché&rtirns was therefore allocated to
a code, or codes, which described its perceiveshiiin regarding the interaction the
teacher initiated. Thereafter, | counted instarfe=sach feature, so that as clear a picture
as possible of the teachers’ language functionsetlven they appeared explicitly
instrumental in stimulating pupils’ responses ot, mould be distinguished. The codes
were not designated in advance; as stated eattierexploratory nature of the study
meant that an inductive approach was taken witli#te, ‘noticing relevant phenomena;
collecting examples of those phenomena; and amgysiose phenomena in order to

find commonalities, differences, patterns and stmes.’ (Basit, 2003: 144).

Initially there was a large number of codes. Thagioal codes included linguistic
features such as ‘use of cognates’, ‘simple languagephrasing’ and also modes of
delivery, for example, ‘slow speed’, ‘body languagsual aids’, ‘addressing whole
class when talking to one pupil’. Other featurdatesl to the affective atmosphere in the
classrooms, for example, ‘face-saving strategiéshthusiasm’, ‘humour’. After
interrogating the data as meticulously as possibleelieved that the codes chosen

classified the different features of the teachdasiguage as effectively as possible,
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because the breadth of classifications, which ohetuthe way the teachers’ TL was
delivered, as well as aspects of the actual largytlagy used and its possible purposes,
could be regarded as addressing both the expiiditraplicit patterns that had appeared
evident in the teachers’ talk. The meaning segmems multiply coded, as they
performed a number of functions, for example, a mmga segment coded under
‘personal information/anecdotes’ might also be codeder ‘humour’, ‘use of cognates’
and ‘informal /conversation type’.

Having identified the initial codes, the next stagas to group them under broad
overarching categories, with which they could bestdered associated. Like the codes,
these categories were not pre-determined, butrratibse from the need to organise the
codes for clarity of exposition. The initial codasere grouped together under the
following categories:

* General Features of Language

» Delivery

* Interaction Language

* Responses to Pupil Interaction

» Focus of Language

A list of the original codes and category groupimggy be seen in Appendix 5 and is
explained below.

General features of languagé&his category described specific features of dashers’
TL which helped to make it comprehensible to therers. In this category were placed
codes including simple language, use of cognathejt sphrases, rephrasing and

repetition (both of the teachers’ utterances aeddharners’ responses).
Delivery: My field notes were considered important in coditig teachers’ TL,

particularly so when classifying the way the teash&L was delivered. The transcripts

were able to give some indication of the type amwlss of the language, however, the
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field notes were deemed crucial regarding its @elivFeatures which had been noted,
such as ‘slow speed’, ‘enthusiasm’, ‘humour’, ‘bddnguage/visual aids’ ‘discipline’

were assigned to this category.

Interaction language:Although it could be said that all the teacheemiduage was
designed to maintain the learners’ focus, thisgmte related to the way the teachers’
TL was used in interaction directed to the learneith a view to obtaining an active
response, usually, but not necessarily, verbak Whght be done by directing a question
to a pupil by name or exploiting background knowjledbout pupils to personalise an
exchange. Pupils might be offered assistance tlhrthug use of TL cues to enable them
to respond appropriately and promptly. The teacheggilar checks for comprehension
were also coded under this category, as were ttteeamoves by the teachers which
included anecdotes, thinking aloud or informatidéa personal nature about the teacher.
These interjections, while not ostensibly promptngerbal response, appeared, because

of their personal ‘social’ nature, to engage thpilstiinterest.

Responses to pupil interactionhis could be considered a subset of the categjooye.
However, wherdnteraction Languagevas concerned with the teachers’ initiations, in
this category, the teachers’ language was relatetesponses they made to pupils’
responses and initiations. Within this classificatwere placed the teachers’ strategic
moves to pupils’ TL or English responses and itdgizs, which could be considered
crucial in keeping the pupils’ interest and motiwaf for example, ‘attitude to errors’,
praise’, ‘interest in pupils’ responses’, ‘trangdat of pupils’ English responses’,
‘strategically responsive to pupils’ language’acé-saving strategies’.

Focus of languageAs the coding advanced, it appeared necessankéoa wider view
of the preceding codes, shifting the attention ftbmimmediate context of interactional
moves from a more micro-view to consider the platcéhese meaning segments in the
macro-context of the lesson. This final categorgnposed four contexts for which the

TL was used: organisation, practice of structunesesentation and discussion of

96



grammar, and informal, conversation-type exchan@ésat became obvious was the
physical patterning of the lesson, where the fadtes identified within this overarching

category could be seen to be important organiserhé teachers’ TL.

3.17 Final Stage of Coding

While the original coding was important in ideniifg aspects of the teachers’ TL which
appeared to be key in prompting interaction, tregaition of four main contexts in
which the interaction occured meant that the dataldc be arranged so that each
meaning segment could be seen in the context inhwhhad taken place. Each meaning
segment was therefore designated a code accowlimgt the response it prompted was
related to a particular focus to which the teackanted learners to attend. These foci
were developed from the original overarching catggd-ocus of languageand might
be associated with organisational matters, focuoon, activities designed to practise
the language or a less formal type of interaction.

The teachers’ TL also contained meaning segmenitshvappeared to give the learners
no option but to respond, such as requests fotitigmeor translation. | considered that
the frequency with which these ‘directives’ weredisneant that they should be coded
separately. Another code was allocated to teachesgonses to pupils’ initiations, the
reason being that the teacher was then placeceipdkition of respondent rather than
initiator, although very often the teachers’ resgemprompted further interactidn.all,
eight main descriptive categories of the teacHargjuage emerged, within which all the
teachers’ TL could be placed. The eight codes canséen below in Table 3.2.

Thereafter an account of how they were arrivedithiow presented.

97



Table 3.2. Teachers’ TL Codes

Teachers’' TL Codes

» Organisational/instructions
» Focus on language

* Language used to practise structures and vocabulary
» Conversation-type language

* Requests for translation from the TL
* Requests for translation to the TL

* Requests for repetition

» Response to pupil initiation

The process of coding could not be considered agstiforward matter, due to the

‘multilayered’ (Jarvis & Robinson 1997: 225) natafethe teachers’ interactional moves
and the ‘messiness’ of the interaction which totace which meant that different codes
could be and indeed had to be assigned to the saaaing segment. The transcripts
were scrutinised again and each meaning segmehinweacher TL turns in table 3.2

was recorded under one or more categories. Thesaegeesent the main functions of
the teachers’ TL during lessons. An example ofwhg meaning segments in a teacher’'s
turn were allocated to codes is provided in a lagstion of this chapter. The rationale
for the choice of codes and a brief explanatiothefn are given below.

The first four codes in Table 3.2 represent thg'‘foci in which almost all the teachers’
TL interaction took place. The first thre€@rganisational/instructions Focus on
language and Language used to practise structures and vocabulag an explicit
pedagogical focusConversation-type languageay have had an implicit pedagogical

function but it appeared a more ‘natural’ mannercommunicating, using referential
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guestioning and offering little in the way of feedk on learners’ language, only on

meaning.

Organisational/instructions:This category included TL used to ensure that pupil
clearly understood what was happening and abduappen regarding planned activities
and the running of the classroom. It might relatethie distribution of resources,

instructions about a particular exercise, chechittgndance or refocusing moves.

Focus on languageMeaning segments of teacher TL in this categottyeeiexplicated
points of grammar or prompted a learner responsa timitiation regarding the form of
the language. This might be part of a grammar factise lesson or arising as a result of

a pupil initiation or response.

Language used to practise structures and vocabulfighin this category were placed
guestions the teachers asked, either as partafraf teacher/pupil exchange where the
purpose was to reinforce specific structures ore&sgions or in more isolated exchanges

where the teachers’ purpose appeared to be to ddeamers of previously learning.

Conversation-type languag@&he teachers frequently made conversation-typeasind
comments in the TL, the function of which could ib&erpreted as more social than
pedagogical. At times they deviated from the pedagd focus to initiate exchanges
with pupils which were unpredictable both in terafighe questions they asked and the
nature of the subject matter. Conversation-typeariguage appeared very different to
the categories above because it seemed unrelatdte tavork of the classroom; the
teachers did not appear to view the pupils in titgintity as learners, but interacted with
them on a more ‘sociable’ level, focusing on theameg that the pupils conveyed,

without commenting on imperfect language.

The next three codeRequests for translation from the ,TRequests for translation to

the TLandRequests for repetitioall relate to requests the teachers made to #rades
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to respond within the three ‘big’ pedagogical fo€hese requests were a common
feature of the teachers’ TL which focused on trerers’ understanding of, ability to
formulate responses in, and pronunciation of theiMlall but theConversation-type
language exchanges. Because of their prevalence in allteélaehers’ TL interaction
across different contexts, it was decided to co@entindividually, rather than subsume
them into the different pedagogical foci, as th@peared to be strategies that the
teachers used a great deal to get pupils to tdtdse€ examination of when they were
employed shed some light upon their possible domifion to development of the

learners’ communicative competence.

The final codeResponse to pupil initiatigrwas most frequently, but not exclusively,
related to requests for clarification from pupils # organisational matters and to
guestions about expression, but because of thédesigposition of respondent rather
than initiator it was felt important to code thisparately. Issues surrounding multiple
coding of the data will be discussed below aftériaf description of each of the four
codes identified above.

Requests for translation from the TMeachers frequently asked pupils to translatie the
TL utterances irDrganisational/instructionsi-ocus on languagandLanguage used to
practise structures and vocabulacgtegories as a comprehension check and to reenfor
the meaning to all pupils.

Requests for translation to the TIOften as a result of pupils’ requests or respsnis
English, the teachers would ask them to reformuthte utterance in the TL. Other
requests for translation to the TL appeared withatus on languagend Language
used to practise structures and vocabulagtegories when the teachers checked the
learners’ understanding of what they had been talmhasking them to produce TL

translations.
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Requests for repetitionTeachers often asked learners to repeat vocabikms or
whole sentences, either to assist pronunciatioto aeinforce language. Requests for
repetition were usually evident ihocus on languag@and Language used to practise

structures and vocabulamategories.

Response to pupil initiatiodPupils might ask about procedural matters in iotdeheck
their understanding, request permissions or ieit@ah exchange. Meaning segments
coded within this category might also be labelledRequests for translation to the ,TL
Conversation-type language, Focus on language Organisational/instructions

categories.

The teachers’ TL appeared to be used in a numbé#ingtistic routines’ (Farr, 2004:
115) which allowed them to ‘get things done’, suaf organising activities and
resources, or to impart information, but which gisompted the learners to respond in
focused interactional moves. The categories ind 8® were chosen because they were
prevalent in all the teachers’ TL used to commumeicaith the learners. Linguistic
features, such as elicitation, praise, comprehansibecks, discipline moves or
repetition of learners’ responses could all be hedcto one or more of the codes
depending on the focus. The codes were not mutuatliusive; as noted above,
meaning segments could be categorised under mameotie code, for example, requests
for translation or repetition could also be lab@élfeocus on languageOrganisational
languageor Language used to practise structuraésd vocabularydepending on the
context within which the meaning segment appearéd. multiple coding reflected the

multi-functional nature of the teachers’ TL, whifil be exemplified in the findings.

As each meaning segment was scrutinised and caéedahe focus within which it
occurred in the lesson began to emerge as an iamgofactor in situating it
appropriately. An example of the way meaning sedmerthin teachers’ turns were
allocated to codes is illustrated below using EcttBal, so that the way the teachers’ TL

was categorised can be clearly understood.
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T1: Trés bien.

Ok,

maintenant les devoirs.

Vous tournez ¢a s'il vous plait.

Tournez la fiche.

C’est bien?

Tu peux écrire ici.

Alors, pour les devoirs il

fallait faire exercises 1, 2 et 3,

oui?

Organisational (teacher drawing
previous topic to an end and
focusing class).

Organisational (teacher signalling
new topic).

Organisational (teacher giving
information about the focus of the
new topic).

Organisational (teacher giving
explicit instruction)
Organisational (teacher giving
explicit instruction)
Organisational (teacher checking
comprehension of instructions)
Organisational (teacher giving
explicit instruction to one pupil)
Organisational (teacher recap to

remind pupils of the context)

Organisational (teacher checking
pupils’ comprehension of previous

meaning segment)

The extract above is an example of a straightfaiwanganisational sequence; each

meaning segment, although performing different fioms, can be coded as

organisational language. Meaning segments withireroteacher turns might include a

variety of codes. However, as well as detailed mamalysis of the meaning segments

within the teachers’ turns, it was necessary te takwider view of the frameworks

within which specific interaction took place andierhappeared to reflect patterns of
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interaction during the passage of the lesson, fésrelt pedagogical aims were realised
through the teachers’ TL. During the coding procéskecame clear that the first four
categories in which the teachers’ meaning segmeandsbeen placed, which had been
used to describe the ‘big’ foci of their lessonsyld be viewed as important organisers

for the data at a macro-level.

3.18 Foci of the Lesson

Close examination of the transcripts showed a ne@ategorise and present clearly the
fact that large patterns of interaction could bscdined within the transcripts. The
majority of these patterns related to the threeapedical foci already identified as a
result of the coding procedur®rganisational,Focus on languagandLanguage used
to practise structures and vocabularyFor the purpose of describing their function in
the lessons more succinctly and to reflect the tlody played in the lessons they were
re-namedOperational’, ‘Analysis of languageand‘Practice’ foci. Categories similar
to these foci of the lesson have been identifiegrevious research. Van Lier (1988)
describes classroom interaction oriented in terfmaare topic and less activity or less
topic and more activity, that is, whether the fo@usn the subject matter being studied
or the process by which activities are accomplisiiglils (1984) describes interactive
categories in terms of goals: medium-centred; nuessantred; activity centred,;
framework centred, when the focus is on manageminlassroom events, and social
centred. Seedhouse (2004) uses ‘contexts’: proakdarm and accuracy; meaning and
fluency; task oriented. Neil (1997) talks of ‘conmte areas’. These different
classifications have areas of correspondence asihdlarity between them. There are
also connections between some of the classificatabove and the interaction which
took place in the lessons in this study, for exangiscrete grammar-centred, analysis
of language sequences and phases in lessons wieerentphasis is on operational
matters are both identified by Ellis, Neil and Ssmuake.

The type of language associated with each pedaajofgicus is described below. As
noted in the description of coding, the complexfythe teachers’ TL meant that its
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constituent parts could not be put into mutuallglegive categories convenient for the
analyst. In the same way as the meaning segmernke iteachers’ TL were subject to
multiple coding, the codes themselves might beentigh TL sequences when another

pedagogical aim was the main focus at that stagieedesson.

Within the Operational focus, the teachers’ aim was to organise, explath set up
activities. Features of the teachers’ TL when tau$ was operational usually included
imperatives, immediate future constructions sucbrasa, vous allezand requests such
as s’il vous plaitand bitte. There were also many checks for comprehensitmere
through the use of tag questions, questions ah#ther the learners had understood or

requests for translation of the teachers’ instangiand explanations.

Analysis of languageentred round the study of particular grammatstalctures, for
example, irregular verb forms, tenses, German easéngs or reflexive verbs. In this
focus the teachers and pupils were more likelyse English as a meta-language, so that
learners could be helped to understand grammaticalepts through references to their
own language. Pupils were frequently asked to tepe&ranslate from or to the TL to
show understanding. During analysis of languagteraction conformed to the IRF
framework of participation (Sinclair & Coulthard975), as teachers checked learners’

understanding of the form of the language throdnghuise of display questions.

Practice usually took the form of language drills, wherdormation the pupils had
acquired during the focus on analysis of language practised in question and answer
exercises with the teacher or in pairs in orderdioforce understanding. Language
during these practice exercises tended to be hjgtdgictable and focused on rehearsal
of particular structures to ensure that learnersevable to manipulate the language
accurately. Requests for repetition of expressimmg translation from and to the TL
were also prevalent when the focus was on pradBceater detail of the foci and the

language employed by the teachers within each alhdevprovided in Chapters 4 and
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5, where another pattern which emerged from the, danversation-typéanguage,is

also explicated.

Conversation-type languagen the TL initiated by the teachers did not belong
exclusively to any of the pedagogical foci abowd, &ppeared, seemingly at random, in
short interactional sequences throughout the lesBoese sequences did not follow the
IRF model of interaction but were more open, charsed by referential questioning
by the teacher, who also provided scaffolding tppsuit pupils’ responses. Analysis of
conversation-type interaction required an approsbith could adequately explain just
what the teachers were doing in these TL interaatisequences. The following section
provides a rationale for the choice of a suitabbemiat to explain the purposes

underlying the teachers’ conversation-type initint.

3.19 Frameworks of Participation

In the fine-grained analysis of the teacher-puptiéiaction, a strong effort was made to
ensure that the analytical tools employed wer#fithe task in hand. In the analysis of
the wider patterns of interaction | felt it was ionfant to adopt participation frameworks
which not only acknowledged the traditional rolds‘teacher’ and ‘pupil’ but also
looked beyond them, taking the ‘social’ environmetthin the classroom into account.
In order to understand what was happening durirgg dlassroom TL interaction, a
framework had to be employed which could be useéxglain the teacher’s role in
scaffolding interaction, particularly in seemingd®ss formal dialogue. The next section
describes participation frameworks not normallyoasged with the classroom which
were considered appropriate to provide a cleaupcof the way the teacher managed
the TL interaction.

The IRF participation framework (Sinclair & Coultida 1975) was not considered
sufficient to track how, once the teacher had chdke language that would be most
useful to the pupils, s/he scaffolded their progris producing utterances in the TL.

Quite a large proportion of the classroom talk dobke seen to fall into the IRF
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framework in the practice sequences which accoufdedaround two-thirds of the
interaction in the classroom. However, the way tdechers facilitated the interaction
between themselves and the learners in the TL aoatldlways be described adequately
within the IRF format. Often in more ‘conversatitype’ talk sequences, the teachers’
third move, which in the IRF framework is the fallaip, or evaluation, which gives the
learners confirmation or otherwise of their resgomsthe second turn, did not appear to
be in evidence, as the teacher initiated anothesttpn or comment without referring to
the learners’ response. It could be argued thactmtinuation of the dialogue by the
teacher was, in fact, implicit validation of thataers’ response in the second turn.

However, one of the features of the interactiothim classroom, particularly noticeable
in more informal language phases, was the way thmpa@t that teachers provided
helped the learners perform in their ZPD (Vygotsk978). Close analysis of the talk
revealed that during conversation-type interacliseguences they frequently offered a
menu of options to learners, cues offered in graitodn of the pupils’ responses, which
provided assistance to respond promptly and acgyrateacher support for pupils’

responses does not seem to fit within the IRF fraonk. What was required, therefore,
was a framework which demonstrated how the teadaertated the development of

the learners’ communicative skills.

Goffman’s (1981) production format, put simply, idies speakers into 3 categories.
Whenever someone makes an utterance, there are thsénctions possible: the
distinctions describe the relationship between titerance itself and the speaker:
animator, author andprincipal. Theanimatoris the person who produces the utterance,
that is, the speech; tlaithoris the person who is the originator of the conterd form

of that utterance (see also Clark (1996) who useddrmformulator); the principal is

the person who is the one responsible for whaeisgosaid, that is, bears responsibility
for the meaning being expressed (Goffman, 1981).226tzger et al (2004) illustrate
the format by reference to a professor giving &ulec The professor is animator, author

and principal of the language, as she deliversi¢oture, having written the script,
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taking responsibility for what she states. If someelse describes the lecture, that
person will be the animator and the author, delngethe information in his own words.
However, the professor remains the principal, beeashe has responsibility for the
information. Metzger et al.’s position is that irgeeters are nearly always animators or
authors because interpreting involves relaying rinftion that others generate.
Similarly, language learners may be initially seerbe animators and authors because
they are using language that the teacher has cltavgkprovided and adapting the form
to fit their communicative needs. The teacher gpoasible for the language that the
learners produce in practice exercises, so rent@eprincipal. However, in less formal
exchanges, when learners appropriate the langbagehtive learned to make their own
meaning, it could be argued that, although theyuasieg language originally provided
by the teacher, through using it to make meaninghvis unique to their situation, they
become principals of their own utterances, sinog tiee responsibility for the utterance

can only be theirs.

In the ML classroom, particularly in the early stagof learning a language, if
Goffman’s production format is used, the teachelt i the animator, author and
principal of most utterances. The teacher chood@shalanguage structures to teach,
usually in accordance with the syllabus and culaicdemands, and takes responsibility
for the utterances and the form of the language.|l@hguage used by the teacher in less
formal, ‘incidental’ exchanges or conversation-tysedes will also have been chosen to
be comprehensible to the learners but presumabby@tentially valuable to them as a
resource, which they may be able to re-use themselvva later stage to make their own

meaning.

The pupil will be the animator of an utterance,tipatarly when learning a new

structure or vocabulary, when repetition and pcactf the new language is the main
focus of the work in the classroom, moving on tongehe author, as confidence grows
in the ability to formulate a meaningful, syntaatlg correct utterance. The teacher’s

aim could be seen as the development of the pugkidls so that they become the
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principals of their utterances, taking respondwilior what is said and using the
language for their own purposes. Within Goffmarfsduction format the teacher may
be said initially to be the principal of the learsewvords, because it is the teacher who
selects the language, reinforces it through repetand persuades the learners to use it
in exercises and drills to help make the languagetsires become more automatic. The
teacher is also the principal in terms of ensudagectness of form and pronunciation.
However, as the pupils develop confidence in usheglanguage meaningfully, they
may use the language that has been learned frotedlber to become the principal of

their own utterances, taking responsibility for wtreey say.

Some may argue that the learners will never benamytmore than animators or authors,
as the language structures and vocabulary haeenahated from the teacher and his/her
choice of language. However, in the ML classroonpilguare not restricted to the
animator or author role, but may generate their onganings as principals having
moved from merely repeating the teacher’s uttergnage animators, through the author
stage as they demonstrate knowledge of how to thenhanguage, to the principal stage

where they use the language they know to makea@i{tieir own meaning.

If a dialogic view of language is taken, all langaaexists as a result of what has been
said before and what will be said in the futureamicipation of participants’ responses
(Bakhtin, 1981). Taking a dialogic viewpoint to lo@at the language used in the
classroom to interact suggests that the teacharigubge is also dependent on the
pupils’ responses, as both parties interact sgcialithin the context that is the
classroom, each person’s contribution reflecting/lt@r own view of the world. The
interdependence of each participant’s languagesusigown in their contributions which
contain ‘the half-concealed or completely concealemtds of others’ (Bakhtin 1981:
92). This is particularly relevant to the classrosituation, where the majority of the

language that the learners hear will originate ftbeteacher.
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What makes Goffman’s participation framework patacly apposite for analysing
classroom discourse is his recognition of ‘overbesir or ‘ratified participants’
(Goffman, 1981: 131) who are included in the talkd who, although not necessarily
contributing to it, are involved through being setilisteners (Burns, 1992). This
suggests that classroom dialogue may be viewedinwith wider participation
framework, which contains more than merely the speakers engaged in the exchange,
as is usually the case when using the IRF as & fasanalysis. The interaction which
results as a consequence of the teacher’'s questiandividuals could be viewed as a
resource which all other learners may exploit later occasion.

Wadensjé’s (1998) ‘reception format’ complementsff@an’s production format by
distinguishing 3 different types of listener: refjgoy recapitulator and responder.
Although these classifications relate to transtatod interpretation, they could be said
to correspond to what is often viewed as the stagagpil goes through when learning a
ML. A ‘reporter’ is only expected to repeat whatshleen heard. This stage could
correspond to the repetition phase within a lesatmen pupils are asked to listen to and
repeat new vocabulary to reinforce pronunciatiotiooestablish a structure. In the ML
classroom this may lead to some measure of autoityao that pupils will be able to
retrieve the language as they move to the nexéstagecapitulator’, who is expected to
give voice to a prior speaker’'s utterance in reatly another’s (in this case the
teacher’'s) message. This happens in the classroloem Whe pupils make use of the
language they have learned to form utterances @f twn, possibly in a guided
communicative exercise, or through questioning by teacher. The third type of
listener, a ‘responder’, makes his own contributiorthe discourse through using the
language to play a part in a conversation, wheee dwn views and thoughts are
expressed, in relation to what has been said. dpggears to correspond to Goffman’s
role of the principal of an utterance, as the pomles from being an animator, merely
repeating what the teacher says, to being ableotstaict the correct form of the
language as the author, then to being able to madgonsibility for taking part in an

interaction by using what has been learned to rhakewn contributions in interactions.
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The teacher’s role in classroom interaction alsafamwons to Wadensjd's ‘reception

format’. In the first instance, the teacher mayeadpa learner’s utterance in the role of
reporter, although, as discussed in the revievhefliterature, repetition may perform a
number of functions; while the reporter’s role mrslation is to provide an accurate
representation of the principal’s utterance, trecher may wish to validate a pupil’s

answer, in which case s/he will repeat the pugpitstribution verbatim. If however, the

learner has made a mistake, the teacher’s repetiti@y contain a recast to correct the
error, moving from the reporter’s role to that e€apitulator.

While not exactly in the position of summarisinge tinain points of a principal’s
utterance in Wadensjd's role of recapitulator, th@ion of recapitulation may be
considered appropriate to the teacher’s positiomhasmore experienced practitioner,
particularly in practice phases of lessons, as aiftleors the learner’s language that s/he
hears, either through recasting any errors, orpbeiesing for the rest of the class,

perhaps with a view to inviting other contributions

Finally, the teacher acts in the role of responterenter into seemingly ‘natural’
interaction as a result of the learners’ utterangesng them access to a rich store of

language which they can use to take an activeiparteractive sequences.

It could be that through interaction either as ativa participant or an observer, the
learner will ‘appropriate’ the language s/he hasred from the teacher, in order to use
it for him/herself. Appropriation has been definedhin a sociocultural framework as
the way learners ‘eventually take over ... new knalgke or skills into their individual
consciousness’ (Mitchell & Myles, 1998: 145). Wehg(1998) in Block (2003) goes
further and suggests that appropriation is ‘thec@ss ... of taking something that
belongs to others and making it one’s own.’ (p.®=¥ain and Lapkin (2002) agree that
learners appropriate the words of others and thery on over time to perform beyond

their present level by collaborating with othersowdrovide scaffolding and support.
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The complementary nature of the two formats medat the complexity of the
interaction between the teachers and pupils coeldaptured very well, as functions the
teachers’ TL performed in moving the pupils on tigl the various roles could be
distinguished. Using Goffman’s and Wadensj0’'s fasmi@r production and listening
meant that a clearer view of the teachers’ andn&ar relationships to the language
used to communicate with each other could be aeHdieVhey allowed for a more
nuanced understanding of what collaboration mawpliresin the classroom, as pupils
were moved through the stages of reporter/animaol recapitulator/author towards
being responders and principals of their utterareeghey acted in response to the
teachers’ interactional moves, in which the teagtlibemselves appeared to adopt the

different roles described above.

This chapter has discussed the steps taken toder@a clear as possible an analysis of
the teachers’ TL which stimulated pupil responsHse rationale behind the mix of
approaches taken within an overall qualitative gigga and decisions taken about the
frameworks used to analyse the teachers’ talk Hasen explained. The multiple
functions in each teacher turn meant that analysis not straightforward, but in
providing as much detail as possible about thekthgnbehind the processes undertaken
in the collection and analysis of the data, the ham been to render as transparent and
trustworthy an account as possible of the findifigee next three chapters give details of

the findings of the study within the frameworks &malysis discussed in this chapter.
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Chapter 4 Teacher Control

4.1 Introduction

This and the following two chapters will set ou¢ tmain themes arising from the study
and discuss what they might mean in terms of theiential impact on practitioners and
for research. The review of the literature setdbtetext for the study by considering in a
detailed fashion relevant research on the spedKaracteristics of the language
classroom and the interaction which takes placéiwitt. Using the frameworks for
analysis discussed in Chapter 3 this chapter witlsdder how the teacher managed the
classroom and set the context for learning to tpleee as ‘fundamentally a social
enterprise, jointly constructed and intrinsicaliyked to learners’ repeated and regular
participation in their classroom activities’ (Ha& Verplaetse, 2000: 11). Chapter 5
considers the amount and types of TL used by thehtrs and the way each type
contributed to pupils’ language development. In @886 specific TL strategies used by
the teachers to scaffold pupils’ TL utterances diseussed. Appropriate participation
frameworks which ensure a clear description of thachers’ and learners’ TL
interactive moves and which provide an alternatovéaccepted’ exchange frameworks

are also discussed.

The focus of the study is the way teachers, deesrathples of good practice by peers,
HMle, and Local Authority Officers, as stated indpler 3, engage and support learners
in interaction in the ML classroom through theireusf the TL. The main research

guestion is as follows:

* What TL strategies are employed by teachers tolde\an active response from
the learners, specifically, what do the teachersodenable pupils to use the TL

for a communicative purpose in the Scottish secgniih classroom?
The learners in the study were adolescents, whe wbliged to be in the classroom,

therefore a major consideration was the way thehters created a collaborative climate

in the classroom, so that the learners were dratenimteraction, and with support could
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use the language to which they had been exposetebteacher, along with language
they had learned, in order to communicate what thapted to say. Because of the
nature of interactive processes in the TL, whicimaded a measure of collaboration
between the teacher and the learners, in ordee @ble to answer the question above a

further question needed to be addressed:

* How do teachers exploit the social nature of tlessioom encounter to create

opportunities to involve the pupils in interactionthe TL?

In order to develop their communicative skills, peipnust be willing to respond to
teachers’ initiations, therefore it is incumbent @achers to establish an atmosphere
where pupils are disposed to collaborate, by nét aatively taking part in producing
the TL in exchanges with each other and the teadhgralso actively listening to the
language used by teachers and other learners,rédagsly engaging in the learning
process. Non-collaboration would mean that pugteained silent or indulged in off-
task behaviour, leading to indiscipline. Collabamat therefore, in this study refers to
pupils’ ready responses to the teachers’ efforterngage them in the TL talk that

occurred in the classroom.

As noted in the literature review, research liter@atays great emphasis on collaborative
practices with more knowledgeable interlocutorsaawmeans of engaging learners and
aiding cognitive development (Vygotsky 1978, Brud&83, Allwright 1984, Mercer

1995, Dornyei 2001). One of the aims of this stwéys to identify how the teachers
created opportunities through their use of the Ficl supported learners to collaborate
in the interaction that took place in the TL. Tlisapter illustrates some of the most
salient features of the teachers’ TL use which apzeto draw the learners in so that

they collaborated in the interaction which the teadad initiated in the TL.

The previous chapter described the frameworks withihich the analysis was

undertaken. The complexity of the functions of tischers’ language in the interactions
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that took place inside the classroom meant thamabmation of analytical frameworks
was used and the predominant qualitative methogologd to be enhanced by
guantitative analysis to give as clear a picturpassible of how pupils were supported
in using the TL to communicate and how the inteoacin the classroom between the
teachers and the learners developed. ‘The compl@fitthe classroom is such that
several things may be going on publicly througt tal the same time’ (Edmondson,
1985: 162). However, it is not just publicly percsd interactive practices which merit
attention, but also what can be reasonably infeabdut the range of underlying
purposes of the teachers’ interactional moves, hwimeed unpicked to give a clear

understanding of the results that their initiatipngvoked in terms of pupils’ responses.

In Chapter 3, the participation formats of Goffm@®81) and Wadensj6 (1998) were
discussed as an appropriate framework within witcframe the development of the
learners’ communicative skills in the TL. This ckeapand Chapters 5 and 6 describe the
way teachers guided the learners through the diffestages of language production,
from repetition of new vocabulary and structureshia role of animators, to being able
to produce the correct language forms and vocaputardirected practice tasks as
authors, in preparation for taking responsibility the meaning of what they said using

the TL as principals of their utterances.

So that they can move through the stages abovetigHify, learners have to listen
carefully at each stage in the different listenmtes that Wadensjo identified: that of
reporter, re-capitulator or responder to the tedghaitiation language in order to
respond appropriately. This thesis looks at howt¢laehers created opportunities for the
learners to move towards the final stage, that ehd principal of their utterances,
acting as a responder to the teacher’s or otheit&tions, so that they were able to take
part in making meaning in the TL that was persotmltheir situation in ‘real
communicative interaction, even though they wereghm ‘unreal’ social environment

that is the ML classroom.
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Within this social environment one of the first kesteachers have is to establish a
collaborative atmosphere with the learners. Ifiees feel secure in the classroom, they
will be more likely to take the risk of speakingalH& Verplaetse, 2000). ‘[T]eachers
can foster classroom conditions that encourage estrict successful student
participation’ (Boyd & Maloof, 2000:165). A collabative atmosphere can be described
as one in which the teacher has created a grougpnadgrwhere individuals respect and
trust each other and share the same goals (D626¢di, Dornyei & Murphey 2003); in
the ML classroom one of these goals will usuallythxe development of communicative
skills in the TL.

The way the teachers in the study used the TLdateran ethos of collaboration may at
first appear rather contradictory, if it is not rembered that the context is the Scottish
secondary school with learners who are obligedetinkthe ML class. The teachers all
operated a tight system of control in their classrs but the atmosphere never seemed
oppressive or inhibiting. The following sectionIwiliscuss the way the teachers
controlled the way that a collaborative classrodmasphere was created, yet appeared
to involve the learners in the ‘joint managemenkllyright, 1984: 156) of the

interaction in the TL that took place.

4.2 Classroom Management

The importance of classroom management is partigutalevant in this study as it is
aimed at providing practitioners with informatiohoat strategies which may increase
learner engagement through the teacher’s use oflthé has been noted in the review
of literature that indiscipline is an issue for maeachers (Barton 2006, Cowley 2001)
and the great majority do not believe that a dise#d atmosphere can be maintained
through the use of the TL (Franklin, 1990). Pramtiers therefore may need to be
convinced that the use of the TL by the teachersdoet preclude a disciplined

environment.

While researchers are interested in establishiathtrteachers may have a slightly

different perspective, being more interested in twharks (Ellis, 2005a). The need to
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maintain discipline, for example, in a class of ladoent learners may not normally
feature on a researcher’'s agenda. Ellis (2005d)ligigs the gap which needs to be
bridged between research which is well designetiable and valid and practical

knowledge which is ‘implicit and intuitive, acqude¢hrough experience’ (p. 45). This
section aims to unpick the practical knowledge #gfégctive teachers appear to display
intuitively when using the TL to illustrate straieg that create and sustain a

collaborative atmosphere where discipline is nehsss an issue.

The teachers in the study all appeared to exeshaiderable amount of control over the
learners and the learning process, which at fighttanight be taken as evidence of a
teacher-centred, didactic approach; for exampley tere strict about not allowing

learners to talk out of turn, insisting on a ‘hamnghs system of requesting permission to
speak or in answer to an initiation, unless quastiodirectly. They were adamant that
pupils should be seen to be listening to all theraction that took place and called on
pupils by name to refocus their attention if thd@meanour indicated a lack of attention.
They operated a ‘no-eating’ policy, asking pupdseimpty their mouths if they were

seen eating and were quick to express displeasureey thought learners were not

paying attention or were off-task.

4.3 Seating

The way their classrooms were arranged could beritbes as rather traditional, apart
from Teacher 2, who taught a mixed-ability clasd arho had arranged the furniture
into three large tables, at which the pupils weyatad in groups according to ability. In
all the other teachers’ classrooms the pupils’ deskre in rows facing the teacher.
Seating the pupils in rows may be part of an oVerkss behaviour management
strategy, which aids learner concentration by inmmps barrier to ‘inappropriate talk’

(Pachler & Field, 2001: 231), allowing for ‘moreteénaction between audience and
teacher but not between pupils’ (Chaplain, 2003)12lthough this appears to run
counter to the establishment of a collaborativeyilpeentred atmosphere (Pachler &

Field, 2001), and could be viewed as teacher-cénitemay be appropriate in these
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teachers’ classrooms to have the learners seatemivisy where they could clearly see

the visual clues that the teacher provided to agkustanding.

The pupils always sat in the same seats, againatidg a high level of teacher control.
In Teacher 2's classroom, where the seating wasmged round three tables, it was she
who decided which pupils should sit at which talalecording to the level at which she
considered they were operating. It might be argihed creating ability groups might
deny the learners in this class the opportunitwéok with more proficient learners in
their ZPD and thereby restrict development. Howeeeen within the ability groups
there appeared to be a range of aptitudes. Trekrimes indicate that within the ability
groups the learners co-operated in discussion sifstand helped each other develop
understanding, not only when working on exercisesighed to practise particular

structures or vocabulary, but also when interactvity the teacher.

It should be noted that other examples of goodtmeén ML teaching may include
classrooms where there are less traditional seatiagngements. However, whatever the
arrangement, it is the teacher’s responsibilitymipose a seating system (or a variety of
systems depending on the planned activity) whicleosducive to learning (Dornyei
2001, Dornyei & Murphey 2003). Control over seatitigerefore, makes it clear to the
learners that the teacher is in charge of the rdass environment. The next section will
explain the apparent contradiction between thetiore®af a collaborative, co-operative

atmosphere and the need for the teacher to basdenthe person in control.

4.4 Maintaining Authority

While the measures described above to ensure popipliance may seem rather
uncongenial, the context of the Scottish seconddagsroom must be taken into
consideration. The reality of most Scottish secondschools is that many are

experiencing ‘the problem of low-level disruptiandgchools and classes. It is growing, it
is stressful, and it reduces the learning oppatiesifor all pupils. It affects almost all

schools but is even more prevalent ... in secondemgds.’ (GTCS, 2005). If teachers
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are to be effective, therefore, they have to ba $sepupils to be in control of all that
happens in the classroom, whether it is seatirt@gpolicy or the right to speak. Pupils
have clear expectations about teacher behaviouagyVet al. (2000), researching
teacher competence, found that in one study 83 pupils listed ‘can keep control’ as
very important. In the same study 88 % responded ithwas very important that
teachers ‘treat pupils fairly’ (p. 199). Poor maeaxgnt of pupil behaviour is viewed by
pupils as poor teaching ability, with the most pgsi evaluations granted to teachers

who implement a ‘firm but fair’ approach (Denscomb882).

This study needs to be seen in a context that ffereint to that of adult learners,
although it may be that they too prefer an ordewnesdl managed classroom. The context
of the secondary school means that the measurésabieers in the study took should be
seen against a whole school culture where the foeeddisciplined working atmosphere
needs to be enforced.

The pupils who were interviewed in the study wanequivocal about the need for good
teacher discipline strategies:

Interview extract 4.1

P5: ... people don't take you seriously then if yom'tlhave good discipline. We
take her seriously.

P4:  You need that.

P5:  Yeah.

P4:  Yeah, you can’t teach ... unless you've got ghscipline.

Pupils 4 and 5 articulated the need for an atmaspieere the teacher is seen to be in
control. Although they could be said not to recsgrtheir need to take responsibility for
their own behaviour, research findings demonsttaepupils believe that teachers have
the ultimate responsibility for maintaining an algleproductive environment (Pomeroy
1999, Wragg et al. 2000).
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4.5 Focusing Moves

Sometimes the teachers merely uttered a name exteld a look towards a pupil who
was perceived to be off-task. On other occasioay tIsed a variety of focusing moves
to ensure that the learners paid attention to mteraction. Examples of each of the

teachers’ focusing moves can be seen in Classratmace4.1 below.

Classroom extract 4.1
T1l: CavaJ.? Tuas malalatéte ?

F., quel est le probléeme ?

T2:  Concentration, s’il vous plait.

T3: Pass auf, komm, C.

T4: Eh, D. etL., écoutez s’il vous plait.

The refocusing moves were part of the disciplinfigmework within which the
classroom operated, as the teacher made sure dgneele were paying attention.
Examples in Classroom extract 4.1 above of theuagg the teachers used demonstrate
a positive approach by refocusing the learnershditin, rather than criticising their lack
of concentration. The teacher’s implied criticisssioftened by the addition of polite
language or a question about how they feel, thesdang confrontation and saving the
learner’s face. The teachers’ use of TL expressappeared to be easily understood by
the learners.

In the classrooms of the teachers in the studya# striking how rarely learners had to
be disciplined, any reprimands coming as a redudipparent off-task behaviour, when
refocusing moves were directed to individual pupiissmall groups. During interviews
with pupils, when | asked them why they thought thair teachers spent so little time

on discipline matters, they seemed to find it difft to explain:
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Interview extract 4.2

P7: 1don’t know, I've never really thought abobat before. It might be the dynamic
of things — like you're always on the go and yewdiways kept busy.

P8:  She’s not like a, she’s not a soft teacher,llalatn’t know how to put it, she’s sort
of ...

P9:  She’s like disciplined when she needs to be.

The pupils seemed to accept that the teachers wmeildtrict when necessary. The
remark by Pupil 7 was borne out in the observatidfighe teachers’ lessons proceeded
at a brisk pace and there was little opportunity learners to go off-task. Pupil 7
appeared to be making a reference to the atmosjhéhe classroomhe dynamic of
thingsreflecting the classroom culture, while the useg@i’'re always kept busyather
thanyou're always busyppears to indicate that the learner apprecidtadit was the
teacher who directed and controlled the actionyiding a series of experiences to

ensure that pupils were continually occupied.

Pupil 8's assessment of her teacher’s characteraapg to appreciate her interpersonal
attributes; while stating that the teacher wasvietved assoft therefore lenient and
ineffectual (Reid, 2000), her obvious reluctancedascribe the teacher in terms of
severity appeared to point to a cordiality in theationship between teacher and
learners, while acknowledging that the teacher wasontrol. The teacher appeared to
embody what is viewed by many pupils as an exaraplke ‘good’ teacher. It appears
that pupils prefer teachers who are relativelycs{iVragg, 2001). Although discipline is
not the focus of the study, it is important to amkifedge that in the secondary school
context it is a significant factor in creating athas in which pupils learn or not,
therefore it has to be taken into account when idensg how a collaborative
atmosphere is formed. What is noteworthy is thatghrposeful atmosphere the pupils
described was established and maintained by temclkerg the TL almost exclusively to
communicate with the learners, including usingcghine’ moves when necessary.
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4.6 Creation of a Collaborative Atmosphere

A key skill appears to be the ability to createatmosphere which has a framework of
discipline which is understood by the learners, Which is not seen as so oppressive
that learners are inhibited from contributing. Tteacher in this setting acts as a ‘benign
dictator’ (Exley & Dennick, 2004), facilitating leasing by involving the learners in
interaction, obliging them to contribute and agsgsthem to respond, but not making
them feel uncomfortable or self-conscious if thegken an error. The learner therefore

does not feel anxious if asked to perform in ano#xehange.

4.7 Establishing a Group Norm

Enabling the existence of a group norm which pr@wa cohesive and constructive
atmosphere allows the learners to feel at easalbledto engage within this framework

but it has to be enforced, if learners are to feture and their morale kept high

(Dornyei, 2001). By enforcing particular rules, Buas the ones concerning eating,
talking out of turn and paying attention, it coble said that the teachers were making it
clear that the purpose of the ML class was not tedyning, but also the importance of

showing respect for each other’s contributionsintterviews the teachers maintained

that they insisted on an ethos of mutual respetttimvthe classroom.

Interview extract 4.3

T2: ...if we are doing speaking | insist that tigeye it full attention, that
they show respect to the others in the grouppsexXample yesterday ...
a few of them [were] off task. And | stopped aaid,sLook, we listen to
you, it's your politeness now, listen to somedsee.eAnd that’s training

that they give each other respect.
Teacher expectations can have a powerful affeatil@ence on pupils’ learning (Smith

& Pellegrini 1998, Reynolds et al. 1996). By makiexgplicit to the learners what is

expected of them, the teacher underlined the irapoet of politeness and consideration
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of others. In all the teachers’ lessons everyorm@stribution was seen as equally
important and no one was permitted to show disctspg not listening or making
negative remarks about anyone else’s input. Thdgalso stressed this when they were

interviewed.

Interview extract 4.4
Pupil 9: No one would laugh [at someone’s mistakejur class.
Pupil 7: [Teacher] would chase them.

The teachers’ control seemed aimed at preventiggtive actions by the learners which
could have the effect of disrupting learning oralwng the loss of face. The rules they
enforced appeared to emphasise the importance sifiygorelationships and respect
between the learners as well as with the teacHdre pupils who were interviewed

appeared aware of this.

Sustaining good relationships within a collaboratatmosphere appeared to be woven
through the teaching process by means of the TH bgethe teachers to interact with
the learners, evidence of which will be apparentmany of the extracts from the
transcripts, even though they may be used to iifitsstother points. Closer examination
of the TL strategies that the teachers used to taiaithe positive atmosphere will take
place in Chapter 5. The next part of this sectiorieacher control will look at the way
the teachers regulated their TL input in the clamsr to make it accessible to the

learners.

4.8 Comprehensible Input

My experience as a ML teacher educator working withstantial numbers of native
French and German speakers each year, not onlgatlaBd but also in France and
Austria, informed my impression of the teachers’ &tpertise. The teachers were all
highly proficient in the languages they taught;ytispoke fluently to native speaker
standard. The view has been expressed that ‘The proficient in [the TL], the more
efficient in the classroom’ (Medgyes, 1992: 347pwéver, a high degree of proficiency
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does not necessarily pre-suppose an ability to Igymlanguage to a level that non-
native speakers at an early stage in their leamifigunderstand. The ability to select
language appropriate to the age and stage of Hredes is crucial if learners are to

understand what is being said (Krashen, 1985).

The teachers exercised a great deal of control theelexis and grammar of the TL they
used. They carefully limited the language to whiwod pupils were exposed, making sure
that it was comprehensible. Although it is diffictd show from the data whether pupils
really understood all the teachers’ language or wbiat was not observed may be as
important as what could be studied. There appdarbd no instances of communication
breakdown, nor any responses from the learners hwldaggested a lack of
understanding, although there were occasions whey asked for confirmation that
they had understood. The field notes indicate ttatteachers appeared to be constantly
scanning the room. The pupils in interviews alsotio@ed the teachers’ alertness for

possible signs of pupil incomprehension, as caselea in Interview extract 4.5 below.

Interview extract 4.5
P11: Eh well, like, if [teacher] notices somebodiftohg, he’ll kind of ask them if they
don’t understand.

P8: If [teacher] sees someone looking a bit losg’ go over it again and ask them.

Both these pupils, representative of the opinioalbthe pupils interviewed, appeared to
show awareness of the teachers’ attentiveness @meki that all learners should be
engaged in the learning process and the actiong tthek to keep them involved.
Although involvement of the learners does not nemely correlate with learning, the
teachers’ responsiveness to their non-verbal conuation appeared to show a
determination to ensure pupils were given everyoopity to participate. It could be

argued that without such opportunities, learninigss likely to take place.
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The TL used by the teacher in Classroom extractigt.2n example of the way the
teachers adapted their language so that it was retrapsible to the learners, without

sounding ‘unnatural’.

Classroom extract 4.2

T1: (writes on the board). Ok, ok, c’est bien.ralte titre c’est les directions et vous
écrivez un, deux, trois, quatre, blah, blah, blalah, onze jusqu’a 20. Oui? Il
faut écrire le numéro et la lettre. C’est bien?j&tous donne 4 minutes. C’est
bien?

Ps:  Oui, c’est bien

T1l: 4 minutes.

P3: Do you just write like 1E?

T1: Un et puis la lettre Oui? C’est bien?

P3: C’est bien.

P23: Which one do you do it in?

T1: Cahier d’exercises

Classroom extract 4.2 illustrates how the teachaarhis instructions comprehensible
through a number of steps. He first provided visaassistance by writing the title of the
exercise on the board, to make clear to the ptipaisthey would be writing the exercise
and also how it was to be set out. He then dematestr also using the board, that pupils
should write the numbers 1-20. Then he told theay tbhould write the appropriate
letter beside each number and gave them a timeftbamcompletion of the exercise. By
breaking up the instructions, he gave pupils theetio grasp each of the component

parts before moving on to the next one in a caeplanned sequence.

He also interspersed his instructions with ‘tagesfions, inviting learners to show
whether they had understood or not. These ‘tagstijores also can be viewed as having
the function of giving the learners more time toqass each bit of information he had

transmitted. ‘Tag’ questions also have a ‘softenfogction (Talbot, 1998); what is, in
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effect, an imperative is tempered by the appammquest for concurrence. The language
throughout was simple and did not contain any eeas, distracting information.
There will be further clarification of what is meahy ‘simple’ language when an

additional example of teacher ‘simplicity’ of TL {Dlassroom extract 4.3 is considered.

In Classroom extract 4.2, pupil 3 checked thattsdek understood correctly, while pupil
23 requested procedural information which the teatiad not provided, but which the
rest of the class appeared to have taken for gitahteither pupil evinced any evidence
of misunderstanding, but appeared to be using &mgh order to confirm accurate
comprehension of the teacher’s instructions. Pupde of English in interaction was
usually infrequent and tended to be for confirmatpurposes, with the exception of
Teacher 4’s class, who were a low proficiency cldnetheless they also used what
might be considered a surprising amount of TL, giveeir apparent lack of ability.
There will be further discussion of pupils’ mothimngue use in Chapter 5, where

occurrences of teacher and pupil use of Englishls@issed.

All the teachers followed similar procedures whettisg up tasks to make their TL

comprehensible. They almost always used visuatietoonstrate what they required the
learners to do and followed a carefully constructtegp-wise sequence of instructions.
There were also some characteristics of TL whi¢the teachers used almost all the
time when talking to the learners. They usuallydusenple language, that is, they
tended not to use complex sentences; the vocabdley used typically did not

comprise more than three syllables and often tiseg gshort phrases. They also included
a great many cognates in their talk. AdditionaClassroom extract 4.2, an example of
the sort of ‘simple’ language they used can be geélassroom extract 4.3 when one of

the teachers talked about her experience stayiadive star hotel.

Classroom extract 4.3
T2: Tuasvu Gleneagles a la télévision ?
P15: Oui.
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T2: Avec le golf, avec les politiciens, Tony BEicétera. C’est un grand hotel, avec
des terrains de golf et c’est cher. Ma soeur miatée. Une nuit et un diner. Elle

est riche. Elle a payé. Mais c’est cher.

Teacher 2 started her second turn with two sheqgsitional phrase&vec le golf, avec
les politiciens.The word for politician which is most normally uséad French is
politique or ’Thomme politiquehowever, it can be inferred that the teacher engaldize
lesser usegoliticiensas it was more likely to be understood by the Isupecause of its
closeness to English. Her use of a prominent paiis name also reinforced the
meaning ofpoliticiens A compound sentence followed, both parts of whisked the
simple verbal constructiotiest Three short simple sentences followgl soeuris one
of the earliest collocations that pupils learn tls® teacher could be confident that they
understood the meaning. She followed soeumwith three cognatesnvitée, richeand
payéwhich should have left no doubt that the teaclzer Ibeen invited by her rich sister
who had paid. The details of what she paid for ve¢se clearly signaled)ne nuit et un

diner.

The teachers reinforced certain language structamdsvocabulary by ‘recycling’ them
in different interactional contexts of the lessonl an different lessons, underlining their
function and providing the learners with regulapesure to them at a level suitable for
their age and stage. In Classroom extract 4.3 altbegdeacher uses badlrecandc’est
three times, using repetition of simple languagéhwihich the pupils are familiar to

make sure her message is understood.

By using a carefully controlled ‘cut-down’ versioof ‘authentic’ familiar TL
repetitively, the teachers provided a context whishaffolded the learners’
understanding. It is important to note, howeveat #ithough the teachers were speaking
a ‘'simple’ version of the TL, it could not be camsied imperfect or less ‘authentic’ than
that spoken by native speakers. The constant eswerin the teachers’ talk of certain

language structures also offered the learners Egegwvhich could be appropriated if
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necessary for their own use. Classroom extractgd/ds some examples of the way
Teacher 1 ‘recycled’ a particular structure, comimnit with familiar or easily

recognisable vocabulary.

Classroom extract 4.4
T1: Bon, onva continuer ce que nous avons coméneec.
T1: On va faire exercise 2.

T1: On va faire une petite demonstration.

In the three examples above which occurred atréiffiestages in the same lesson, the
cognatesontinuer, commence, exerciaed demonstratiorgave a clear message to the
learners about the context the teacher was sedtivtgwhat they could expect. The
identification of ‘key words’ can help identificati of meaning even by weaker learners
as long as there is a general understanding adhtext (Graham, 1997). Even if they
had not understood every word, they would probafdglise that they would be
resuming work that had already been started; they twvere going to be doing an
exercise and that someone, possibly the teachardwie modelling an activity or a

language structure to them.

The teacher’s use @n vato signify immediate future action reinforced te&ucture to

the learners, who might come to use it themselftes subconsciously internalising it
due to the continuous nature of the repetition g teacher (Krashen, 1985). The
teacher in the role of principal is providing voao&sy and structures which pupils can
use when they take responsibility themselves axipals for their own utterances. An
example of this can be seen in Classroom extrabtadd 4.6, from two of the French
classes where Teacher 1 used the expreSsmarre’. In the first class Teacher 1 used it

to describe the verhller’ :

Classroom extract 4.5

T1: Alors, c’est un verbe bizarre, non? Oui? Alleest un verbe bizarre.
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The teacher used the cogndizarre’ to help the pupils understand his utterance, but
his use obizarre may also be said to perform a face-saving funcmithat the learners
were made to feel that it was not their abilitytthas in question if they found the verb
difficult; rather it was the fault of the verb fdyeing odd. There will be further
consideration of face-saving language in Chaptemab6 where there is more detailed
analysis of the teachers’ TL strategies. In theosdcextract, taken from a lesson two
weeks later, he used the same word to describendddyfor traffic lights in a lesson

where he was introducing new vocabulary on direstio the learners:

Classroom extract 4.6

T1: Passez le stade a gauche. Oui, ok, a gaucheltite. Mmmm. (pointing to
symbol on board) Bizarre, hein? Qu’est-ce que €est

P9:  Traffic lights

T1:  Oui, mais en francais (laughs)

P9:  Les traffic lights (in French accent)

T1: Non! (laughs)

In the extract above the teacher usezhrre to draw attention to a new symbol for a
vocabulary item which the pupils had not encoumntdyefore. Once again, it could be
said that he was saving the pupils’ collective fagaisingbizarre to emphasise that he
did not expect the learners to know the new itenvarfabulary. The use dfizarre a
second time in lessons two weeks apart indicatas ithwas a word that the teacher
employed fairly regularly. It is also interestinigat pupil 9, in trying to identify the

French word for traffic lights, used the Englisipession with a French accent.

The two extracts above illustrate the way the fiomst of the teachers’ choice of
language were interwoven. Not only had the teaabewe selected language which was
significant for ensuring pupil comprehension indlashort extracts, it was also used as a
face-saving mechanism, to reassure pupils that é& aware of any difficulties they
might encounter. His use of ‘tag’ questionen? Oui? and hein? also invited co-
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operation from the learners and might have beetrumental in contributing to a

collaborative atmosphere. Some of the differentfioms of the teachers’ language will
be discussed in a later part of this chapter, leitrhessiness’ of the data is evident from
these short extracts above, when one utteranceparégrm a number of purposes. This
‘messiness’ may only be in the eye of the tidy-mithchnalyst, but not considered as

such by the interactants, for whom the interchangg seem perfectly clear.

Although this section focuses on the way the teacbentrolled the language to ensure
that it was comprehensible for the learners, fiashaps appropriate here to look at the
result of the teacher’'s use diizarre when, in another lesson which took place
approximately two months after the second one,adrigs pupils appropriated the word
‘bizarre’ to describe work that his group had undertakerh whie French language

conversation assistant:

Classroom extract 4.7

T1: C’était bien?

P15: Cétait bien.

P14: C’est bizarre!

T1: (laughing) C’était bizarre? E. (French assistpétait bizarre ou l'activité était
bizarre?

P14: L’activité bizarre

T1: Voila.

Classroom extract 4.7 above demonstrates the wayeticher’'s vocabulary had been
appropriated by Pupil 14, who used it contextuadiyrectly to communicate his opinion
as principal of the utterance, without help frora teacher. Although pupil 14’s second
utterance.’activité bizarrewas not perfectly formed, because he had omittedrérb, it
demonstrated a certain confidence in participatingialogue in the TL and there is the
possibility that he and the rest of the learndrs, ‘bverhearers’, might be persuaded to

contribute to classroom dialogue in the future, ttuthe teacher’s positive reaction.
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The appropriation of the teacher’'s language by ghpil demonstrates that he had
‘noticed’ the teacher’'s vocabulary input and storgd before retrieving it to
communicate his opinion in response to the teashguestion. Viewed within the
framework of Goffman’s production format (1981), keed the language he had
appropriated to put forward his point of view in anpredictable exchange, taking
responsibility as principal of his utterance in trexe and now, rather than in a language
practice session where he normally acted as autharlanguage structure, practising
and manipulating it as a rehearsal for possibleréubeeds.

If we adopt Wadensjé's listening format (1998), tearner above can be said to have
listened to the teacher’s first question as a neden taking responsibility for his part in
developing the ‘conversation’, providing an unpogeld, ‘natural’ response, of which
the teacher then took advantage to extend thedalke in turn responded, guiding the
learner with a carefully phrased question to heip bontinue in the TL. The dialogic
nature of the interchange means that the teacher als then in the position of
responder, as his next talk move would be as dtrekihe learner's answer. In the
example above, the teacher then moved the dialbgwards a close with a phatic

commentVoila.

Classroom extract 4.7 illustrates how a teacherméeeto be an accomplished
practitioner provides comprehensible input in therf of language which learners may
then use to communicate meaning ‘naturally’, irs tbase after the teacher’s initiation
move. The pupil’'s unpredictable response in the cbuld also be said to provide
evidence of the collaborative atmosphere the tealche established in the classroom
between himself and the learners. It may be th@l@assroom extract 4.7 the learner was
seeking approval through adopting the TL, in ortemccommodate to the teacher’s
preferred mode of speech, that is, the TL (Gile€&upland, 1991). Although it was
unusual that pupils initiated exchanges, the resdinthey displayed to take part in
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interaction in the TL appears to point to a positiattitude to the teachers and a

willingness to accept the group norms and goath@®tlass.

Teachers’ initiations through questions or instiarts were responsible for most of the
interaction which took place in the classroom. éat®ns 4.13 and 4.14 of this chapter,
short extracts of TL classroom dialogue will belgsed closely to provide evidence of
the pace the teachers imposed. In this later sethie teachers’ initiations will also be
discussed more fully and the interactive movestéaehers made will be subjected to
fine-grained analysis. The teachers’ initiationpeared to be part of an overarching
communicative approach, where the TL is used ashmag possible to create an
environment where it appears natural for all pgoéints to use it. The next section looks
at the nature of the interaction that the teaahiéated and managed.

4.9 Management of Classroom Interaction

A great deal of interaction in the TL occurred lire tclassrooms of the teachers in the
study and this could not just be put down to tlegfiency of the teachers’ questions. As
can be seen above, other factors, including thabkshment of a disciplined but

collaborative atmosphere and the comprehensibdftthe teacher’'s language, were
important for setting the context in which the tmeqcy and variety of questions

appeared to engage the learners. Within each lessenteachers’ control was also
evident in activities and the way the lesson mo¥edvard through a number of

different stages. They tended to follow set raegimt the beginning and end of every

lesson.

4.10 Routines

The teachers all had established routines in fleegons. Routines in classrooms are
important for maintaining pupil engagement (Leirtdtaet al., 1987) and in a second
language context they also give learners accesgtdarly used expressions which they

can adopt themselves appropriately in interactiorthe TL (Ohta, 1999). They all
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greeted the pupils, one doing so individually as pupils entered, the other three

formally, to signal the start of the lesson:

Classroom extract 4.8
T1: Bonjour la classe!

Ps: Bonjour M.

T1: Cava?
Ps: Cava.
Ca va bien.

The pupils in Classroom extract 4.8 above and ethiee it tended to answer in chorus,
usually with the same phrases to standard quessiacts as the ones above. It could be
said that they are taking no responsibility foritteswers and are performing in the
role of animators or authors as they listen for tdecher’'s cue in order to supply an
automatic or behavioural response. These chotdlnes could be said to underline
their group identity and the ‘speech code’, that tise TL, they employed to

communicate in the community that is the classrg@niffin, 2008).

On the other hand, it could be argued that thesavatic routines were preparing them
to use their responses as principals outside #msi@dom. If they were asked the same
guestion by a native speaker, either in Scotlandnothe target culture, and they
produced the same response, they would then prédyivaconsidered principals of the
utterance, taking responsibility for communicatimgv they feel, or at least producing
an appropriate response to a polite question iraals situation. By allowing the
learners to rehearse language in the classroonmstoin different circumstances outside
it the teachers are promoting what Hymes (1972gddtommunicative competence’,
which not only recognises the correct form of thegemance, but includes the
understanding of when it is appropriate to us&hte security and regularity of routines
imposed by the teachers allowed learners to byl@ stock of automatic responses in
the TL which they could use meaningfully outside ttlassroom, just as children

132



learning their first language become adept at ukanguage appropriate to the social

context through routinely hearing and practisin@ihta, 2001).

In a slightly different beginning sequence, Teachéiad established a warm-up routine

in the class where pupils asked each other a sarmsgestions for a short period of time,

before moving on to another set:

Classroom extract 4. 9

T4:
P3:
T4:
P3:
T4.

P3:
T4.
P5:
T4:
P5:
P6:
T4.
P6:
T4:

P7:
T4:

P8:
P9:

Quel temps fait-il aujourd’hui, C.?

The weather?

Voila.

Il'y a du soleil.

Il'y a du soleil. Tres bien. Tu poses la quests’il te plait? Quel temps
fait-il?

Quel temps fait-il, L.?

Quel temps fait-il, L.?

Il fait beau.

Il fait beau. Et tu poses la question s’il taif?

Quel temps fait-il, S.?

What's the weather like?

The weather.

Il ne fait pas mauvais.

Super. Tu changes la question s'’il te plait:@tice que tu as fait hier
soir G.?

J'ai fait du babysitting.

J'ai fait du babysitting. Trés bien, G. Etgases la question, s'il te plait,
G.? Qu’est-ce que tu as fait hier soir?

Qu’est-ce que tu as fait hier soir?

J'ai téléphoné a mon amie.
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The pupils in Classroom extract 4.9 above appetodihve a stock of replies to the
guestions which were posed. In this class of loperforming pupils, Teacher 4’s
scaffolding was obvious; she provided the questioeassured the learners that their
understanding was correct and decided when to ntibgeinteraction on. She also
provided positive feedback to the responses thrasghof praise and reinforcement by

repeating the pupils’ utterances.

The pupils in this extract were using the languageropriately to answer the questions;
they all said something different, demonstratingirttunderstanding of the classroom
dialogue. The answers to the questions about ttatheefollowed a logical coherence
in that the pupils’ answers did not contradict eattter and therefore showed the pupils’
creativity in devising ways of describing the cutreveather conditions. It is not clear,
however, if their answers to the questiQu’est-ce que tu as fait hier soin®ere

genuinely communicating meaning or were just ona series of responses which the
pupils had learned as appropriate answers. Nomsthelthe fact that the learners
produced appropriate responses indicates undemsgpadd may have been instrumental

in developing their confidence in using the TL tmenunicate.

Although most pupils responded with rather formulaplies it could be argued that, as
well as formally signalling that the lesson wasttto start, these routines established a
minimum level of interaction, which could lead toflaent response in less formal
situations in which pupils might find themselvesemnhin the target country, having to
respond to questions from native speakers (Gatbho&t&egalowitz, 2005). Having a
supply of formulaic phrases may also increase tyglVeinert, 1995), leading to more
confidence on the part of the learners. The voealpuhnd structures re-visited in the
practice sequences above may not normally be gattieotopic area being studied.
Within the speech community that is the ML classnptherefore, the teachers’ use of
routine exchanges integrated into the work of taesccould be said to be playing a part
in preparing the learners to use formulaic resppgPropriate in the wider TL speech

community.
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The teachers also made explicit reference to reyimctices:

Classroom extract 4.10
T3: ....und morgen schreiben wir das Vokabeltest, N&tgen ist Mittwoch, wir

schreiben das Vokabeltest.

Teacher 3 above reminded the learners that thetddwae a vocabulary test the next
day, since normal practice dictated that there Wobé a vocabulary test on a
Wednesday. Routines permit the creation of a stbathnce in the relationship between
teacher and pupils and generate a feeling of dgcamd stability (Prabhu, 1992). They
may be helpful in keeping the learners’ affectiutef low, allowing them to respond

readily. It may be that pupils are less likely gelf anxious about responding during
classroom routines because they re-activate prelyjidearned language with which they
should feel confident. They can also save cognitige well as emotional energy
(Derrington & Goddard, 2007) because in the ML slaem they provide a secure base
on which to build new language for more demandiragkwlater in the lesson or the

course. Routines often follow a predictable, ‘si&ip pattern, which ensures learners
are sure of their roles and allows them to conegémttheir cognitive energies on more

substantial matters (Berliner, 1986).

The teachers used polite language as a matterudihep expressions such a§l te
plait/s’il vous plait, tu peux ..or merci usually before or after classroom commands
such asasseyez-vous, écoutez, regardez, faites attenti&petez and other high
frequency classroom expressions, the polite langusaftening the imperative and
giving the learners an impression of being treatéti the politeness and respect the
teachers demanded from the learners. Treatingdesamith respect can have a positive
effect on motivation (Aeginitou, 1994), as well @®viding them with polite language
forms which they could use themselves when maleqgests, either in the classroom or

outside it, in interaction with native speakers.
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The predictability of the routines the teachers leygd usually at the beginning or end
of the lessons and the routine language used #&ruictions and practice of language
structures contrasted with ‘conversation-type’ laage sequences which took place at
other times in the lesson, which appeared lessigiaddie, both for the teacher and the
learners. The next section gives a fuller accotinhese conversational-type sequences

and other categories of interaction identified.

4.11 Pedagogical Foci of the Lesson

There was always a clear structure evident in éaston and another routine action at
the beginning of the class was to communicate #&aening intentions to the pupils
orally and/or visually on the board. The teacheesenflexible in the way that the lesson
progressed; if a point of language arose that theyght was important to address, they
followed it up so that the whole class was informebether it appeared to be part of the
plan or not. The lessons observed always includeddifferent interactional categories,
three of which appeared to be linked to the pedagbtpci within the lesson, identified

and described in Chapter 3. These were interadtsmtpences which featured:

» ‘operational-type’ language;
* ‘analysis-type’ language;
* ‘practice-type’ language;

» ‘conversation-type’ language.

Three of the categories above - operational-typguage, analysis-type language and
practice-type language - were linked to pedagodamalof the lesson because the focus
in each one was on a particular pedagogical classiuursuit, which usually appeared
to be part of the teachers’ lesson plan. Convensdtipe language appeared less
explicitly pedagogical due to its unpredictableaturally’ occurring nature within the

three pedagogical foci identified. Further explamabf the conversation-type language
will be provided within this section, on page 148Hus chapter, and also in Chapter 5,

section 5.12, of the description of the categorgemntified in this study and their
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functions. Before that the next section will delserithe way interactional sequences
occurred within different pedagogical foci of tles$ons which implied particular types
of TL.

As each lesson progressed, the TL used in theatttenal sequences which took place
between the teachers and the learners could becseathte to the principal pedagogical
focus of that particular stage of the lesson; wienfocus was on analysis of language,
for example, interactional sequences centred onfdhm of the languade In each
interactional sequence, the TL employed by the headiad a particular function
depending on the pedagogical focus. Detail of #@agogical foci and TL types used to
interact within them has been provided in Chaptean8 will be developed in the
following sections. However, in order to presentlaar picture of the relationship
between focus, sequence and TL type, Figure 4idtifites how the TL type is situated
in the interactional sequence, which in turn iste@swithin a particular pedagogical

focus.

2 Interactional sequences refer to the dialogue hvtiok place between the teachers and the learners
during the different foci in the lesson and do imetude periods when pupils worked in groups ohveit
partner, nor the completion of written exercises.

137



Figure 4.1. Pedagogical foci, interactional sequeas and TL type

Interactional sequences
taking place within each
pedagogical focus

+ conversation-type
interactional sequences

N

Pedagogical focus:
Operational

Analysis of language
Practice

\

A

TL type:
Operational-type
(instructions,
information-giving, re-
focusing moves
Analysis-type
(discussion and display
guestions about
grammar, pronunciation,
points of language
Practice-type (controlled
question and answer
exercises, display
guestiony
Conversation-type
(unpredictable referentia
question¥

The pedagogical focus of a section of the lessahasouter circle. It describes where

attention was focused in a part of a lesson, thain operational matters, or on analysis

of language, or on language practice. With the ptiae of conversation-type language,

the interactional sequences that feature in thenskcircle related closely to the

pedagogical foci identified in the outer circle.r@ersation-type language appeared to

have no pedagogical focus, that is, it was not phthe teacher’s plan. However, it did

intrude into pedagogical foci as an interactiorefjuence, seemingly unrelated to the

focus, but arising from it. The functions of the flpes will be considered in Chapter 5.

The aim in this chapter is to raise awareness ®ftypes of TL interaction that took

place with different associated purposes.
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As stated in Chapter 3, previous research hasifehsimilar pedagogical categories or

foci of the lesson, (Ellis 1984, Van Lier 1988, N&bB97, Seedhouse 2004). Also

identified are periods when the focus is on meaaimg) fluency, or the message. Where
previous classifications differ from this studytiet the meaning and fluency contexts
that are described are planned by the teacherhsdpurpose is made explicit to the

learners. The conversation-type language which roeduin the classrooms of the

teachers who were the subjects of this study seemgckdictable and did not appear to
be part of the lesson plan; rather, they appearedise at random, often as a result of a
learner's response during practice language. Therdational sequences which took

place during the different pedagogical foci and ttenversation-type sequences
identified in this study are described below.

Operational-type languageinteractional sequences featuring operational-tyfie
occurred when the teachers were setting up a tag&seribing what was involved in an
exercise, giving instructions, when the pedagodmells was operational. One example
of the operational-type language they used careba 81 Classroom extract 4.1 which
was also used to illustrate how teachers made tlaiguage comprehensible.
Operational-type TL tended to comprise imperatif@léowed by an expression of
politeness such asil vous plait, bitte, merci or dankeor the immediate future tense,
usually characterised mpn va.The choice obn vamore often thawous allezcould be
said to underline the way the teachers acted teldp\a collaborative relationship with
the learners, by indicating that they would be dasomething togethenn va rather
than communicating that they were doing somethisgaaresult of the teacher’s
directive, vous allez,which might be viewed as emphasising the poweierihtial

between teacher and learners. This was also eviddmt Teacher 3's use woir.
Operational-type language was also broken up widlguent ‘tag’ questions, which

could be considered another collaborative movéherpart of the teachers to soften their
commands while seeking reassurance that the phpits understood their TL. An
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example of the way a teacher gave instructionsbeaseen in Classroom extract 4.11

below in which she communicated the learning interst for the lesson.

Classroom extract 4.11

T2: Z.,L.,J. E., D.etL., vous allez faire uogpe aujourd’hui. Oui, si'il vous plait.
On va faire trois groupes, ok?
...0Ok, tout le monde est organisé? Alors, on vainaer les vacances, il faut les
brochures ‘les vacances’. Et on va travailler ewig groupes, on a pour
commencer ‘les transports’, un jeu ...
...Un groupe avec moi, on va parler ‘dans le pasgai passé mes vacances
etcetéra. Et troisieme activité, vous allez ssrdassettes, et il faut les brochures
a la page vingt-six (displaying page) ... Ca&a? Oui ? Oui?

Teacher 2 had backed up her instructions with grdia on the board, and used gesture
so that the pupils could confirm their understagdiBhe made use of botim vaand
vous allezsuggesting that although she was implicitly uridery the co-operation
which existed in the class when setting the scenéhk proposed activities by using

va, she was also demonstrating her organisationalra@onthen explicitly giving
instructions to a particular group about what tihey to do, usingous allez As in
Classroom extract 4.1 which featured a differeacher, she used some expressions
repetitively, for exampl®n va, il faut,and she used short sentences with no extraneous
distracting information. The type of language use€lassroom extract 4.11 is typical

of the operational-type language all the teachseslun interactional sequences when

the pedagogical focus was on organisation.

Analysis-type languagéiVhen the pedagogical focus was on analysis ofulagg the

interactional sequences in this category includedgntation of grammar items, as well
as activities designed to focus the learners’ &tirnon aspects of the form of the
language. Interactional sequences tended to cortimtire IRF framework, the teachers

employing display questions to assess the pupitgletstanding of grammatical
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concepts. All of the teachers apart from Teachetr8duced grammar concepts, such as
the perfect tense or reflexive verbs, using a metf English and the TL, but balanced
the use of English by following up their presemas with exercises and activities in the
TL. They believed that it was useful for the leasn® be able use their mother tongue
as a meta-language to help them make sense ofisvhaiceived by the pupils as a very
different language system. One teacher statedtipaise of English accelerated pupils’

comprehension.

Interview extract 4.6
T1l: There are times when ... it's going to be edsising English]. They're going to

understand more quickly.

One of the teachers alluded to the pupils’ lackgammar knowledge in their first

language:

Interview extract 4.7
T2: | think to pretend that you can teach grammaeccessfully [in the TL] to pupils
who have no grammar background from other subjestgeneral knowledge, |

think you could be very frustrated.

Through drawing attention to pupils’ general ladkgpammar awareness, the teacher
also justified her perception of the necessitytfe use of English as a meta-language
through which understanding might be achieved. &\t there is a literacy strategy in
Scotland and new curricular initiatives are planmetich are designed to increase
learners’ knowledge about language systems, mamyisphave not had any formal
grammar teaching, either in the primary schoolhar ¢arly years of secondary school.
Many primary and secondary teachers who are ngtikts have incomplete knowledge
of grammar terminology, partly as a result of tméi@athy towards grammar teaching
from the 1960s until the 1980s in the UK, when mafyhem were being educated
themselves (McGonigal et al., 2001).
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The desirability of using English to explain hove tlanguage works seemed to be borne

out in interviews with the pupils.

Interview extract 4.8

Pupil 3: [Teacher] would definitely use English fmsmething really complicated.
Pupil 5: It's good, it helps you understand more.
Pupil 3: [Teacher] explains them and we look akeli examples and then we

practise using them.

When the focus was on analysis of language thenéesaencouraged the learners to
articulate their understanding either in the motiegrgue or, in Teacher 3's case, also
the TL. Below is an example from Teacher 3's Gerroass, when the focus was on
analysis of language which was used to reinforeelé¢arners’ understanding of cases.
The extract took place after homework sentencetherative case had been corrected

and the teacher was re-visiting the different cases

Classroom extract 4.12

T3: Ist es klar ? Und was ist das auf Englisch ? Nominativ? Was ist das auf
Englisch?

P8:  The subject.

T3: Ja. Ist es euch allen klar? Ok? So, zum Bdispienn ich sage, der Junge spielt
Fussball, was ist Nominativ? Was ist Nominativ? R.

P9:  Der Junge.

T3:  Der Junge. Ok. Das ist Nominativ. So, Nomingtivder die oder das. Und dann
haben wir in diesen Hausaufgaben, Dativ gehabts Wadas Wort fur ‘the’ in
Dativ? Komm, was ist das Wort fur ‘the’ in Dati8ehr gut, super, C.?

P10: Ich bin M.

T3:  Oh, Entschuldigung, M. (laughs) Tut mir Leid.

P10: Eh, dem der dem.
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T3:  Sehr gut, dem der dem. Ja, richtig, dem der @enting on board). Genau.
Danke M. Und wann gebrauchen wir Dativ? Wann sagerdem der dem? Wer
kann das? Kannst du es auf Deutsch erklaren? &rihkt du?

P11: Nach ein Preposition.

T3: Sehr gut. Nach einem Preposition. Nach einerep&sition. Du hast ein
Preposition: neben, in, unter und dann dem der,dafhJa, richtig. Ok, nun ist
es insofern klar? Versteht ihr das alles? Ok. Nwaben wir auch letzte Woche
mit Akkusativ begonnen. Und das ist komplizierder,. ist komplizierter. Wer
weiss noch, kdnnen wir beginnen? Wer weiss noah,ist ‘the’ in Akkusativ?
Was ist ‘the’ in Akkusativ? Ja, gut, J.?

P12: Den die das

Extract 4.12 follows the IRF framework; Teachers&d it to find out how much the
learners had understood about the concept of teefaniicle cases and when they should
be used. Although most of the TL dialogue camenftbe teacher, a great deal of it was
repetition, which gave the learners time to dedogleutterances. She also followed up
their responses with examples and further explansti rephrasing and checking
continually whether the pupils had understood. &ed praise and positive feedback
and also face-saving language; she told the pubpds the accusative case is more
complicated, komplizierter implicitly giving them permission to make mistake
acknowledging the difficulty of what they were syudy, praising their efforts as she

helped them to consolidate understanding of theejain

In analysis-type language interactional sequerteasher talk was dominant due to the
explanatory nature of the language. In order toemake that the learners were paying
attention, Teacher 3 asked questions to the whialgs doefore choosing a pupil to
answer; this was general practice by all the teachée learners therefore had to stay
alert as they did not know which of them would Ib@sen to respond. Although many
volunteered by putting their hands up, the teactiefsiot always choose the pupils who

clearly thought they knew the answer. Teacher d@aged the pupils to respond in the
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TL but she, like the others, appeared flexible abmecepting their use of English,

depending on the circumstances.

During the analysis-type language interactionauseges, the focus might also be on
pronunciation or vocabulary items. Regarding votaiy the teachers did not take a
rigid stance on the use of the TL; if the learreggpeared genuinely unable to work out a
word in the TL, the teacher tended to insert alqtrianslation, perhaps in the interests
of keeping the pace brisk, but this was relativelysual, reflecting the teachers’ skill in

selecting the moments when judicious use of Engfligiht be more effective

Although grammar teaching, when the focus was eitglion the form of the language,
followed the teacher’s plan for the lesson, analygpe language incidents also occurred
as a result of learners’ utterances, when attenias drawn to correct usage, as can be

seen below:

Classroom extract 4.13

T2: Ok, Stop! (raps pen on desk) Stop! EcoutezbRieg 2 minutes les brochures a
la page numéro cing, page cing. A la page vousz ades phrases plus
compliquées oui? G. a pose la question, Commeaindion Friday’ ? On dit en
francais le vendredi, le weekend. Ok? Par exergokamedi matin je vais a la
patinoire avec mes amis. On pourrait dire le vesttirapres-midi je vais a la
patinoire avec mes amis. Vous voyez les phrasepliuées. Vous avez a la

page cinq la liste. Apres I'école, le dimanchesdenedi.

The pupils in the class from which Classroom extdat3 comes had been working on a
piece of writing which was the basis for a futupeaking assessment about leisure
activities. Teacher 2 had been circulating, acia@ consultant, checking pupils’ work
and making suggestions, when one of the pupilsdaske to say ‘on’ with a day of the
week. Teacher 2 stopped the class and drew themt@in to the point of language,

where they could see examples and how it couldnberporated into their texts. In
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doing so, she not only gave useful information Wwhad the class could use if they wish,
she may also have been communicating to the lesathat any question they posed may
have had relevance for everyone, therefore theyldhwt feel embarrassed to ask. She
could be said to have saved Pupil G.’s face by ioeimg that the language about which
he requested information was more complicatedetber he could not be expected to
know it. Teacher 2’'s actions here were designedraw attention to the correct form,
helping the learners to ‘notice’ it, so that byongorating it into their production they

would perhaps internalise it.

Grammar teaching can be problematic for learnei® fofeign language and can ‘often
destroy motivation and puzzle children rather tlegtighten them’ (Cameron, 2001:
110), particularly when the teachers use as muchsTthose in the study. Teachers have
to be sensitive to the balance required betweeviging learners with understanding of
the correct form, so that they can use it corretdlynake meaning, and encouraging
communicative fluency, which does not always im@gcuracy (Hinkel, 2005).
However, the importance of grammar may be undetlimben teachers point up how it
functions in real communication, as in Classroontraet 4.13 above. Practice-type
language interactional sequences can then helmeeamrehearse the form of the
language they will need to communicate with spesakérthe TL. In the classrooms of
the teachers in the study, following on from anislyg language, the pedagogical focus

usually moved to practice.

Practice-type languagéerhis occurred when the pedagogical focus wasraatiging the
language they had been taught during analysis mjuiage and usually comprised
controlled question and answer interactional segeem the TL, designed to apply their
new knowledge. The importance of practice has lBscussed in the review of the
research literature. As well as practising striegursince the questions were usually
personalised, the pupils had to supply a TL respovisch reflected the personal nature
of their answer from their own experience, whiclilddbe viewed as preparing them for

acting as principal of their utterance, using theguage with native speakers in more
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‘natural’ surroundings. Below is an extract fromlesson, where Teacher 2 was
practising the use of the perfect tense within tiygic of holidays, which displays

characteristics of practice-type language inteoacti

Classroom extract 4.14

T2: Ok, la question: ou as-tu passé les vacancé&aP passé mes vacances en
France et en Espagne. Et vous ? Ou as-tu pass@tzsices ?

P1: Jai passé mes vacances en Portugal.

T2:  Au Portugal. Et toi ?

P2:  Jai passé mes vacances en Etats Unis

T2:  Oui.

P3:  Jai passé mes vacances en Portugal

P4:  Jai passé mes vacances en Ecosse.

P5:  Jai passé mes vacances en Espagne.

P6:  Jai passé mes vacances en Lanzarote

T2: A Lanzarote? Ok, trés différent. Tu es restélmen de temps ? Un jour? Un

weekend? Une semaine? Un mois?

The exchanges above could be said to conform tdRReformat; although Teacher 2
did not ask everyone in the group the question, as-tu passé les vacance# Was
implicit, as was the third move, the evaluativddetup. The teacher supplied a model
answer which the learners appear to have adopitbdugh Pupils 1, 2, 3 and 6 made
mistakes with the preposition required before thentry. Teacher 2 recast Pupil 1's and
Pupil 6’s faulty prepositions but not the othersggesting that she was more concerned
with their accurate use of the perfect tense. Rarhgince‘en’ is the preposition
predominantly used with countries and the meanig wot compromised, she had

made a value judgment not to draw attention to tthia moment.

In Classroom extract 4.14, as they provided theecorform of the language the pupils
were acting as authors; however, in the last platteir utterances they communicated
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meaning that was personal only to them. In thigasibn, the learners were operating
within their ZPD using the scaffolding that the dear provided in terms of the
grammatically correct structure, starting to becomere autonomous through their
choice of ending in the first instance.

The repetitious nature of the practice-type inteoaal sequence above was evident in
most classroom events of this type, as was theopalised nature of the responses,
which reduced the possibility that the repetitioaswseen by the pupils as irrelevant or
boring. The teachers all appeared to relate thé& @one in class to the pupils’ lives and
interests outside school, with the result thatThehey were using might be applicable
to situations they might find themselves in withtivex speakers, discussing personal

matters. The learners seemed aware of the teachers!

Interview extract 4.9
P4: It's like, she’s like teaching us what to slke if you were in Germany, what

you use, she teaches us stuff that would be ysefuyust the grammar.

As they expressed their understanding of the teachmentions the pupil 4 clearly
appreciated the relevance of what the class waniten through her use of the word
useful Pupils’ awareness of the usefulness of what #reytaught has been found in
other studies to have a positive effect on theitivation (Dérnyei 1994, Chambers
1999).

The teachers not only rehearsed language whichdcbel useful to the learners in
interaction with native speakers during interaciiosequences when the focus was on
practising language structures; they also introddess formal interactive episodes into
the lessons, usually as a result of a learner'porese during a practice language
sequence. As noted earlier, these informal seqseace termed conversation-type
language and are potentially the most interestapget of the classrooms of the teachers
who were observed, as the content and form of tekegqaences do not appear to have
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featured in preceding research. They did not uguafresent a large proportion of the
time spent in the lesson, although they appearéeé @ greater or lesser part of different
teachers’ interactive repertoires, ranging fromchea 4's 2% to Teacher 2's 37% in the
three lessons selected for close analysis. Thene falows a description of

conversation-type language.

Conversation-type languag€onversation-type TL was different from the othieree
language types which related clearly to their as$ed pedagogical focus of the lesson.
Conversation-type language describes language veppbared to occur spontaneously,
usually related to personal information. The largguevas normally known to the pupils
but ‘popped up’ unpredictably and therefore, unjikactice-typeTL sequences, where
the questions and answers were predictable andotled{ analysis-typesequences
which focused on a particular grammar point aperational-typesequences where
pupils were carefully led through an instructionplocess, conversation-type
interactional sequences usually required an unpeepaesponse. Conversation-type
sequences generally happened as a result of drgsponse, often during a practice-
type TL sequence, about which the teacher requésttter information which was not
‘in the script’. The teachers often initiated exapeas which centred round their own and

pupils’ lives outside the classroom, using refaedmfuestioning.

As noted in the review of the literature, Takahashal. (2000) identified what they
termed ‘instructional conversations’ (p.143), whigppear ‘natural and spontaneous’
(p-144) but have an underlying pedagogical purpase developing learners’
communicative competence. In common with the ‘indional conversations’ identified
by Takahashi et al., conversation-type languageeago as an unplanned digression
from the formal teaching and learning that wentimrthe teachers’ classrooms. Both
may reflect the social aspects of language learfioaysing on the learners’ or teacher’s
‘real life’ experience. However, definitions of wheonversation normally entails state
that, for an exchange to be judged a conversatieare has to be a suspension of the

power differential between the participants and agement of turns has to be
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democratic and open to negotiation (Cook 1989, iNgés 1991, Brown & Yule 1983b).

In the conversation-type exchanges which were w@bserin the classrooms the
interaction was controlled by the teacher. Todhu(@2807) argues that ‘instructional
conversations’ provide learners with the opportumit share control of the interaction
by nominating and developing topics, although stimits that in her study of a high
school teacher’s Spanish class the teacher retam@dol over much of the interaction.
Perhaps it is more appropriate, therefore, to usaversation-type’ as a description of

this category of interaction.

In conversation-type interactional sequences tamér had to pay careful attention to
unpredictable questions in order to produce a msgowith or without help from the

teacher. Often, in conversation-type interactiantérachers evinced surprise or curiosity
by a rising tone of voice and at times there wasoHow-up by the teacher other than a
guestion prompted by seemingly genuine interests@lexchanges appeared to follow a
more ‘natural’ pattern, which could be charactatias comparable to those which may
take place during a family occasion when an oldemimer of the family, for example,

an elderly aunt or uncle, who has not seen the gemufor some time, asks a series of

guestions about their lives and pastimes.

The focus in the conversation-type interactiongusece was on meaning rather than
accuracy; the questions the teachers posed gavepnession of arising out of curiosity
concerning the pupil’s response. It could be clantat conversation-type language has
the pedagogical function of developing pupils’ catgmce and confidence in using the
TL to participate in ‘natural’ communication, atlghuany assertions about learning
from such exchanges must necessarily be cautiomsveCsation-type language differs
from that used in ‘meaning and fluency’ contexted@ouse 2004), which are
instructional activities planned by the teacherstmulate ‘free conversation’. Each
conversation-type sequence in the classroom irtterabetween the teachers and their
pupils appeared unplanned and tended to be shdéen dasting five or six

conversational turns at most, before revertinght driginal sequence within which it

149



had originated, for example, where the focus wasanpalysis of the language or
practising structures. Conversation-type sequences,pop-ups’ appeared to be
significant in creating a collaborative atmosphevhich engaged the learners in
performing in ‘natural’ interactive sequences, asachers and learners shared

information about personal matters.

For conversation-type language to be successfukthas to be trust between the
participants; if personal questions and opiniores la@ing discussed, all parties in the
classroom - teacher, responder and ‘overhearer$iave to be aware of their
responsibilities and display mutual trust and resp@ornyei, 2001). The teacher’s duty
is therefore to ensure an atmosphere of trust afdboration by establishing group
norms which the learners accept and follow (Dérn§eMurphey, 2003). All the
teachers offered personal information about theveselOne of the teachers had made it
clear to the learners that if they felt uncomfolgadbout anything they were asked they
could give an alternative answer and it was agteatiwhat was said in their classroom

would not be discussed outside. The pupils exptaihis in the interviews.

Interview extract 4.10

P8:  Sometimes he can get quite personal, but (lslugh

P11: Nothing is ever, like, really personal.

P5:  No, you're used to it; he says that you can enax something if you don’t want
to answer the truth.

P11: He says that whatever is said in the classdbgo outside.

A typical example of the way a conversation-typeppp’ arose out of a practice-type
language sequence can be seen in Classroom e#tli&ctelow, when the class was

using the perfect tense to talk about activities/thad done on holiday:

Classroom extract 4.15
1T2: Etqu'est-ce que tu as fait, toi?
2P3: Jaijoué au golf et au foot.
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3T2: Etau foot. Et C., qu'est-ce que tu as fait?

4P4: Jai visité les musées.

5T 2: Les musées a Edimbourg?

6P4: Non, aux Etats Unis.

7T2: Aux Etats Unis ? Ah. Et c’était intéressant ?

8P4: Oui.

9T2: Quels musées?

10P4: Un musée dans Washington.

11T2: A Washington, ah ha. Et gu’est-ce que ttarzomme activité R.?

12P6: J'ai joué au bowling.

The practice-type language sequence in Classrotraicex.15 started with the question
Qu’est-ce que tu as fait@d which a number of pupils had already respondid a
variety of answers. The dialogue had followed tRé- Iframework up to Pupil 4’'s
answerJ'ai visité les muséeas the fourth turn, which Teacher 2 used as a dtimfor a
conversation-type sequence which lasted for 6 tuoefore she then returned to the
practice-type language stimulus question. AlthoBghpil 4’s first answer in turn 4 may
or may not have been formulaic, the rest of hisvans were contingent on Teacher 2’s

guestions, which required him to communicate meanihich was not ‘in the script’.

Pupil 4 in turns 6, 8 and 10 was speaking as paiaf his utterances. Although they
were short, his responses communicated his own imgeanhis own words. Within the
practice-type language sequences the pupils weeratpg within a scaffolded
framework, provided by the teacher, as they bydtconfidence and competence in
using the language to make their own meaning;enctinversation-type sequences, they
tended to prove themselves more able to take reggbty for their contribution to the
discourse, although they may still have needed ssrafolded support. There will be
greater discussion of the function of the convérsatlype initiations employed by the

teachers in Chapter 5.
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The short duration of conversation-type languagpiseces may have been because of
time constraints; if a teacher is to give each ometwenty-five or so pupils an
opportunity to speak in a fifty-minute lesson, flaee has to move rapidly. The teachers
controlled the length of conversation-type languagguences and the questioning, but
they could not control the pupils’ responses, stheg did not know what they would be
and had to respond themselves to the pupils’ umgiest language. Conversation-type
language tends not to follow the IRF model of ggpation, although it may be argued
that in turns 7 and 11 Teacher 2, by repeatingotigls’ response, particularly in turn
11 when she recast his prepositional error, wasigirgy follow-up. However, she could
also have been repeating his utterance in turrsld wmay of bringing the sequence to a
close, before re-initiating a new sequence with tlaro pupil. Conversation-type
language in the classroom arising from practicguage exercises has been identified

by other researchers as not conforming to estaaiglarticipation frameworks:

... Sequences that start with known information jaes can develop into more equal dialogue
if, in the follow-up move, the teacher avoids ewation and instead requests justification,
connections or counter-arguments ... the initial g&peric structure fades into the background

and is replaced, temporarily by a more convergdtie@ genre. (Nassaji and Wells, 2000: 401)

The ‘naturalness’ of the conversation-type ‘pops’umade analysis of them more
difficult as they appeared to be casual interrupgtido the serious learning that is
assumed to take place in the classroom. Howevelyrifes’s view (1974) that language
is acquired and learned through social interactsoaccepted, these conversation-type
language interactional sequences might be inflabmti providing some measure of
acquisition, a view supported by Firth and Wagri39{). Gass and Varonis (1985)
agree that “[a]ctive involvement is a necessaryeaspf acquisition, since it is through
involvement that the input becomes ‘charged’ anéngirates’ deeply” (p.150).
Teachers’ use of conversation-type language whtaraicting with the learners in the
TL meant that pupils had to make use of previoles#yned vocabulary and structures,
reinforcing their prior learning in a way that, gée their brief duration, might help

them to be remembered due to the ‘real’ natur@®tbmmunication.
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Conversation-type language was also noted in thehtrs’ language, when they made
conversational type asides or phatic utteranceshwiiid not expect a response from the
learners, but appeared to be ‘language used in fmesless, social intercourse’
(Malinowski, 1923: 476). The teachers often prodidecommentary on what they were
doing. Donato (2000) suggests that teachers whe haendency to talk to themselves
and share anecdotes may promote ‘conversatior&linathe classroom. Although their
intention may have been to prevent the learnetehtion from flagging, the teachers’
TL input provided a rich source of apparently natlanguage from which the learners
could benefit. An example can be seen below in<Ctesn extract 4.16, when Teacher 1

was giving instructions to the class about a regpdxercise they had to start:

Classroom extract 4.16

T1l: Etvous avez une fiche aussi. Vous avez la ficB’hier ? la fiche? Moi, je n'ai
pas la fiche. Tu as la fiche?

P9: Isitthis one?

T1:  Oui. (taking worksheet that pupil 9 profferspiyj’ai perdu ma fiche (laughing)
Je suis corne (laughs). C., tu as ¢ca? (holdingtle worksheet) C’est la fiche

six/sept.

As Teacher 1 talked to the class he appeared lmoléng for his copy of the worksheet
that the pupils were to work from before he corgdst them in a conversation-type
aside that he had lost it and he felt stupid. H® mibt appear to expect any verbal
response from the learners nor did they. Howevisrhbnesty in admitting his lapse and
his self-castigation could be said to be modeltimgtype of behaviour that he wished to
promote in the classroom. As part of creating anoaphere of colloboration, he was
perhaps aiming to establish empathy through hidcehof language and his frank
admission of ‘humanness’ (Bryant, 2003). His obsgiowself confidence in

acknowledging his mistake and making a derogatemyark about himself, suggested he
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was not worried about any undermining of his autiioand might facilitate similar

admissions of mistakes from his pupils (Sheanhg199

It is important to bear in mind that the interantbsequences described in this section
were not discrete and fixed; there was a great oletlidity in the way the classroom

discourse moved from one language type to anothdrback again in interactional

sequences within the foci of the lesson as eadhézalirected the interaction. This may
also have had the function of keeping the learnatt®ntion, as they were forced to

follow the teacher’s lead. There will be furthesalission of the way teachers directed
the change of language types in the next chaples. section has provided a description
of four main categories of interaction which thadeers instigated, the nature of the
language used in each one and examples of thaatitaral sequences the teachers’ TL
supported. The next section will look at how thacteers managed the interaction

through the pace of the lessons.

4.12 Pace

So far this chapter has described the way thatdaaehers in the study used the TL to
control the organisation of the classroom, creatamgl maintaining a collaborative

atmosphere which facilitated their management gfilppehaviour. The teachers also

controlled interaction in the TL through their comipensible language, routines and a
variety of interactional contexts within the lessarhich ensured that the learners felt
secure and supported. This section looks at the tiway controlled the pace of the

interaction that took place.

In his discussion of motivation, Wlodkowski (1988)ggests that language teachers
should ‘teach at a pace that is not too fast andowslow’. The issue of pace can be
problematic in a secondary school ML class; ifspeed of delivery is too fast, some, if
not the majority of the learners will ‘get lost’ dulisengage; if it is too slow the same
number of pupils may also disengage through boreelogendered by lack of challenge.
In a study of secondary school mathematics teactBogler (2002) found that in an

154



apparently homogeneous ‘set’ class, some of théspopmplained of the too rapid pace
while others complained it was too slow. Althougér Istudy concerned a different
subject area, her findings illustrate the challeafjeonducting teaching and learning at

a pace which is appropriate to all learners.

In the classrooms of the teachers in the studyptwe appeared brisk with very few
gaps in the interaction where pupils could go afkt The pupils themselves mentioned

this in interviews, as can be seen in Interviewastt4.11 below:

Interview extract 4.11

P8: It's more lively as well

P9:  You're always doing something as well.

P7:  You never sit and do nothing. He’s always gotraich work planned, like even
more than you could do.

P9:  Yeah, [teacher] sometimes makes up the shaatel, so it's what he thinks is
important.

P11: It's more interesting and different, instealdday after day working through the
same kind of thing.

The group of pupils in Interview extract 4.11 abasedlively to describe their class,
attributing this to the fact that they were kepsypwn a variety of tasks. The adjective
lively generally has positive connotations and it iskahli that they would have used it
unless they enjoyed, or at least were not boredhsywork that they were given. The
final comment by Pupil 11 appeared to confirm then she described the work as
interesting and different The pupils demonstrated understanding of thetpivole of
the teacher’s organisation in providing them withaaiety of work:He’s always got so
much work plannedPupil 9 pointed out the individualisation of tirk that was
planned for them, at the same time demonstratiit fia the teacher’'s knowledge of
what was best for their learning. The trust she iwgdicitly expressing in the teacher
could be as a result of the collaborative atmosplieat had been created in the class,
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where the learners understood and approved thé&deadntentions. Another group,
talking about another teacher, also described lass @dively and stated that they were
always‘on the go:

The pupils’ perceptions were supported by the alagiems; field notes such afoesn’t

let up for a minute’and ‘v. smooth transition between activitiegidicate that the
teachers moved the lessons’ activities on at & jpase, constantly asking questions and
directing comments to individuals and the wholesglm the TL. It is possible that their
interactional moves arose from a perceived behavitanagement agenda, that is, by
commanding the learners’ focus on what they wesgnga they were not allowing
pupils ‘space’ to go off task. They may also haeerbusing their talk to reinforce the
relationship they had with the learners. Nonetlsldbeir input also performed a
pedagogical function, giving pupils access to Tledudor purposes other than the
publicly stated learning intentions for that lessdhe techniques that the teachers used
to engage the learners and stimulate responshs ifLt will be discussed in detail in the
next two chapters. In the next section the focusnrsthe nature, management and

relative quantity of teacher and pupil interaction.

4.13 Relative Quantities of Teacher and Pupil TalkThree-Minute Extract (1)

It could be said that the teachers’ pace of teachas already been defined to a certain
degree by the pupils in Interview extract 4.11 dsvaly’ atmosphere where pupils are
always ‘kept busy! However, this does not necessarily translate lgdoning, or to the

amount of interaction that may take place.

As already stated in Chapter 3, in order to veififthe pace was as lively and if the
teachers were really as interactively demandinglkadieved, | chose two three-minute
sections from two of the teachers’ transcripts, oh&eacher 3 and one of Teacher 1
(Appendices 3 and 4) and applied quantitative nasho discover how much teacher
and pupil talk actually occurred, how long eachtlasted and how much TL the
learners produced. The first transcript takes plaear the beginning of a lesson and
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comprises a review of the pupils’ homework on therr@an dative case. This was
chosen because at the beginning of the lessotisealeachers either recapitulated what
had been studied the previous lesson or correaveaework, which usually had the
same function, thus it appeared an integral paswvefry teacher’s lesson plan. | was
keen to choose extracts that were typical of thelters’ lessons, rather than ones which
perhaps gave an atypical representation of thdivelguantities of teacher or pupil
language. Figure 4.2 shows the way the three-miinaggnent of talk was distributed.

Figure 4.2. Three-minute extract (1) Teacher and poil turns in

seconds
3-minute extract (1) Teacher and pupil turns in seconds
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As can be seen in Figure 4.2, within the three tesidhere were 29 turns of varying

lengths, the longest teacher turn lasting 30.2rsc@nd the longest pupil turn lasting
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5.8 seconds. Both teacher and pupils spoke rebataueckly; if the standard word per
minute measurement is used, the rate of talk aedrag@0 words per minute. If numbers
of syllables per minute are used to measure thHe thé rate of talk averaged 194
syllables per minute. This can be compared to tosv nd of normal speech
(Venkatagiri, 1999), although dependent on the exntand the language, what
constitutes ‘slow’ ‘average’ and ‘fast’ rates ofesgh may differ (Derwing 1990,
Tauroza & Allison 1990). Other measures of speatd suggest that for the purposes of
listening comprehension the teacher’s talk wasaatrage’ speed (Tauroza & Allison,
1990). The fact that the teacher spoke fastertti@anecommended word per minute rate
for audio recording of books in English, which 801160 words per minute (Williams,
1998) only using the TL, can be seen to indicate tigh level of the learners’
comprehension. There were no silences between matyis utterances as the pupils

answered the teacher’s questions promptly.

The interaction can be seen to follow the IRF mpdslTeacher 3 asked pupils to read
out sentences they had written for homework bedveduating their responses. The data
in Figure 4.2 is therefore set out in pairs of exaes so that the pupils’ responses can
be seen in relation to the teacher’s initiationspldying the data in this way shows the
length of the teacher’s initiation and that of theils’ responses to each initiation. For
example, the first teacher initiation lasts 10.8osels, prompting a pupil response of 2.3
seconds; the second teacher initiation lasts 26cérgls leading to a pupil response of
0.5 seconds. Figure 4.2 shows that Teacher 3'sationms in the first half of the
exchange pair were generally longer than pupilspoases in the second half; only four
out of the 14 pairs show pupil responses which warger than the teacher’s initiation.
One of the reasons for her longer turns was thatishariably repeated the pupils’
answers at least once, validating them and ensuhagthe whole class had heard,
before moving to the next part of the homework ection procedure, in this case
translation of sentences incorporating prepositigogerning the dative case. When a
pupil made an error in responding, attention wasvdrto it and a clue provided to help

him correct the answer. This can be seen in exepag 8.
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Two teacher turns were significantly longer thaa d¢ithers, in exchange pairs 2 and 14.
In these turns Teacher 3 was checking the learrgensiprehension and underlining
grammar points. The pupils’ turns were always assalt of teacher initiations. Within
the longer teacher turns, there were a number e$toquns, often rephrased or repeated,
which broke up the teacher’s utterances, so tlegt éippeared less like a monologue. To
illustrate the way Teacher 3 kept the pace brigindua relatively lengthy utterance, the
longest turn is reproduced below broken into eauttependent unit of ‘meaning
segment’. As stated in Chapter 3, a ‘meaning segnrethis study describes a phrase
or sentence which carries a coherent messagesatfallows the teacher’s phrasing,
reflecting her ‘boundary tones’ (Pierrehumbert &dg¢hberg, 1990), represented either

by questions or pauses.

Classroom extract 4.17
T3: V. kann auch das sagen,
Ok?
Sehr gut.
Wer hat ein Problem?
Wer hat ein Problem mit diesem Dativ?
Alles ok?
Ist alles klar?
Ok,
Passt auf.
Hier haben wir (writing on board) Nominativ.
Wir wiederholen ein bisschen Nominativ, Dativ alathn Akusativ,
Ook?
Was ist Nominativ dann?
Was ist das Wort fur ‘the’ im Nominativ?
Wer kann mir sagen?
D?
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Although Teacher 3's turn lasted 30.2 seconds, #@s wvbroken up into sixteen
independent units of meaning or ‘segments’. Tea8hasked ten questions and gave one
directive. Near the beginning of the turn, she uséag question to stress that one pupil
had been asked to repeat rather than the whols. chi®e then asked four questions
about the homework and the learners’ understandinthe dative case. These four
guestions were in fact different versions of thensaquestion, concerning pupils’
understanding of the dative case, rephrased torerduhad understood what she was
asking. She then directed the pupils to pay atiartiefore explaining the reason that she
was writing on the board. She then asked thredajispuestions about the cases, again
three versions of the same question rephrasediebagking a pupil to answer. As will
be seen in a later part of this section, whereftinetions of Teacher 3's language is
discussed with reference to Figures 4.3 and 44, pilpils did not always respond

verbally to the teacher, but their actions indidatederstanding.

The pupils’ seeming understanding of Teacher 3'd&&pite the speed of delivery, both
of the teacher and the learners, has earlier besednas indicating pupils’

comprehension of the teacher's language. It is iplesgshat Teacher 3's frequent

rephrasing was instrumental in ensuring learnerprehension. (Rephrasing may also
give the learners access to a stock of questionshwdould be used in negotiation of
meaning with native speakers when they want tolctieat they have been understood.)
Although her turn was relatively long, the way $fa& broken it up into short segments
of meaning, which included a large number of questirequesting feedback and
information, meant that the learners had to stayt.alhe TL she used was familiar to
the pupils. Each segment within the turn was shartging from one word to nine

words, the average per segment being 3.6 words.mAy have had the result of easing
the learners’ concentration load, since each segméght be more easily understood
due to its brief nature, so there was less chamdeaoners ‘tuning out’ because the

language was deemed too difficult or too longwinded
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Comments from the field notes such ‘aeme pupils take longer to put hands up’
indicate that the pupils signalled that they knbe answer to the teacher’s questions by
putting their hands up at different rates; somengtbthey were prepared to answer after
the first hearing of a question; others took lonigefore indicating that they wished to
respond. Although repetition and rephrasing of dguestions meant that Teacher 3’s
turns were longer, they may have had the functioproviding pupils with ‘thinking

time’ to process the information contained in hgestion and then formulate an answer.

It has been suggested that ‘wait time’ after teelhguestions facilitates higher level
cognition, as learners are given time to think befthey answer (Tobin, 1987),
however, many teachers are concerned that builidifgait time’ to their initiations
will slow the pace and lead to learners going afkt (Tsui, 1996). The frequency of
rephrasing and repetition of questions that waslenti not only in the three minute
extract above but also throughout the teachers’ntely have provided the learners with
time to process the request before preparing amopppte response. However, the
result of rephrasing and repetition inevitably matt the teacher spends more time

talking.

The purpose of timing the extracts was to considerway the teachers controlled the
pace, therefore it was also considered approptdaleok in more detail at the language
Teacher 3 used to keep the learners’ attentiortakedthe business of learning forward.
The learners’ apparent concentration was recondebd field notes and | was keen to
determine features of the teachers’ TL which kéyairt focus and enabled them to
respond. | wanted to explore the teachers’ TL1d but if it comprised functions which
might also have the effect of keeping the learrsdest, due to the collocation of
different meaning segments, some of which, althouging familiar language, might

appear to them unpredictable, therefore requiriegtgr attention.

In order to get a better picture of the languagacher 3 used during the three minute

extract | examined each meaning segment of heranttes and noted each instance of
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particular language features and functions, fong{a, when she repeated the learners
answers, offered information and invited a respdra@a the learners through questions,
prompts or focusing moves. Learners’ responses wetalways verbal; for example,
they nodded, smiled, shook their head or made ewact with her. Firstly, | noted
language features which did not appear to invitexplicit response. | then considered
the questions she asked, to discover if any typegi@stion seemed to be predominant.

The results can be seen in Figures 4.3 and 4.4.

Figure 4.3. Three-minute extract (1) Teacher languge functions
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Figure 4.3 illustrates the functions of the TeacB& language when she was not
specifically inviting the learners to respond. Thajority of the functions confirm the
existence of the IRF model of interaction (Cutti2@08). The function that was used
most was information-giving. Information-givingfees to instances when Teacher 3
presented information arising from the languagée tas the focus of this part of the
lesson,die meistenWorter, die mit ‘e’ enden, sind normalerweise ‘dorter. She
also repeated the pupils’ answers so that the wtlaks could hear, at the same time
providing a positive evaluation of the responsepliEx positive feedback for learners’

responses occurred either directly before or direafter a repetition. Teacher 3 drew
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attention to a pupil’s error on one occasion aretlufiller’ language:Ok. Sehr gut. Ok
on one occasion which may have also functionedasstipe feedback. At one point
early in the extract, she thanked the technician hdd corrected feedback on the radio
microphone before bidding hirAufwiedersehenThese two segments were recorded

under ‘Other’ and did not conform to the IRF model.

In all, the language Teacher 3 used when not eipliaviting the learners to respond
during the three-minute extract comprised 23 segsneihmeaning. This was two fewer
than the language used which did appear to call f@sponse. The constant interjection
of questions and requests to respond appeareaotke learners focused, as they could
be called upon to respond at any moment. The tgpastiation can be seen in Figure
4.4,

Figure 4.4. Three-minute extract (1) Types of inition

3-minute extract (1) Types of initiation
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In the whole three-minute extract, Teacher 3 asRBdquestions which comprised

requests for translation, tag questions, requestéeedback, operational questions and
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guestions about grammar. However, although theeened to be a high number of
guestions, because of her use of rephrasing amtitiep, an illustration of which can be
seen above in Classroom extract 4.17, there wéwaljcsixteen ‘substantive’ questions
some of which were repeated or rephrased up to times. This may have been to
provide pupils with ‘thinking time’ to ensure comgiension and formulate an answer
before finally choosing a pupil to answer. It mdgoahave been a tactic which gave her
time to gauge the pupils’ level of understandingpbserving the number of ‘hands up’

as pupils volunteered to respond, before decidirgnt the turn.

There were also four prompts to respond and focudimg moves as Teacher 3 used the
board or drew the learners’ attention to a spegiéimt. If the number of repetitions and
rephrasing of questions is taken into accountpilngls responded verbally to 15 of 20
invitations to answer. The remaining five questiovere either ‘tags’ or requests for
feedback, such aslles klar? Hat jemand ein Problem?Although both types of
guestions ostensibly invite a response, in mostscaélsis will be non-verbal, perhaps
nods or headshakes. The learners could thereforsaiteto have answered all the
teacher’s questions which invited a verbal respamgke TL, indicating that they were
on-task and paying attention. It was striking hogadher 3 managed all the interaction
in the TL without recourse to English. The expeotatn the class was that pupils would

also talk in German as much as possible. This wasebout by pupils in interview:

Interview extract 4.12
P4:  As soon as you're in the classroom it's German

P5:  We speak it so much every day

The pupils’ comments in Interview extract 4.12 waneical of all the pupils. Whether
individually they spoke as much TL as they thoutjlety did could perhaps be disputed,
but their estimation of the amounts spoken bottheyteachers and themselves was very
high. There will be a breakdown of the amounts &f ahd English used in all the
classrooms in Chapter 5.
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In the three-minute extract the greatest numbequestions was about operational
matters as Teacher 3 asked pupils about the segértbe homeworkWas war nun
die Nachste?War das nun die letzte Fragd2acher 3 was holding the worksheet with
the homework exercise, therefore it seems likelgt ther questions were aimed at
keeping the learners engaged and giving them opptgs to speak. Prompts were
more directive and usually targeted individual psjpalthough focusing moves were
directed to both individuals and the whole classacher 3 asked pupils to translate two
of her utterances into English, for example, afédiing them in German that she hated
hearing her voice, she asked for a translationdkensure that the class had understood.
There were also two grammar questions about pantng from the homework

exercise.

Through the use of initiations and tags suchsaslas ok?, Ok, los!, pass auf Cthe
pace was kept brisk. Questions or prompts to respeare evident in Teacher 3's
language, on average every six seconds. The pupgponded promptly and
appropriately to her initiations although the résualid not show a large amount of pupil
language; in fact there seemed to be less thanastmed to be the normal teacher
pupil ratio of talk of approximately two-thirds twne-third (Cazden, 1988), although
Cazden’s figure refers to classrooms in generalrgvlteachers and learners share a
common language. In language learning environmetisre the TL is the preferred
mode of communication pupil talk may be much lo@haudron, 1988). The relative
percentages of teacher and pupil talk in the finsee-minute extract can be seen in
Figure 4.5.
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Figure 4.5. Three-minute extract (1) Percentages e¢éacher/pupil talk

3-Minute extract (1) Percentages of
teacher/pupil talk

pupil talk time
18%

teacher talk
time
82%

In the first three minute extract the ratio was%2eacher talk to 18 % pupil talk. This
appeared rather disappointing, given the numbeteather invitations to respond.
Perhaps this may be explained by the subject ohdimeework, (the manipulation of the
German dative case) and Teacher 3's constant cleakexplanations to make sure
everyone had understood. The learners’ contribgtioonsisted almost entirely of
reading aloud sentences they had written the figfdre. However, although the chart
in Figure 4.5 indicates that the extract was natrer-centred, there was a great deal of
interaction within the short time-frame which flodvemoothly and quickly, even though

the learners did not always respond verbally.

| had already decided to examine another intenaatioontext. In addition, | wanted to

compare the practice of Teacher 3 with anotherhef teachers. The second three-
minute extract took place within a practice languampntext, as practice language
featured largely in almost all the lessons | hadeobed, ranging from 22-39 % of the

lessons selected for close analysis.
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The second three minute extract was conducted achBe 1 who also moved the
lessons forward briskly but, unlike Teacher 3, ped ‘wait time’ after questions

without seemingly slowing the pace.

4.14 Relative Quantities of Teacher and Pupil Inteaction: Three-Minute Extract

2)

All the teachers had slightly different ways of ragimg interaction in the TL, although
there were many areas of convergence, particwhdtly respect to the general nature of
the interaction described so far in this chapteaweler, although the preponderance of
teacher talk in the first three-minute segment @¢dag explained partly by Teacher 3's
rephrasing and repetition of questions, | was eagegxamine another three-minute
section from a lesson where a teacher providedt ‘tirae’ after asking a question to
consider if there were implications for pace. Thma af the study was to show different
teacher techniques which engaged learners andtdtegl their responses, therefore it
seemed important to highlight the variety of stgae by which this might or might not
be accomplished. All the teachers had developed then strategies which seemed to
suit them and their learners. Perhaps the varieflostrategies identified in the study
will be welcomed by practitioners, enabling thenthmose what best matches their own

circumstances and preferences.

For the second three-minute extract | selectedhetipe language interactional sequence
where Teacher 1 was working with a group of ningilsu while the rest of the class
were either completing reading exercises or werekwg outside the classroom with
the French assistant. This was another point déraice from the first extract which
occurred as whole class interaction. The group imgrkvith Teacher 1 was studying a
worksheet with questions and answers about areasewpeople live. Although the
guestions and answers on the sheet were de-coalisetly Teacher 1 personalised
them, asking the pupils about their home distriete also directed pupils to ask each

other questions in the TL about where they livetdrolighout the practice language
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interactional sequence, the learners had the weétsh front of them, to which they

could refer. The full transcript of the extract denseen in Appendix 4.

As with the first three-minute extract, the teathand pupils’ talk were measured in
seconds; the silences left for thinking time weot included in the turns, but measured
separately. The results were plotted in Figure witich shows the relative percentage

of time spent by the teacher talking, the pupilking and the silence of ‘wait time’.

Figure 4.6. Three-minute extract (2) Percentages dkacher/pupil talk and wait
time.

3-minute extract (2) Percentages of teacher/pupil
talk and wait time
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Teacher 1, in the second three-minute extract,aarpdeto talk less than in the first. He
tended to ask a question, wait between two to $eeonds, ask it again and then select a
pupil to answer. Even if the wait time which wasluded in his turns is added to the
speaking time, there is only a difference of 4%hia relative time the two teachers and
their pupils were responsible for talking. It is o noting, however, that the use of
purely quantitative measures of the amounts ofdagg used in a study of this sort,
which aims to investigate the type and functionsntéraction in the TL which the
teacher initiates, is not sufficient in terms obyiding a clear picture of the content of
the talk, which may have an important bearing oarrlers’ attitudes. Using a

combination of techniques to investigate the teehé&anguage was considered
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important so that a well-defined description coogdobtained, which explained not only
the quantities of the teachers’ TL use, but algowhy it was used to promote learners’

responses.

Pie charts do not show how the talk was organisatieolength of each turn. The way
the conversation was organised can be seen in &g, The second three-minute
extract, is broken into 37 constituent parts, nathan turns or exchange pairs, in order
to show better the pattern of the interaction thet teacher employed. Each constituent
part is made up of an utterance, which may or nwybe followed by a period of wait
time; therefore, in turn one Teacher 1 asked atourewhich lasted 1.6 seconds before
providing wait time of 3.5 seconds. This is shownthe figure. Turn two took place
after the silence of wait time when Teacher 1 reggeéhe question; turn three shows a
pupil’'s response. Turn four shows the next teadh#iation which consisted of a
guestion followed by wait time before he repeatss question in turn five to which a

learner responded in turn six.
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Figure 4.7. Three-minute extract (2) Teacher talk,wait time, pupil talk in
seconds

3-minute extract (2) Teacher talk, wait time, pupil talk in
seconds
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Figure 4.7 shows the periods of wait time that Tiead built in to the questioning, as
well as the relative time spent by teacher andlpuglking. Teacher 1 often employed a
period of wait time before repeating a questioneréhwere nine periods of wait time,
usually related to each new question on the wortsbefore the teacher initiated a
personalised practice sequence with the learnexysn Ahe previous extract, there were
very few pauses between the final teacher invitatmrespond and learner responses,
indicating that the pupils were alert and readymswer. When selected, the learners
answered promptly, suggesting that they may hawsl uke wait time provided by
Teacher 1 to choose an appropriate answer, authdha text to suit their own

circumstances.

Teacher 1's rate of talk was much slower than Teaéh If the standard word-per-

minute measurement is used, the rate of talk aeer&8 words per minute. If numbers
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of syllables per minute are used to measure tHe the rate of talk averaged 88
syllables per minute, less than half the rate @icher 3. This can perhaps be explained
by the existence of silent periods of wait time jekhusually lasted between 1.8 and 3.8

seconds, although the longest lasted 9 seconds.

As with the first three-minute extract, the funasoof language Teacher 1 used other

than questions were plotted in Figure 4.8.

Figure 4.8. Three-minute extract (2) Teacher langage functions

3-minute extract (2) Teacher language functions
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The second extract shows few differences from it in teacher language not used
specifically to invite learners to respond. Teacheepeated pupils’ correct answers the
same number of times but provided three fewer gi@tanformation for the learners,
for example, no personal information was relaybd;ibformation offered by the teacher
centred round the taslOn peut dire ou est situé ou une autre questitgst ©u se
trouve Both teachers offered the same number of posiéveluations of pupils’
responses. However, Teacher 1 did not use exglciection, preferring the use of a

guestion with rising intonation to draw learnereation to the error, inviting them to
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reconsider their response, as will be seen in Eigu®, where his questions and
invitations to respond are displayed. This wasdgbpof his approach to learner error.
Teacher 1 in the second extract used operationglbkge to guide the learners through
the information sheetOk, la deuxieme questiomnd onone occasion responded
humorously to a pupil’s answer, which had beenvee#id in an exaggeratedly ‘affected’
accent. The exchange which led to the banter pextiby the teacher can be seen in

Classroom extract 4.18 below.

Classroom extract 4.18

T3:  uhuh, et toi F.?

P8: Em jhabite a Edimbourg.

T3: ... oui, mais ou a Edimbourg? Dans quel quartier?
P8:  (in posh accent) Morningside.

T3:  Oh! Oh! a Morningside. Oh! Tres chic, tres ¢hoai, ok.

Both the pupil and the teacher collaborated to peedthe humorous exchange in
Classroom extract 4.18, which started with a jokade by the learner, whose ‘affective
filter appeared to be low enough to permit heiirtdulge in a little jest, affecting an
‘upper class’ accent to indicate the perceivedesigp’ nature of her home district. The
teacher’s responsive alertness to her contribuéiod,the way it was used to extend and
enhance the interaction, offered pupils an exarmapleow the language can be used for
fun. The use of humour will be discussed in Cha@tdyut it is worth noting here, in the
discussion of pace, how humorous interjectionsrodfeother example of the varied
functions of the teachers’ language use which n@aseIprovided an additional incentive

to pay attention to the teacher’s TL.

The different types of invitation to respond whiteacher 2 initiated were also plotted

and can be seen on Figure 4.9.
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Figure 4.9. Three-minute extract (2) Types of inittion

3-minute extract (2) Types of initiation
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Almost the same categories of initiations appeandtie second three-minute extract as
in the first extract, although the distribution wdsgferent, perhaps reflecting the
different context. In extract 2, there were no does explicitly asking for pupil
feedback, but there were invitations to the leanempractise the new language. As each
new question was studied on the worksheet, Tedklasked the learners to use it, in a
relevant context, for example, when discussing dbeond question on the sheet, he
followed up the humorous incident:

Classroom extract 4.19

T3: ... Comment dit-on en frangais, Where’s thatated? Z2.?
P4:  Ou est situé.

T3: Ou est situé. Par exemple, quelle questioretunahdes a F.?
P4:  Ou est situé Morningside?
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Teacher 1 exploited the knowledge he had gaineu fiee learners to personalise the
practice language exercise, with the intention @ashof rendering it more relevant to
them. His use of English as a stimulus for tramstaensured that the pupils continued
to use the TL when they translated his requestetsop the practice language sequence.
In the second three-minute extract Teacher 1 maole mse of ‘tag’ questions than
Teacher 3 in the firstEt voila, vous avez les possibilités de réponse#,; their use
might be said to have been his way of getting faekbregarding the pupils’
comprehension, rather than asking the pupils elplias the Teacher 3 did. In the
second three minute extract Teacher 1 did not @sglicorrect learners’ mistakes,
preferring to repeat the erroneous response wsthgiintonation, inviting the learner to
consider and revise the answer. This was typichlpractice.

During the second three-minute extract Teachek&dathe learners 29 questions. There
was also a focusing move and an elicitation. Thignly two fewer than Teacher 3’'s 33
invitations to respond. As was the case in the fireee minute extract, Teacher 1 in the
second one repeated or rephrased several of thstianse although this usually
happened after a period of wait time, before alpugs invited to respond, bringing the
number of actual questions to 19, three more tharfitst. Four of the questions were
‘tag’ questions and there was also one operatiguastion, none of which appeared to
expect a verbal response. As in the first threeuteiextract, when they were invited to
provide a verbal response the learners respondadptly to all the questions posed,

indicating a high level of concentration.

Teacher 1's initiations followed only a slightlyfi@rent pattern from Teacher 3’s.

Requests for translation were most frequent, parlilgrause the subject matter was
relatively new to the learners and Teacher 1 walaghg that they understood the
guestions on the worksheet. Having ascertained thaderstanding, Teacher 1 then
asked them to practise the language, adaptingatiheors, relating their answers to their

own experiences.
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While not doing this level of fine-grained analysv#h all the data, inspection of the
data set suggests that the interaction which oedurr the two three-minute extracts is
typical of the TL talk which took place in all theachers’ classrooms and highlights the
intensity of the interaction which the teachersiated. The purpose of looking carefully
at the two extracts was to determine if the pace asbrisk as it appeared from the
observations. Moyles et al. (2003) suggest thdéntéess’ questioning by the teacher
increases interaction and therefore pace (p.16BhoAgh the two teachers spoke at
different rates, one making use of wait time theeotnot, and the focus of the questions
was different, the results were remarkably simitaterms of the number of teacher
initiations and pupil responses. The frequency o&sgions suggests that, despite
different approaches, both teachers moved the nessoat a rapid pace. It appeared
from the alacrity with which the pupils responddthtt they were not experiencing
difficulty in comprehending nor in formulating ap@opriate response. Perhaps this can
be explained by the high number of repetitions wphrasing that the teachers used to
ensure that all learners were able to understandhggthem opportunities to hear the

language used in a variety of ways.

4.15 ‘Monologic Dialogue’

The evidence from the two three-minute extractsashtheintensity of questioning to
which the learners were subjected. In many of &aehers’ turns they posed more than
one question. Although the teachers did not apfeaxpect pupils to answer verbally
all the questions that were put to them, partityldre ‘tag’ questions, in the first extract
Teacher 3 averaged 2.6 questions per turn, théegteaumber of questions in one turn
being eight while in the second extract Teacheveraged two questions per turn, the
greatest number of questions in one turn being fiveould be said that the frequency of
invitations to respond directed to the learnersthaseffect of keeping a dynamic pace.
A large number of questions also breaks up whaldcba termed a monologue into a
more reciprocal exchange. Although the teachdrasone doing most of the talking, the
learners are included in a ‘monologic’ dialogue etinitly through the teachers’

guestions.
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The term ‘monologic dialogue’ may seem contradictdVertsch (1985) argues that
monologic and dialogic communication are very ddéfg. Dialogic interaction is

characterised by the comparatively rapid adjustmes@ch speaker has to make in
response to the other as they create a text; mgigolateraction, however, is not

actively constructed by both or all of the partamps, although their existence is
understood. Voloshinov’s view (1929/1986) was tmainologic speech had to take into
account the ‘implicit dialogue’ with the listener(eind that even ‘inner speech’
(Vygotsky, 1986) involved an addressee.

The teachers’ ‘monologic dialogue’, an example tiick can be seen in Extract 4.17,
appeared to be designed to involve the learneosigir the concentration of questions to
which they had to attend, before moving to moreperative talk to which the learners
contributed. The teacher’'s engagement of the lesnmethese talk sequences through
guestioning meant that the pupils were activeliefigig in order to be able to respond,
even if they could not contribute a great deal wheited. In a situation where the
difference in language knowledge between teachepapils is so great, it is important
that learners are not made to feel that the tastoofmunicating in the TL is beyond
them. The teacher, by including them in the ‘mogadd dialogue through the
proliferation of questions, the variety of theiregtioning and collaborative ‘tags’, could
be said to make the learners feel that they weré gfathe on-going TL talk and
therefore it did not seem unnatural for them totebate when the teacher targeted an

individual to answer.

By interweaving questions directed at the learrihreughout their talk, the teachers
were obliging the pupils to pay attention, as tldgy not know when they might be
called upon to answer. They were required to takkéip the discourse, even when they
did not contribute to it orally, by demonstratingt they were listening and understood
what the teacher was saying. It was unlikely that pupils would be able to ‘drift off’

during the teacher’s longer turns because of thentity and variety of questions
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directed to them throughout the different stagetheflesson. In this way the teachers
did not allow the pace to flag.

However, the teachers in the study were also semsib the learners’ level of
communicative skills and understanding. It may l the preponderance of questions
to which the teacher did not expect an answer dutgacher talk broke up the
monologue and allowed the learners some respitbardifficult task of listening and
interpreting the foreign language before they trewes produced language which was
necessary to make meaning. Corson (1993), disqussnond language learners in
mainstream classes, described their fatigue indbgembncentration on making sense of
the language. Although the ML class may not subjeatners to the need for such
intense concentration because the language is mdid an appropriate level, it is
generally accepted that concentrating on meaning@ iforeign language over an
extended period of time is tiring (Ur, 1984). Thaywthe teacher uses the TL is therefore
crucial if the learners are to stay focused. Bmegkip the longer turns with questions,
repetition and rephrasing, inviting learners’ coiipf or comment means that the

burden of concentration on the teacher’'s monolaglessened.

This section has focused on the pace of the tegchitthe classrooms of two teachers
who were observed in the study. Limits of spacéatkcthat extracts from only two of
the teachers’ lessons have been analysed in tbi®sehowever, evidence from my
field notes and transcripts suggest that the lpéste described above was typical of all
the teachers in the study. The level and varietthefteachers’ questions appeared to
force the learners to stay alert while they wess @iven time, by different means, to
make sense of the language they heard and construeinswer. Discussion of the
functions of the teachers’ questioning techniquel ke developed more fully in
Chapter 6. The next section will look at how thacteers used their language to

sequence the pupils’ contributions.
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4.16 Sequencing

Sequencing pupils’ learning in ML classrooms notynatfers to the order in which a
new topic or grammatical concept is introducednfeeced and consolidated within a
structured framework (Pachler & Field, 2001). Bexmawf the discontinuity of the
observations it is difficult to comment on how sessfully or not this was achieved.
However, each teacher sequenced individual lessotizat the learners were clear about

the learning intentions and the plan by which teeher intended to accomplish them.

The employment of routines in creating and maimtgna stable secure classroom
environment has already been discussed; each lessatly started with a greeting and
an outline of the day’s work plan followed by catien of homework. Within the

lessons, at least two different language skillsemgractised. There was always time
spent on speaking, either with a partner or with tdacher; there might be discrete
listening activities targeting particular topic asecomplementing the listening practice
that the learners got from listening to the teash&t. The lessons might also include
periods when the pupils performed reading compr&banor writing exercises in the

foreign language. Practice of the different skilkssolved round consolidation of a

particular topic area or grammar point.

In the review of the literature, the four stagesGadrdner’'s (2007) model of second
language acquisition development were describesineshtal; consolidation; conscious
expression; automaticity and thought. It could bgued that in the secondary school
ML learners will never get past Gardner’s consciexigression stage, since they do not
have the opportunity for sustained language usé wdtive speakers. The teacher’s
responsibility is to make sure that they have cbdated their learning and are able to
use the language they have learned to communicatming, even though they may
consciously have to think about the form and votatyuthey use. With regard to the
sequencing of the learners’ language developmedrgnwhe focus was on practising the
TL the teachers rehearsed new language, whichttieyrevisited through a variety of

activities focusing on different skills to reinferand consolidate the new language
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structures. In interviews with pupils they mentidrtde thoroughness with which the

teachers approached the business of consoliddwanglearning.

Interview extract 4.13

P2:  And it's not just going over it. She does itdavee while, so we get it.

P4:  She doesn't just skim over it and like, chatogecs quickly. She goes over what
we’re on.

P5:  Then we’ve gone back ...

P1 And if she doesn’t think we’ve taken it on, klyg over, back to what we were

on. She’ll keep going over it.

The pupils above appeared to understand that teged sufficient practice before they
‘get or have taken on’a structure or a concept. Three of the pupilsthléf the teacher
‘going over’'the work, while pupil 2 qualified her use of theeession to suggest, as the
others appear to, that this entailed concentrddngome time on the structure to ensure
the learners had a solid base of understanding.t8deher could then move on to the
next stage of the syllabus, confident that thenlees had a foundation on which to build
new understandings and that they would be equipp#dthe language to be able to
express themselves as principals of their uttesantle pupils clearly felt that the
teacher’s actions were instrumental in helpingrthearning even if their perceptions

might not have reflected the true nature of theiredopment.

Two pupils mentioned the way their teacher sequeticeir learning to move them on

from fairly simple to more testing language.

Interview extract 4.14
P1: ...there’s lots of questions, but they can be §ilkmple questions and the, in the
next question will be a complex one which actualBans you’ve got to think of

a response that’s quite, harder to say.
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P3: If you just give like quite eh, the shortese®iiike oui or something like that,
she’ll go (makes a ‘continue’ gesture) and she esajou like, makes you like,

it's a big speech, which is quite good.

Interview extract 4.14 illustrates the pupils’ pgptions of the teacher’s sequencing of
guestions from easier to more cognitively challeggit seems clear that they were not
averse to the challenge presented as the teachexdnilmom simpler to more complex
demands on their language production capabilityer@hwill be further discussion of
teacher expectations of the learners in termsrafuage comprehension and production

in Chapter 5.

In reporting the findings of the study, this chagtas focused on the control exercised
by the teachers, not only in terms of the demandslenon the pupils and the
management of their behaviour, but also in chooapyopriate language and a pace of
learning which kept them focused. The evidence ssiggthat teacher control was a
significant factor in keeping the learners’ focusl groviding a secure and structured
framework within which the learners were made awafetheir responsibility in
constructing their learning with the help of thadker. Research into teacher control has
tended to view it as part of a discipline strateppwever, the current findings,
supported by research studies featured in theties review in section 2.4.6 (Puchta &
Schratz 1993, Cowley 2001, Barton 2006) suggesttdaher control may be equally
important as a support for learning. At the sameetithe teachers’ TL was crucial in
establishing and maintaining a collaborative atrhesp where pupils contributed
readily to the TL interaction that took place. Tloair TL ‘types’ which have been
identified meant that a clear picture of the tea€h€L used to engage the learners in
interactional sequences could be obtained. Mogstifgignt was that so much of the
interaction took place in the TL, particularly whdre very limited level of pupil TL
proficiency is taken into account. When considetting research questions, it appears
that the control the teachers exercised, along thighcollaborative ethos they created

through their use of TL, were influential in pronmaf pupils’ TL responses. The next

180



chapter will consider further the quantity of TLedsby teachers and pupils, the
language teaching functions that the teachers gmgland how they enabled the

learners to develop their speaking skills througkriaction.
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Chapter 5  Language Balance, Distribution and Pattens

5.1 Introduction

This study aimed to investigate TL strategies tte@ichers employed to develop an
active response from learners; more specificatlg,ihtention was to look closely at the
way the teachers’ TL was used to scaffold pupilevelopment of TL competence
within the classroom, so that they might use it dommunicative purposes. The way
teachers used the TL to establish and maintaintmosphere of collaboration where
learners felt disposed to respond in the TL wae als important factor in this study.
The specific interest in this chapter is the tee€hEL in interactional sequences within
the different pedagogical foci of the lesson idediin Chapter 4: operational, analysis
of language and practice, and the conversationggpeences which ‘popped up’ in all
three. The concern is to identify teachers’ positig moves to develop the interaction
that they initiated in the classroom, gradually mgvthe learners towards taking

responsibility for their own part in interaction.

Chapter 4 set the scene for more detailed anadydlse teachers’ language by focusing
on the way the teachers in the study controlledcthssroom environment and the TL
interaction they initiated with the pupils to creaand maintain a collaborative
atmosphere. The control was not perceived to beydeanded or unreasonable by the
pupils, who, when interviewed, appeared to undedstand approve of the way the
lessons were conducted in terms of the teacher'sagement of the teaching and
learning process. The control exercised by thehtacthrough their use of the TL
provided a secure frame within which conditions fearning to use the TL to

communicate meaning were created and managed wiittaraction in different stages

of the lesson.

This chapter will give details of the quantitiesTdf that the teachers and pupils in the

study used in the three lessons selected for eloabysis, before moving to discuss the

proportions of types of language used in each gfaite lesson depending on the focus,
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providing illustrations of the way the teachers bamed language types from different
foci so that the learners became accustomed togekaor ‘shifts’ from one to another,
in much the same way that shifts take place inutrat interaction due to the fluid

nature of conversational dialogue.

This chapter examines the way the teachers inidtisechanges and followed up
learners’ responses to develop dialogue which klethe learners use the language to
communicate meaning, rather than simply show tiey knew how to form a particular
structure. Effective communicative interaction wilually incorporate accuracy of form
(Canale & Swain 1980, Celce-Murcia 1991). Through different pedagogical foci in
the lessons the teachers in the study managedntbice the need for both focus on
form and the learners’ development of interpersaoahmunication skills. This chapter
will therefore also consider how the teachers’ raxtéonal moves developed the
relationship between focus on form and focus onnimgg as the pupils were moved

from practising the language to using it to comroateé meaning personal to them.

As explained in Chapter 3, a mix of quantitativel gualitative methods has been used
throughout the study and was deemed most apprept@tdetermine the relative
amounts of TL that the teachers and pupils usedhétsame time it was important to
use a framework for analysis which made sense efirthtitutional dialogue which is
typical of the classroom, but which also recognigkd unpredictability of ‘real’
interaction (Cutting, 2008), even though the pueposgy be implicitly pedagogical, as
opposed to ‘practice’, where the pedagogical pwpesexplicit and can be explained

more easily.

5.2 Teachers’ and Pupils’ TL Use
Having identified the different foci of the lessatere interactional sequences occurred
in Chapter 4, it was considered important to eshbthe amounts of TL that the

teachers and pupils in the study actually usedulAaccount and justification of the
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methodology used to calculate the amount of TL &mglish they employed was

provided in Chapter 3 and will only be briefly suimised here.

All the teachers used the TL extensively in thesslaom, but during the observations
and while studying the transcripts, | became awlaaé there were occasions when they
interjected English translations of vocabulary iseamd occasionally used English for a
whole turn of the dialogue. In calculating the pdns of TL and English use, each
teacher turn was therefore classed as TL or Englidten a teacher interjected English
in a TL turn, this was separately noted as ‘Engligérjection within TL'.

The decision was taken to use teacher turns, rdtizer follow their natural pausal
phrasing within a turn. This was because as welinasasuring their use of TL and
English, | considered it important that dual langgiaitterances, that is, when the teacher
interjected English in a TL utterance in a turmdd also be noted, in order to provide a
clear picture of the teachers’ language. The puaiigays answered in the TL or
English.

The percentage of teacher TL, English and Engligkrjections and pupil TL and
English can be viewed in Figures 5.1 to 5.8 beldtve percentages relating to each
teacher and his/her pupils are placed adjacenath ether in order to enable a clear

comparison of the teachers’ and their pupils’ uséloand English to be made.
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Figure 5.1 Teacher 1: Percentage use of TL

5.2. Teacher 1 glgp Percentage use of

& English
Teacher 1: Percentage use of TL & English
10% 2%
O TL turns
B English
interjections w ithin
TL turns

O English turns

88%

TL& English
Teacher 1 pupils: percentage use of TL and
English
34%
O TL turns
0O English turns
66%

Figure 5.3. Teacher 2: Percentage use of TL

Figue4. Teacher 2 pupils: Percentage use of
TL & English

& English
Teacher 2: percentage use of TL and
English
9%
O TL turns
W English
interjections w ithin
TL turns

O English turns

Teacher 2 pupils: percentage use of TL and
English

42%

O TL turns
58% O English turns
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Figure 5.5. Teacher 3: Percentage use of TL Figars.6. Teacher 3 pupils: Percentage use of

& English TL & English
Teacher 3: percentage use of TL and English Teacher 3 pupils: percentage use of TL and
English
7%
O TL turns

0,
40% O TL turns
B English 0O English turns

interjections w ithin

TL turns 60%
93%
Figure 5.7. Teacher 4: Percentage use of TL Figure 5.8. Teacher 4 pupils: Percentage use Bt
& English & English

Teacher 4: Percentage use of TL and English Teacher 4 pupils: percentage use of TL and
19% English

49% 45%

0,
O TL turns 55%
O TL turns
B English interjections w ithin
TL turns ] Engllsh turns
O English turns

5.3 Teachers’ and Pupils’ TL Use: Teacher 4

Apart from Teacher 4, the figures suggest thatatirer three teachers’ use of the TL
could be considered extensive. This section willstder possible reasons for Teacher
4’s considerably lesser use of the TL in the clamsr, before examining the figures

pertaining to the other three teachers. Althoughcher 4 spoke using only the TL in

49% of the turns, in only 19% of turns did she agnlely use English, preferring to

interject English translations into the TL she usBelacher 4 perhaps used the greatest
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guantity of English because her class was congidevebe at a low level, whose

concentration was poor relative to the other thesechers’ classes. She often asked
pupils to translate English expressions and fretip@rserted cues in English to help the
learners retrieve answers. An example of the way wed English can be seen in
Classroom extract 5.1.

Classroom extract 5.1

1T4: S.? Qu'est-ce que C'est ‘at seven o’clockfrancais?

2P3: Sept heures

3T4: A sept heures. And ‘half past seven’? We adteghing and half. D?
4P12: Et demie.

5T4: Etdemie, tres bien. Et ‘quarter past’ ? Neezrpas, levez la main.
6P5: Quatre heures.

7T4: Nearly there.

8P5: Et quart

9T4: Quart, trés bien, et quart.

Classroom extract 5.1 illustrates how Teacher #adad the pupils’ responses through
her use of English; in turn 3 she reminded thenthefway the required structure was
formed And half past seven? We add something and Ad&lis reminds pupils of
important differences in the formulation of timepeassions in the mother tongue and
the TL (Harbord, 1992). This cue in English, whitlay have not been necessary with
other higher performing classes, may also havethadeffect of saving time, by not
allowing the pace to slacken while learners thowdtan answer (Atkinson, 1987). This
may be viewed as indispensable with a class whenanaber of learners have poor
concentration and are liable to go off task. Sise @rovided a cue in English in turn 7,
Nearly there. when she evaluated the learner’'s answer, whigkezhhim to focus more
closely to remember the correct expression. Heowagement also suggests that she
was not rejecting his response as erroneous besheseas concerned that the learner
should not lose face.
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It may be that because of the nature of Teachecldss, that is, a low-performing set
with a limited attention span, they needed theseasce of being able to take a break
in the mother tongue from the intense concentratieeded to decode the teacher’s TL,
even though it appeared appropriate to their |eleére were instances during lessons
when she ‘allowed’ the learners to go off-task tyien English, before steering them
back to the activity on which they were workingtidugh the focus in this chapter is on
the TL that the teachers used to initiate resporfiises the learners, it is perhaps
appropriate to consider an example of the typeofiftask’ interaction in English she
accepted, in order to demonstrate how she nurtm@alaborative relationship with her
learners, to the extent of speaking some English them, while maintaining her role as
a TL speaker as much as possible. Classroom ex&&ctillustrates the kind of
interruption Teacher 4 permitted as she preparedclass for a listening activity on
daily routine, by focusing on key items of vocabylthat they needed to know to ensure

understanding of the exercise.

Classroom extract 5.2

1T4: Du lait, écoutez, hein ? Du lait, c’est blastgst blanc, c’est, tu bois, on boit du
lait (making drinking action)

2P7:  Milk

3T4: Milk, uhuh, du lait, c’est milk. Ok? Oui?

4P11: Miss, who did you want to win on Saturdayfagi€e v. Scotland football match)

5P9: Did you want Scotland to win?

6T4: Ehhh ... I was kind of torn. My husband’s Fregoh know.

7P11: The better team won but.

8T4: But I'm quite happy that Scotland won as wélk, on continue. Ah, R., Je
prends mon petit déjeuner.

Teacher 4 accepted Pupil 11’s initiation in turarn®l responded to it in English, before

refocusing the class’s attention promptly to thacgice language from which they had
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departed briefly. The lesson was the first lessoradvonday morning and it could be
that she recognised that her pupils felt the neefliscuss the rather surprising result of a
football match between Scotland and France ther&aubefore, which had been the
main topic of conversation as the pupils enteredctass. Harbord (1992) suggests that
teachers who use the learners’ first language encthssroom may do so in order to

cement relationships with the learners, particulegbarding ‘personal’ information.

Code switching, that is, ‘the phenomenon of switghfirom one language to another in
the same discourse’ (Nunan & Carter, 2001: 275pmoftakes place when the
pedagogical focus is on analysis of language, asd@hcher and pupils use the meta-
language of the mother tongue to explain the featwf the second language (Cole,
1998). However it is also recognised as a devarecfeating a positive affective
environment (Mattsson & Burenhult-Mattsson, 199Brhaps the pupils felt that
Teacher 4’s use of English meant that she recogms®t could be considered their
‘real’ selves, rather than their second languagenkr personae (Cook, 2001). However,
while she appeared to understand their urge todlatiut the match, her control of the
classroom meant that she was able to quickly gtheefocus back to the planned

activity, using the TL.

Teacher 4’s use of English raises questions abbether it is advisable to enter into
interpersonal interaction in the learners’ motlergue. It could be argued that because
the focus of the dialogue was not seen as parhefpedagogic purpose and was
relatively short it could be seen as ‘extraneows’tiie learning plan, and therefore
permissible. It is also possible that the learnérgél of ability meant that they might
have had difficulty understanding if she had offeee similar explanation in French.
Teachers’ use of the learners’ first language apeabe influenced by the classroom
context (Shimura, 2007) and it may be that Teadhgas endeavouring to avoid learner
anxiety and create a secure atmosphere (Auerb&98).1Harbord (1992) counsels
against teachers’ use of the mother tongue, arginagthere are TL strategies which

can be used as effectively. However, he also rasegrihat ‘at lower levels’ it may be

189



better to use the learners’ first language (Harbd®@®2: 354). In a subsequent interview,
when asked how she reacted to pupils’ use of thihendaongue, Teacher 4 maintained

that these learners benefited from ‘breaks’ inlésson content.

Interview Extract 5.1

T4: | mean, | would prefer to use the TL when ttedy to me in English, and |
certainly do with my other classes, but sometithey’re so full of what they
want to tell me it's quicker and easier to use lstgand then get back into the
TL as fast as possible. With kids like that yoo'tcask them to concentrate on
anything for too long in English or the TL (laugh3heir attention would just
go. So, I think it doesn’t do them any harm éytltan have a quick break and

then get back into it again.

None of the teachers used the TL exclusively, ngreeted their pupils to do so,
although they encouraged them to use it as mugbossible. The use of the mother
tongue is not a focus of this study, although #e has been debated in the research
literature (Atkinson 1987, Franklin 1990, Harbor@892, Macaro 2000, Cook 2001,
Butzkamm 2000, 2003, Turnbull 2001, Crawford 20@4guments generally concerning
its use as a meta-language or translation devioeeMer, there seems to be little written
about using it in conversation-type exchanges, ggghbecause the majority of the
research has been in the field of English as dadgonrianguage with adult learners, who
frequently come from different first language backmds. Those studies which have
concerned TL use in the foreign language classroave tended to consider the amount
used by teachers in class (Duff & Polio 1990, Flank990, Neil 1997, Crawford 2004)

and appear to have concentrated less on how megbugils actually used.

5.4 Teachers’ and Pupils’ TL Use: Pupils of Teache4
Evidence of Teacher 4’'s good relationship with lderners can perhaps be seen in the
number of TL contributions they made in class. sitgh less than the pupils of the

other teachers in the study, Teacher 4’s pupilsigexclusively in the TL accounted for
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45% of their talk in lessons. Previous studies dbappear to have taken a quantitative
view of the TL pupils use in interaction with theather. It should also be noted that,
although not shown in the Figure 5.8, over 35%hef English that Teacher 4’s pupils
used was either to articulate understanding of granor pronunciation, or as a result of
Teacher 4’s requests for translation from the TEhglish. The next part of this section

considers the percentages of TL use by the othee tieachers and their pupils.

5.5 Teachers’ and Pupils’ TL Use: Teachers 1, 2 arfdl

All the teachers apart from Teacher 4 used the S'tha main means of communication
for over 75% of these lessons, Teacher 2 usimgy iT7% of turns, Teacher 1 for 88% of
turns and Teacher 3 for 93% of turns. All the temshnterjected English translations or
instructions, Teacher 3 using this approach thst|e@thin 7% of the turns, Teacher 1
10% and Teacher 2 14%. Teacher 3 had no turns vihegksh was used exclusively.

Teacher 1 used English exclusively for 2% of tumthe lesson and Teacher 2 for 9%.
The figures indicate that their use of TL couldrbgarded as extensive. Extensive TL,
as defined in Chapter 3 may be taken to mean thatdatively prevalent or dominant

mode of communication in the class. Extensive aaemgnsible TL input is considered

critical if learners are to be successful in tha@nrguage learning (Ellis 2005b, Chaudron
1988, Krashen 1981). By giving pupils access to Thespoken at a rate and level

appropriate to their age and stage, the teachetd be viewed as providing exposure to
a rich source of language, which could be a pakngsource for the learners to use in

interaction.

The pupils of Teachers 1, 2 and 3, also used thea3Lthe dominant mode of
communication although their usage was not as sikteras the teachers’. The next

section considers the percentages of pupil TL use.

5.6 Teachers’ and Pupils’ TL Use: Pupils of Teacherl, 2 and 3
Although their classes were rated as more profidigan that of Teacher 4, only Teacher

3’s class was regarded as a ‘top performing’ setacher 1's class was an ‘upper
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middle’ set and Teacher 2’s class was mixed abitioynprising pupils of below-average

to high achievers. Details of the make-up of tlassks have been provided in Chapter 3.

If a comparison were to be made using the perceabddy of the class as a measure of
how much TL the teachers spoke, there would appdae some correlation between all
four teachers’ TL use and their perceptions ofgbpils’ ability. This is borne out by

research where teachers attributed the amount ofhdy used to the level of the learners
(Crawford 2004, Meiring & Norman 2002). Howeverthalugh Teacher 3 used the TL
for 93% of the classroom interaction and only uBedlish as interjections within her

TL turns, her pupils’ TL contributions were not thieghest and were only two

percentage points more than Teacher 2’'s mixedtaloiliass. This could be because of
the emphasis on grammar in the three lessons seéléwt close analysis and Teacher 3's
requests for articulation of understanding in Estglor translation from German which
accounted for the majority of her pupils’ Engligteaking turns. The use of English for
articulating understanding and also for translagshoed a large proportion of English

use by Teacher 4’s pupils.

Teacher 1's pupils made most use of the TL; hisrepie of asking for translations
from rather than into English might have contrilalite their higher score. Much of the
interaction in his class tended to occur when thdagogical focus was on practice
language, where pupils were expected to respotiteifiL to his initiations. Teacher 2's
pupils’ 58% of TL use also occurred mainly withiretpractice language focus and also
in conversation-type ‘pop up’ sequences that sligated. The breakdown of each
teacher’s TL into the different speech types whiahre evident depending on the focus
in the lessons and the interaction they generattdtie learners will be discussed in a
later section of this chapter. Although the aintho$ thesis is to identify teachers’ TL
strategies which are effective in drawing pupil®ifiL interaction, it seemed important
to take into account the use of English in thesisstooms, particularly when interjected
into a TL sequence, because this represented anmthgonent of the very complex

interaction which took place during the lessons.
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5.7 Teachers’ and Pupils’ English Use
Two examples of the type of English interjectioattbccurred can be seen in Classroom

extract 5.3 below where Teacher 1 was reviewing/éiballer with the class.

Classroom extract 5.3

1T1: Vont a I'école primaire. Mes petites soeursiting on board) vont. Oui, ok,
vont a I'école primaire. Pourquoi? Pourquoi megifgs soeurs vont? C.? R.?
Pourquoi?

2P1: Eh

3T1: Pourquoi? Oui vont, oui, ok, mais pourquoi?dvpetites soeurs vont, J. ?

4P20: Because there’s more than one

5T1: There’s more than one, c’est pluriel. Oui,st’pluriel. J.?

6P11: They're girls, so it’s like elles

7T1: Tres bien. Ce sont des filles, alors c’estel c’est la meme chose, the same

thing, oui? Mes petites soeurs et elles, ok, de=st. Numéro 6, numéro 6, eh S.

In Classroom extract 5.3 Teacher 1 was asking mumsstwhich followed the IRF
framework, to confirm that the pupils had underdtbow to use the different forms of
the verballer. In turn 4, Pupil 20 answered in Engli@gcause there’s more than one.,
possibly because the pedagogical focus was anabfsimnguage and the teacher
appeared to accept the pupils’ use of English awmeta-language for articulating
understanding. Teacher 1 then repeated Pupil 2&ponse in English, perhaps to
underline for the class what had been said as agefiroviding a positive evaluation of
the answer, before translating his utterance imeoTiL, c’est pluriel. Oui, c’est pluriel,
in turn 5,exposing the learners to the TL expression whiely thight use another time
or in a different context. He then accepted Pufpit Explanation in English in turn 6,
They’re girls, so it's like ellesin turn 7, expanding on Pupil 11's utterance,alsn
interjected a rapid translatio@e sont des filles, alors c’est elles — c’est lama&hose,
the same thingagain perhaps to emphasise the point to the ateidsecause he was
unsure that they would understand, before contginrthe TL.
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Teacher 1's English interjections were typical ¢fe tway the teachers inserted
translations or repeated pupils’ utterances for wiwle class. Teacher 1 rarely used
English for a whole turn; Teacher 3 not at all. Thajority of Teacher 2’s exclusively

English turns took place in one lesson, where thpilp were using a variety of

reference materials to create a piece of writinghe TL, which was to be used as the
basis for a speaking assessment. Classroom exitdcigives an example of an

exclusively English turn as Teacher 2 was explgmtomone group how to use one of the
reference books.

Classroom extract 5.4

P11: You've not to do the exercises?

T2: You're not doing the exercises, you're onlykiog at it for ideas, ok? Take
words out, take ideas. That page there’s got alevhst of hobbies, for example.
You can steal ideas from there and use it andhgrh in your work.

P11:. Ok.

A large proportion of pupils’ talk in English comoed questions about operational
matters, which the teachers appeared to accepiapemwith a view to ensuring the pace
was kept brisk, although they tended to reply udimg TL. In the lesson in which
Classroom extract 5.4 occurred, Teacher 2 had gedviscaffolding through the
provision of reference materials, but perhapstfelt the learners needed reassurance in
English that it was acceptable to ‘lift materiah, order to support the learners in the
difficult process of writing what they wanted toyda the TL. ‘A common frustration in
mfl learning is the inability to express onesekldly...” (Pachler & Field, 2001:121).
Her use of the phras&ou can steal ideas from there and use it and Ipeintin your
work, suggests a certain conspiratorial complicity witle fpupils as she encourages
them to appropriate TL structures for themselvekeklVasked in interview about her use
of English, Teacher 2 defended using it to teachmgnar, but appeared almost
apologetic about other occasions when she spokksknig the classroom.
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Interview extract 5.2

T2:  If 'm explaining about say, a speaking or wrg assessment, | would do those
things in English to be sure that nobody could edmack and say ‘I didn’t
understand’ but that's just to cover myself | thih would say | fall down in my
own ideal, | think, because you want to be sueg thnderstand when in fact they
would in the foreign language, but it's somethlimg aware | do it sometimes
and I'd like to change it.

Teacher 4 did not wish there to be any equivocdtidhe minds of the pupils regarding
assessment arrangements and had a clear ratiomraleef use of English in those
situations where she was imparting information abassessment procedures. She
appeared aware of the occasions when she did retttivee standard she had set herself
regarding TL use and aspired to improve her peeckiffaws. Her comments were
echoed by the other teachers, who all thought that pupils were capable of

understanding the TL they were exposed to andHeit could use more.

This section has looked at the quantity of TL tiiet teachers and learners in the study
actually used. The majority of the interaction e tlasses of Teachers 1, 2 and 3 took
place exclusively in the TL. The majority of inteti@n that took place in Teacher 4’s
class was not exclusively in the TL. Possible raador this have been discussed and it
should be noted that in her classroom there wasstheless, a substantial amount of TL
spoken both by her and her pupils. The amountsLofised by the teachers and pupils
overall suggest that it was seen as a ‘normal’ me@drcommunication in the class and

point to an atmosphere where both parties weremgakie effort to sustain its use.
The next section looks at the types of TL the teexhused and how they were

distributed between the different foci during teedons. Bearing the research questions
in mind and the evidence above which suggests Hwih teachers and pupils
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endeavoured to maintain TL as the lingua frandaénclassroom, close attention is paid

to the strategic moves the teachers made thatessie learners to respond in the TL.

5.8 Classroom Language

The language of the classroom in general is seandistinct genre, compared to that of
the doctor’s surgery or the restaurant, for exaniidieritage & Greatbatch 1991, Walsh
2006). It may also be referred to as institutiodsicourse (Seedhouse 2004, Walsh
2006). However, as already noted in Chapter 3a¢ been suggested that classroom
discourse, rather than being seen as one distamegmay be better viewed as a ‘genre
colony ... held together by a common but very genemmhmunicative purpose and
populated by genres which are themselves defimedigh their individual more specific
communicative purposes’ (Dalton-Puffer, 2007: 4@)the classrooms of the teachers in
the study, the general communicative purpose cbeldaid to be the engagement of the
learners in TL interaction as a means of developiegr communicative competence.
To achieve this aim, the teachers made use of pgizd foci and conversation-type
language which had more specific communicative @sgp, moving the learners from

taking part in controlled classroom discourse taerioatural’ talk.

Pedagogical foci, as described in Chapters 3 and 4he term used to describe
classroom contexts where the content had a spquifipose, such as the giving of
instructions, analysing the form of the language practising the language in structured
exercises. Although there were many common festofethe teachers’ language in
each of the three pedagogical foci and the shoftohversation-type ‘pop-up’ sequences
identified in the lessons, there appeared to beifspéunctions of their TL which were

prevalent in the interactional sequences which weduduring each one. It seemed
important therefore to examine the types of languihg teachers used in interactional
sequences, in order to understand the way they dnibvedevelopment of the learners’
communicative skills forward. The general charasties of the types of language the
teachers used within each focus of the lesson baea described in Chapter 4 and

therefore will only be briefly summarised here.
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5.9 Operational-type Language Characteristics

The function of operational-type language couldsh&l to be information-giving and
directing pupils to do something. When the pedacgigocus was operational there was
a preponderance of imperatives and polite langusugeh as’il vous plait, merci, bitte,
danke.The immediate future and ‘tag’ questions were aégular features as teachers
informed the learners what they would be doing. Rsts for translation allowed the
teachers to check for understanding.

5.10 Analysis-type Language Characteristics

The teachers used analysis-type language to prandeelicit information, not about

tasks, as was the case with operational languagehbout the form of the language. The
teachers confirmed pupils’ understanding of gramsyatems generally through the use
of display and ‘tag’ questions. Teacher talk wasendominant during analysis-type

language because of the presentational and explgnaature of the topic. This was

when teachers were most likely to use English. Wtnen pedagogical focus was on
analysis of language the pupils’ use of English aasepted more readily than at other
times in the lesson as a meta-language. Duringysisabf language and practice

language teachers asked the learners to tranategadge items either from or to the TL.

5.11 Practice-type Language Characteristics

When the pedagogical focus was on practice, treheza’ TL was typified by a series of
display questions designed to bring forth a paldictesponse from the learners, often
involving a great deal of repetition. The IRF framoek was evident in the way that
teachers generally repeated pupils’ answers inrdirotatory move or praised their
response, although it is also likely that they weraking sure that the correct answers
were heard by the rest of the class. Although Ugyersonalised, the function of the
practice-type language was principally to pracspecific structures, rather than focus

on meaning.
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5.12 Conversation-typeLanguage Characteristics

The language used in conversation-type sequengededeto comprise open or
referential questions, focusing on meaning rathan tform. The teachers also provided
prompts or cues to help the learners respond. &hgubge often appeared to arise
naturally from a pupil’'s response during a focuspoactice language which seemed to
trigger the teacher’s interest, so that the excaaagk on a more ‘natural’ aspect due to
the teacher apparently stepping out of the roledafcator and into that of an interested
adult. This makes conversation-type language differfrom ‘focus on fluency’
(Seedhouse, 2004), which is part of the teachdais for the lesson. The IRF framework
did not appear appropriate to describe conversiyiom language because of the
referential nature of the questions and the teathse of the third move to extend the

dialogue.

5.13 Language Types within Interactional Sequencetaking place during the
Pedagogical Foci

There was not a fixed order of pedagogical fodh@ teachers’ lessons; the proportion
of time spent on each focus varied, depending an ldsson and the teacher.
Interactional sequences during a particular fodua lesson could be said to employ a
particular type of language. However, as we haen smany of the characteristics of
each language type used during particular foci lapped, for example, requests for
translation were evident in interactional sequenicesll three pedagogical foci, as
teachers checked comprehension. To gain a cleacturg of the distribution of
language types in the interactional sequences wiboick place during the pedagogical
foci and conversation-type interaction, | countadreinstance of the different language
types used to invite the learners to respond irh edicthe three lessons selected for
detailed analysis of each teacher’s language. Betad justification of this process has

been provided in Chapter 3, however, a brief surgnsanffered below.

Because of the complex nature of the teacher’sulage functions, it was often not an

easy task to categorise each invitation to respdavis and Robinson (1997: 225) call

198



this the ‘Russian doll’ effect, due to the ‘multiictional, multivoiced, and multilayered’
nature of classroom discourse. When the teachex pmactice language or analysis
interactional sequence, for example, directed pupilrepeat a sentence or vocabulary
item, this request, although taking place during finactice or analysis of language
pedagogical focus of the lesson, was more typi¢abrganisational-type language.
Teacher 4, whose class was the low-performing cfegn prefaced her invitations to
respond in practice and analysis language interaitisequences with instructions that
the class should not shout out the answer, butheut hands up to show they wished to
be chosen. This mix of language types was evideatlithe teachers’ utterances within

each pedagogical focus of the lessons.

Each teacher invitation to respond was noted ambeig to the type of interaction with
which it was most closely associated, therefogetdéacher asked a display question and
also told the pupils to put their hands up, theldis question was noted under practice-
type language and the instruction to raise theidsainder operational-type language. In
this way, even though the teacher’s utterances masg taken place in an interactional
sequence when the pedagogical focus of the lesasrow practice, a clear illustration of
the proportions of the different language typesdusg the teachers could be observed.
The numbers of each instance of a particular laggugpe were transferred to pie charts
which showed the percentages of their use by esaathér. These can be seen in Figures
5.9, 5.10, 5.11 and 5.12. The reason for grouplinfgar charts together was so that any

patterns emerging would be obvious.
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Figure 5.9. Teacher 1: Language Types Figure 5.10. Teacher 2: Language Types used
to used to invite responses to invite responses

Teacher 1: Language Types used to invite responses Teacher 2: Language Types used to inivite responses

Operational-type language
Practice-type

7 o
1 | Analysistype o Operational-type language
Q : conversation-type 3% 39 B Practice-type language
s O Analysis-typelanguage
/‘ M conversation-type language
29 ,
22

Figure 5.11. Teacher 3: Language Types Figure 21Teacher 4: Language Types used to
used to invite responses invite responses
Teacher 3: Language Types used to invite responses Teacher 4: Language Types used to invite responses
o 0
10% O Operational-type language 11% 2%

O Operational-type langugage
o Practice-type language
4% B Practice-type language
O Analysis-typelanguage
37% 22% O Analysis-type language
B conversation-type conversation-type
language u 3
65% language

9%

It should be remembered that the focus of the sisidy the language the teachers used
to stimulate and develop interaction with the leasn Although the teachers’ use of TL
could be said to be extensive, these charts reflelst the teacher’s interactional TL
which invited a response, either oral or non-verldéhat is not included in the charts is
the teachers’ TL which did not explicitly invite rasponse; that will be discussed in
Chapter 6. Neither do the charts include any icteyaal language which took place in
English, nor any part of the lesson where the l@rmworked individually or in groups,
such as reading or writing exercises or paired lgpgaactivities. Although these
activities make important contributions to the teag process and may be a catalyst for
interaction, only the teachers’ actual invitatistagespond in the TL are recorded in the

figures.
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The four figures show the different levels of edaguage type that each teacher used.
Although there was some similarity between teachdms example, Teachers 1 and 4
both spent 11% of their lesson time on analysigmjuage, and Teachers 2 and 4 spent
the same amount of time, 22% on practice languagpiences - there were also

significant differences.

As already noted above, it was not always easyassify the teachers’ utterances under
one single language type; examples of differeneésywere evident within interaction in

any pedagogical focus of the lesson and conversayjoe interactional sequences as
teachers incorporated a language type associatbcanother focus before shifting back
again. The following section will provide an anadysf the data presented in the figures,
organised by language type used by the teacheasnjiles of the TL moves the teachers
made within each interactional sequence and tles$tom one to another will illustrate

the way they moved the learners’ TL communicatieesopment forward.

5.14 Interaction using Language Types and Languadgype Shifts

Shifts between interaction with different foci inet classroom have been identified as
‘mode switching’ (Walsh, 2006) and ‘contextual #$iif(Seedhouse, 2004). ‘Language

type shifts’ could be said to more appropriatelgalibe the shifts the teachers in the
study made, because they changed the characterdtithe language they used to

communicate with the learners within a particutzous of the lesson, as they responded
to the demands of the context (Walsh, 2006). Waéshobserved:

Lessons rarely progress from A to Z; like conveose, deviations, topic-shifts, back
channelling, repetitions, false starts, overlafisoacur very regularly, making description
difficult to achieve. (2006:83)

In the next section, proportions of each langugpe the teachers used to initiate TL

interaction with the learners and possible reasionsthe relative amounts of the

different language types will be considered.
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5.15 Operational-type Language

In any classroom it is the teacher’s responsibitityorganise the pupils’ learning.
Learners are given instructions and informationudbwehat they will be learning and
how they will go about doing so. The focus of tlesson within which the teacher
communicates this information has been given aetsarof labels: managerial mode
(Walsh, 2006); procedural context (Seedhouse, 20@#oduction and instructions
content area (Neil, 1997). In this study the typelanguage which is used in
interactional sequences to communicate instructmusinformation about activities the

learners will undertake is termed operational-tigmguage.

Operational-type language was used most by alteéhehers. It occurred not only in
insructions before the learners started activitiess,also within every other focus of the
lesson. Operational-type language was employednfme than half of the interaction
which took place in the lessons of both Teachend &eacher 4. The TL type that
Teachers 2 and 3 used most was also operationate Swssible reasons for the

dominance of operational-type language in lessongigen below.

At least three different activities took place dgrieach of the teachers’ lessons, which
meant that a great deal of information and instonst were given as each one was
explained. Examples of instructions have alreadgnbgeen in Classroom extracts 4.1,
4.2, 4.4, and 4.11 in Chapter 4. Although eachheatad his or her own way of

framing instructions and information about actesti Classroom extract 5.5 below,

where Teacher 1 was setting up a discrete listeaxgycise, where the pupils had to
listen to audio-taped directions to a variety @&qals on a town plan, could be said to be

typical of the way the teachers used operationad-tgnguage.

Classroom extract 5.5

1T1: C’est bien. Ok! C’est bien? Pas de problemainténant on va voir si vous
comprenez bien. Vous avez un livre ici. C’'estdggyquatre-vingt-neuf, quatre-
vingt-neuf.
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2P6: Fifty-nine.

3P10: Seventy-nine.

4T1: Sh. Alors, qu’est-ce que c’est, quatre-vingtHf?

5P16: eighty-nine, no ninety-nine.

6T1: Non, quatre-vingt-neuf, (writing it on the bda

7P5: 1told you.

8T1l: Sh, sh. Regardez s’il vous plait, sh, sh. 4 peaucoup de bruit, Gregoire,
Gregoire, Gregoire! Sh. Silence. Merci (very glyietsh. On va faire exercise
trois. Regardez exercise trois. Ecoute et écrisgde numéro. Ou vont-ils? C’est
bien? Cahier d’exercises, vous avez les cahiezgattises? Mmmm (writing on
board) Ca va? (whisper) Ecrivez le titre s’il wplait, ou vont-ils? (silence)
Vous allez écouter 14 directions, oui? Ou vorgrdits personnes? C.?

9P3: Em, where are they going?

Teacher 1 started the operational sequence bytidiggaupils to the page number in the
text book where the exercise could be found. Henadt the learners time to decode the
number before intervening with a visual clue tanghiate any confusion. In the longest
turn, turn 8, he commented on the noise lefelsh. Il y a beaucoup de bras the
pupils found the correct page and singled out arel pvho appeared to be off task with
a refocusing move. He then directed the learnetBa@xercise and explained what they
were expected to do and in which exercise book Haglyto record their answers, before
checking the learners’ comprehension of what hedaadl. The teacher’'s dominance of
the talk appears to substantiate the findings osW&006) and Seedhouse (2004), who
suggest that the majority of operational languagesdnot involve the learners in

interaction and is characterised by teacher mon@og

However, although turn 8 could be termed monoldggcause there was no oral
response from the learners, Teacher 1 includee tlerdocusing moves, three directives
and five questions, all of which required a resgonghich included stopping talking,

looking at the correct place on the page, writihg title or conveying agreement
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through body language. It could be argued that Aead’s apparently monologic
interactional moves, although not requiring an oeaponse, can be viewed as directing
a ‘dialogue’ with the learners, whose non-verbahtabution acts as a ‘determining

influence’ on his subsequent interactional moB=kftin, 1984:197).

The operational-type TL that Teacher 1 used in $2tasn extract 5.5 was not only
instructional in terms of describing the requiretseof the proposed task; its purpose
was also to maintain discipline, reinforced by ttvee and volume of his voice. Once the
class was quiet, Teacher 1 thanked the learnetldarco-operation and continued with
the instructions for the task having lowered thdumee and pitch of his voice
significantly, a strategy designed so that learerge to listen very carefully to hear
what the teacher says (Tauber & Mester, 2006).

Some of the instructions that Teacher 1 commundcateClassroom Extract 5.5 were
framed as questionsCahier d’exercises, vous avez les cahiers d’exes@isor
statements/ous avez un livre ici. C’est la page quatre-vingtsf, quatre-vingt-neuf.
Teacher 1's reasons for using the interrogative detdarative forms may have been to
avoid a predominance of imperatives, which mightehlaad the function of emphasising
the teacher’'s power, working against the mainte@asfca collaborative atmosphere.
Nonetheless, the directive purpose of the utteaappeared clear to the learners, who

responded appropriately.

Classroom extract 5.5 illustrates some of the whagsteachers used operational-type
language, when the focus was on setting the scegwiag instructions for an activity
in operational foci in the lessons. Because ofvtirgety of activities which took place in
each lesson, it appears reasonable to assumehénhigh level of operational-type TL
reflected this, as each task had to be explicatedirsstructions made clear. However,
there were shifts to operational-type languagenieractional sequences which took

place when the pedagogical focus was not solelgedting up activities, which could
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also explain its high percentage of teacher use foflowing section will offer a

possible additional explanation for the high leslse of operational language.

All the teachers instructed the learners to pagnétin, listen, look at stimulus sheets,
textbooks or the board. Teachers 1 and 4 askeded#rgeers to repeat structures and
vocabulary items chorally more than Teachers 2 &mdld. Often these interjections
were made while the teacher was using another &geguype to interact with the
learners, usually when the pedagogical focus wapraatice or analysis of language.
This meant that their invitations to respond hadbéorecorded under two categories of
language type, because they performed two functiias of inviting a response in the
practice language or analysis of language pam@idsson, and also inviting a response
by instructing the learner(s) to do something tlgfotheir use of operational language.
Seedhouse’s position (2004) is that operationat-tygnguage, which he calls the
‘procedural context’ is ‘...obligatory; it occurs @very lesson as a precursor to another
language context’ (p.133). However, his interpietatioes not appear to take account
of operational-type languagethin other contexts of the lesson. The teachers emgloye
a mix of language types in interactional sequemnitesg any pedagogical focus of the
lesson, shifting from one to the other and therkkegain. The next section will look

more closely at the way the teachers shifted toatipmal-type language from other TL

types.

Language type shifts were evident on numerous @mtaswhen the teachers
incorporated operational-type language into focthef lesson. An example can be seen
below in Classroom extract 5.6 which took placamdye practice language sequence on
the topic of home area.

Classroom extract 5.6
1T1: ... Et comment dit-on ‘what is there to damgour house?’ F. ?

2P8: Qu’est-ce qu’il y a & maison ?
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3T1: A la maison c’esin your house. Qu'est-ce qu’il y a a la maison, auiis

comment dit-on, regarde, comment dit-on whatesemear your house ?

The exchange in Classroom extract 5.6 followedIRfe framework; after the learner’s
response to a display question Teacher 1 provideckaive feedback, conforming to
the type of language which was typical of inte@ctivhen the pedagogical focus was
on practice. In response to a request for tramsiati turn one, Pupil 8 made an error
which was explained in turn three, when the coresgiression was reinforced, before
returning to the original question. However, intetgd into the second requestmment
dit-on ‘what is there near your house®as an instructionregarde,to look at the
stimulus sheet where Pupil 8 might find help tovesrs Teacher 1's second invitation to
respond, therefore, was coded as both practice-lgpguage and operational-type
language. Because of the frequency of shifts toatjpmal-type language interspersed
within other TL interactional sequences, it is @ble that this resulted in its higher

score in the charts.

Although the emphasis in this section is on the wag language type in the teachers’
TL utterances may appear in what is considerechanoit is perhaps appropriate also to
note the way the teacher dealt with the learnarsren Classroom extract 5.6 above.
Teacher 1 recast the error and at the same tinmuah the same way as parents or care
givers do with their young children, focused on theaning of the pupil's response
rather than the form (Lightbown & Spada, 2006). Té¢ener was then directed to where
she could find assistance to choose the corregt &rthe language for the meaning that
the teacher had asked her to convey. By drawimgitdih to the meaning, even though it
was the learner’s faulty choice of the form of theguage which had prompted the
correction, Teacher 1 moved to save the learnacs,fas the learner’s first attempt was
validated,Qu’est-ce qu’il y a a la maison, oui, mais comngitton, regarde, comment
dit-on what is there near your houseFace-saving techniques were evident throughout
the teachers’ utterances in each language typéeyssupported the learners in their

efforts to communicate, which may have been instntal in creating an atmosphere
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where pupils were not reluctant to respond in theThere will be further discussion of
the teachers’ use of face-saving techniques im t#etions of this chapter and Chapter
6.

Another example of the way operational-type languagruded into other language
types can be seen in Classroom extract 5.7, froachier 4’s class who, although
performing at a low level, were, in the main, ersilstic; many of the pupils interrupted
her initiations by attempting to shout out the amist® her questions, with the result that
she appeared to use operational-type language raofpthe invitations to respond,
instructing pupils to concentrate, think or raiseit hand to show they wanted to answer
immediately before or after an initiation. The endbed nature of her operational-type
language can be seen in Classroom extract 5.7 pracice language sequence where

she was revising expressions used to describe ggeadily routine.

Classroom extract 5.7

1P4: Je me douche.

2T4: Je me douche. En anglais? Levez la main alik\plait.

3P6: Shower.

4T4: | have a shower. Encore des expressions @surdutines? M.?

5P11: Je me leve.

6T4: Je me léve. En anglais?

7P11: | get up.

T4: L., chewing gum a la poubelle s'il te plaindére des expressions pour les

routines? Ne criez pas, levez la main.

In Classroom extract 5.7 Teacher 4 asked the leartte respond in practice-type
language four times usingn anglais?twice and Encore des expressions pour la
routine? twice. Both expressions appeared to be easily statst by the learnergn
anglais? because it was used often to check pupils’ undeistg in Teacher 4’s

lessons,Encore des expressions pour la routine@rhaps because of the three cognates
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encore, expressionand routine which appeared to convey the message she was
transmitting to the learners. The context had alseady been made explicit to the

learners.

Teacher 4 shifted from practice-type language terajonal-type four timed,evez la
main on two occasionshpe criez pasonce and an instruction to a learner to put his
chewing gum in the waste paper badketchewing gum a la poubelle s’il te plaithe
high level of operational-type TL in her class nieyve been to meet a perceived need to
ensure that the learners did not get out of contraheir eagerness to respond and to
manage the response procedure in such a way thateghthat all the pupils were given
a chance to answer. In reminding the class thatating was the rule, she also
reinforced her authority. Her shifts to operatietygle language within another
pedagogical focus, practice language, thereforeanep to guarantee order and security,

leaving the pupils in no doubt of her authoritydnsuring a disciplined environment.

The two examples above show the way that the lagggugpe shift meant that
operational-type language could be observed intipetype language sequences.
However, it was also evident in analysis of languageractional sequences. Classroom
extract 5.8 illustrates the way that operationagleage was used by Teacher 1 during a
pedagogical focus on analysis of language in theole. Earlier pupils had come to the
front of the class and written the different partshe paradigm of the verddler on the
board. The teacher had made no comment while tliegad Now the class were asked

to confirm or disconfirm the parts of the paraditirat were written on the board.

Classroom extract 5.8

1T1: Ok, regardez le tableau, c’est bon? Je vaig??O
2Ps:  Oui.

3T1: Onvaregarder. Aller, to go. Je?

4Ps: vais.

5T1: C’est bon? Oui? Ok. Tu vas, c’est bon?
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6Ps:
7T1:
8Ps:
9T1:

10P16

11T1:

12Ps:

13T1:

14P5:

15T1:
16P5:

Oui.

Oui. Il vas, elle vas? C’est bon?

(mix of oui and non)

Non? Levez la main si c’est bon. (some pupite their hands) Levez la main si
c'est faux. (the majority of pupils raise their nus) Pourquoi, L.? ah,

pourquoi, J. ?

:It's not meant to have an ‘s’.

Tres bien, il 'y a pas de ‘s’ Ici il y a (81, mais ici il n’y a pas de ‘s’.Ok alors,
on va voir, oui. C’est bon. Nous? C’est bon?

C’est bon.

Oui.

Levez la main si c’est bon. (the majoritpopils raise their hands) Levez la
main si c’est faux.

Eh non, faux, faux, faux, faux.

Pourquoi, J.?

It's not meant to have the em, the ‘n’.

17P12:1t says nouns.

18T1:
19Ps:
20T1:
21Ps:
22T1:
23Ps:
24T1:
25Ps:
26T1:

Oui, c’est marqué nouns. Nouns (French praration), alors il n’y a pas de ?

[}

n.
Non, il n’y a pas de n. Ok, nous allonsstt@on. Vous allez, c’est bon?
Oui.

Oui. Ca c’est vont, oui? Vont? Vont, oui?

Non.

C’est bien?

Non.

Non. Pourquoi pas, F.?

27P10:You've got to have s on the il and elle.

28T1:

Tres bien, ils et elles. Pourquoi? Sh.

29P10:'Cos they’re plural.
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Teacher 1 started the interaction with an impeeathegardez le tableguwhich
conforms to Seedhouse’s (2004) notion of operatiamguage preceding another focus.
He then took the learners through the paradigmgchkihg their knowledge of the
different forms of the verhller. In turn nine two imperatives were issukdyez la main

si c’est bon. Levez la main si c’est faiaxwhich the learners responded. Teacher 1
repeated this process in turn 13. Because he dakkddarners for a show of hands, not
singling out any particular pupil to answer, bustead allowing them to answer as a
group, it is possible that they felt less exposé@nvresponding. Taking the individual
risk of proffering a wrong answer was lessened,tduée request for a group response,

demonstrating sensitivity to the adolescent lea’rface.

On both occasions Teacher 1 combined operatiopald§nguage, the instruction to the
learners to raise their hands, with an enquiry albloe structure of the verb, which is
classed as analysis-type language. Thewvez la main si c’est bon. Levez la main si
c’est faux were recorded under both operational-type language analysis-type
language. The teacher interjected another imperatiwards the end of the extract in
turn 28, similar to those in classroom extractsamé 5.7 telling some pupils to be quiet,
Sh before one answered the analysis of languagetiigneshich had just been posed.
Classroom extracts 5.6, 5.7 and 5.8 may go sometavayplaining the dominance of
operational-type language over the other threec#s be seen in the three extracts
above the majority of the teachers’ operationaktignguage was ‘light touch’, that is,
the teachers appeared concerned that the learserse of face should not be
threatened. This concern may also have contribtdgesl collaborative atmosphere of

mutual respect, where learners felt able to respotize TL without anxiety.

All three extracts illustrate the complex naturdlod teachers’ language, where the type
of language associated with interactional sequencesg a particular focus of the
lesson may shift to another type and back. The tgyaof operational-type language
that the teachers employed provided a rich soufceaded language input for the

learners across the interactional sequences. Seselh¢2004) talks about the
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‘complementarity’ of classroom interaction (p.208He uses this term to describe
different contexts within which the interaction cha said to occur: the micro context,
by which he means the actual unique interactiomgplplace; the second language
classroom context, that is, how the unique int&actelates to similar classroom

contexts; and the institutional context within whitie other two are situated (p.209).

Perhaps the different types of language in therast®nal sequences within the
different foci of the lesson could also be saidécomplementary in a different sense,
because of the way the teachers combined thentinghiffom one to the other so that
the resulting dialogue appeared more natural, rdtke a parent talking to a child,
focusing their attention on a particular item, lvefoeturning to a topic, with the result
that the dialogue appeared less institutional.ightnbe that the mix of language types
used by the teachers also prepared learners tormegp less predictable exchanges and
added an element of interest to the subject matt@ving considered the teachers’ use
of operational-type language, the next section doak similarities and differences in

proportions of each of the other language typed byehe teachers in the study.

5.16 Analysis-type Language

Although operational-type language was most usedlbyhe teachers, there seemed
little agreement between them as to the proportiohghe other language types
employed. Analysis-type language varied in thehieeg lessons from Teacher 2's 2%
to Teacher 3's 37%. This seems to suggest thatiEea&cfocused very little on grammar
while the figure for Teacher 3 seems disproportielysehigh, especially when compared

to the figures for Teachers 1 and 4, which arestmae, 11%.

In Chapter 3 issues surrounding the collectiorhefdbservational data were discussed.
The discontinuity of some of the observations mdfaat the distribution of the different
types of language cannot be taken as represerdhtbhe teachers’ normal foci. Nor
can lessons observed in close succession be cosidgpical. The final three

observations of Teacher 3’s class, for examplegwenducted while they were learning
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about the accusative and dative cases and therafipear focused on analysis-type
language. Perhaps the reason for Teacher 2's agpack of grammar content was the
observation timetable; the single period when Terch did most of her grammar
teaching was one that it was impossible to obséuesto my professional commitments.
During the double periods her use of the analygs-language tended to be restricted
to reminders of what had been taught during thglsiperiod, or to draw learners’
attention to a point of language which had arisemfa learner’s question or the work
the class was doing. Classroom extract 5.9 illtsstrdnow Teacher 2 incorporated a
focus on language into a practice language intersatsequence.

Classroom extract 5.9

1T2: Comment dit-on en frangais ‘when’ ?

2P5: Quand.

3T2: Comment dit-on ‘how’?

4P8: Comment.

5T2: Comment dit-on ‘with whom’?

6P10: Avec qui.

7T2: ‘How long'?

8P6: Pour combien de temps.

9T2: Combien de temps, quand, comment, avec qelisertt les mots trés importants,
les questions. Et en frangais on fait®  ¢eaising) comme ¢a. Ou as-tu passe
les vacances ?¥  Tu peux répéter L.? Ol g=$3é les vacances ?

10P9: (Laughing) Wait a minute. Tu as passé leawees 27

11T2: (Laughing) Excellent ! Et la voix monte consnen chante un peu, la la 1

La voix monte et c’est une question. Z., tu pedaire?
Teacher 2 interrupted the practice language seguendéocus on the use of tone in

guestioning and asked the learners to repeat diguoiessing a rising tone. Although

tone may be said not to be strictly a point of graan it can be included in the analysis-
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type language because of its relation to knowledigthe way particular intonational

functions increase effective communication.

It seems unlikely that Teacher 2 intended to deviiatm her intention of confirming the
learners’ knowledge of question initiations; intfabe did not raise the matter of tone
with either of the other two groups. Her decisigpeared to have been spontaneous,
like a great deal of the interactive decisions miagl¢he four teachers in the study. Van
Lier (1991) maintains that there are two basic congnts in teaching: planning and
improvisation. By appearing to digress from hempled activity, Teacher 2 made an
interactive decision which was ‘appropriate to thement’ (Walsh 2006:19) and the
context. Insight into teacher techniques, including opportunities for learning which
such improvised interactive events occurring in WM& classroom provide, are a
valuable resource for all teachers, particularlygitmeing teachers. Although the
teachers’ TL interactive moves appeared intuitittés study aims to identify the
strategies they used when ‘improvising’ to promodenmunicative interaction with a
view to helping teachers become more aware ofdontemal opportunities in the TL

they may offer to their learners to develop effezitommunication skills.

Before moving ahead to discuss Teacher 3's usdefanhalysis-type language, it is
perhaps worth noting that in Classroom extract Sich occurred when the
pedagogical focus in the lesson was practice,gaeher not only incorporated analysis-
type language, but also shifted to operational-tyen she instructed the learners to
repeat the question with rising torBy peux répéter?u peux le faire Rillustrating
again the mix of language types used by the teachaing each pedagogical focus. She
also framed the instructions as invitational questj thus softening the implicit
imperative. Pupil 9 asked her to wait until he ltachposed himself before answering:
Wait a minutgbearing witness to the atmosphere which Teached2created, where a
lack of learner anxiety meant that the pupil fddteato speak to her in a less formal

manner before doing something he might have regaadeather silly.
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It was clear from the observations of Teacher ssdns that the learners had been
exposed to explicit grammar teaching. The appdeakt of grammar focus in lessons
was as a result of the observation timetable. Aschabove, Teacher 3's ostensibly high
percentage of analysis of language may have alem belated to the observation
timetable; when the observational visits took plamesr a two-month period, her class
was learning the different German cases and she spgreat deal of time revisiting the
forms of the definite and indefinite article ance threpositions which governed the
different cases. Teacher 3's high level of analygie language in her lessons was over
three times that of Teachers 1 and 4, who bothsiedwn the form of the language for
11% of the time in the observed lessons. Howevdmagh the quantity of her analysis-
type language was very high compared to the otiteatso showed a striking amount of

interactional language being used.

Chapter 4 contains examples of the use of Teackear&lysis-type language in the
interactional sequences which occurred during tedagogical focus on analysis of
language in the lesson. Another example of heraotare approach to analysis of
language can be seen below in Classroom extra0t wlere she was introducing the
accusative case, beginning the sequence by coatiegtion an English sentence that

she had written on the boaithe boy ate the cake

Classroom extract 5.10

1T3: So, hier haben wir ein Verb und zwei Substantok? Das hier is wer. Weff2a
Wer hat es gemacht? Das ist Nominative, ja? Dashes subject. Ok? Was ist
das auf Englisch? Wepsast the subject. Wer? Wepa

2P14: The subject is like the thing that ate thkeca

3T3: Uhuh, in diesem Fall richtig. Wer hat es gehtadVas ist subject in diesem
Satz? (writing on the board) Was ist Nominatidiesem Satz: The dog ate the
bone? Was ist Nominativ in diesem Satz? Nominativ.

4P11: The dog.
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5T3:

6P13:

7T3:
8Ps:
oT3:

10P8:
1173:

12P9:
13T3:

14P8:
15T3:
16P8:
1773:

The dog. (writing on the board)The teacheregivtoo much homework?
Nominativ?

The teacher.

Ja?

Ja.

Ja, ok. Und dann hast du Nominativ und dad\zeisammen. The teacher gives.
Und dann stellst du die Frage: was? The teacheegivas? Und die Antwort?
Too much homework.

Too much homework. Das ware dann auf deugcisativ, ok? The boy ate the
cake. Nominativ the boy. Das Verb ist ate und dsagen wir: the boy ate was?
Und die Antwort? The boy ate was? Und die Antwort?

The cake.

The cake. Das ist dann Akusativ, ok? Dusttefimer die Frage: was? nach dem
Verb. Wenn du eine Antwort hast, ist es Akus#ias ist das auf Englisch? Du
stellst die Frage: was? nach dem Verb. The boyweats? Wenn es eine Antwort
ist, dann ist es Akusativ. The dog ate was? Eingvéit, the bone, das ist
Akusativ. Wer kann das alles auf English erklamgas ich gerade gesagt habe?
E?

When you ask like what the boy ate,

Uhuh?

The answer is the accusative.

Super, aber du machst es so: the boy ate W#&? Du myit das immer so

machen: the boy ate was?

Teacher 3 began the sequence by revisiting preV@auning, requesting an explanation

in English of the nominative case to ensure that lmrners had a firm basis of

understanding, before moving to the next stageodioicing the accusative case. She

moved the learners into their ZPD as she guideah tineough the process of identifying

the accusative case, providing examples and udayg questions to check that the
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learners were following, before asking them to tdgnn English how to recognise the

accusative case in a sentence.

In five out of the nine teacher turns, Teacher t8rjacted ‘tag’ questions. As already
discussed in the review of the literature and Géragt these invite collaboration and
show concern for the learners (Holmes, 1983) thmnoreguesting belief, rather than
imposing it (Cuenca, 1997), underlining the teashsensitivity to the complexity of the
concept and the potential difficulty that the lemwere facing. The teacher also used
examples of sentences and asked pupils to elucttate understanding in English,
removing a potential layer of misinterpretatiothaligh she herself continued to use TL
in the main. She frequently repeated her utterangbich allowed the learners time to
follow her exposition and also to formulate a rew® when required to do so. The
pupils responded without hesitation and the sequdolbowed the IRF framework of

display questioning, as the teacher scaffolded therstanding through her initiations.

Classroom extract 5.10 is unusual in that analygis-language was the only one used
by the teacher; there were no shifts to other typklsough it might be argued that the
requests for translation could be said to belondath analysis-type language and
operational-type language. The class was deemep petrforming set; perhaps because
of the level of concentration that they displaysdlaey worked to grasp the concept of
the accusative case, which they had probably nbimtee English language, Teacher 3
did not have to focus their attention in the sanag that Teacher 4, for example, might
have had to with her class, who, due to their peecelesser capabilities in learning,
may have lacked the motivation of the more profitipupils in Teacher 3's class
(Fontana 1994).

Despite Teacher 3's pupils’ apparently high lexalsinderstanding, German cases are a
complicated concept, particularly if the learneasélittle or no grammatical knowledge
of their mother tongue with which they can compdreacher 3’'s stepwise approach

may also have accounted for the amount of anabfdenguage in the observed lessons.
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In Classroom extract 5.10 she made no mentionethange in form of the article in
the accusative case; she was only concerned thake#liners should understand the
concept of the different cases. The actual formy tiheke would be discussed
subsequently. Carefully planned structuring of gramn teaching is important for
learners to make sense of it (Pachler & Field, 20@d it is therefore incumbent on the
teacher to ensure that learners have grasped ¢agh Isefore moving to the next to
ensure progression. Teacher 3’'s pupils identified thoroughness with which she
approached their learning in Chapter 4. They alqgwessed the view that knowledge

about the grammar system was useful to them, asrsholnterview extract 5.3 below.

Interview extract 5.3

P10: The grammar’'s almost easier as well, becawsd] it's hard for us, but in
German it's like, it's more consistent, like ther@ne rule for everything. In
English all the rules are like different for diféat things.

P5: It almost like helps you understand your ownglaage better for, like for any

other languages.

The difficulty of learning another grammar systeraswacknowledged, but the two
pupils in Interview extract 5.3 commented posiveln its usefulness, not only in
furthering their knowledge of German, but also it own and any other languages
they might learn. Teacher 3’s concentration onsthectures underpinning the language,
although not always easy for the learners to cohgne, appears to have had the result
of a greater appreciation of language structuregeineral, which may have positive

effects when learning a second or third foreigmylaage (Bardel & Falk 2007).

Teachers 1 and 4 concentrated for less than adhitte time on analysis-type language
than Teacher 3; this may have been due to thevaatstraightforward nature of the

grammar focus in their classes. In the three lessbiosen for close analysis, Teacher
1's class was consolidating the vealter, asking and giving directions and learning

about the topic: home area; Teacher 4’s class wasotidating the daily routine and the
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time, with the intention of putting the two togettie produce a written piece of work.
Both incorporated a pedagogical focus on analylsiarguage in their lessons to revise
and reinforce previous learning of structures aodabulary, before moving to practise
language activities where they might shift to asehtype if they deemed it necessary.
Examples will be examined in the next section whichsiders the teachers’ quantity of

practice-type language.

The disparity between the amounts of time the tetachppear to have spent on analysis
of language reflects what could be viewed as a fiathe observation timetable; ideally
the teachers should have been observed over ansasfzeriod of time to discover the
proportions of the language used in different facihe lessons. However, this was not
possible. Examination of the data seems to sughgastiepending on where the class is
in the course syllabus, there may be more or legshasis on grammar. Since the focus
of the study is exploratory, on techniques thathess employ to engage adolescent
learners in interaction in the TL, perhaps the ilabee of language types is less
important than the TL interaction which takes plag¢hin them, stimulated by the

teachers’ interactional moves.

5.17 Practice-type Language

Teacher 3 used relatively little practice-type lamge compared to the other three
teachers; 9% of the time in the three lessons teeldor close analysis in contrast to

Teachers 2 and 4 who used practice-type languagexaetly the same amount of time

each, 22%, and Teacher 1 who employed it for 29%efessons. Perhaps Teacher 3’s
determination to ensure understanding of the camaf@d grammar concepts she was
demonstrating meant a greater concentration onpthsentational component of the

structures before asking the pupils to practiseges. However, as has been shown

above, the presentation of the grammar was sghliiiinteractive.

The other three teachers made greater use of ggagpe language, perhaps because the
initial presentation of the grammar had alreadyetaklace and the teachers were now
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moving the pupils towards being confident authofsth® new language they were
learning through exercises which required them se ut correctly in response to
predictable questions. Teacher 1 spent 7% more ttiae Teachers 2 and 4 when the
pedagogical focus was on practice language. Teatheas the teacher who asked
pupils to translate most, either from English te TiL and vice-versa, which may be one
of the reasons for his higher level of practiceety@nguage. Table 5.1 below shows the

frequency of requests for translation for eachlteac

Table 5.1. Frequency of translation requests
Teacher Translation Translation Total
from English | from TL to |invitations to
to TL English translate
Teacher 1 63 68 131
Teacher 2 23 15 38
Teacher 3 5 37 42
Teacher 4 68 46 114

Although Teacher 4 asked for more translations fEglish to the TL, overall Teacher
1 used translation most to confirm learners’ un@@ding and practise forming
expressions as authors of the language. ‘Translat@msfer is a natural phenomenon
and an inevitable part of second language acqumsi{Harbord, 1992: 351). It is also
seen as a useful way of checking the learners’ celngmsion and eliciting vocabulary
(Atkinson 1987, Harbord 1992). An example of the nsade of invitations to translate

can be seen in Classroom extract 5.11.

Classroom extract 5.11

1T1: I'm going, oui. Ca c’est intéressant. (wrgion board). Comment dit-on en
francais, | go to the pictures? B.?

2P1: Je vais au cinéma.

3T1: Bien. I'm going to the pictures? C. ?

4P13: Je vais au cinéma.
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5T1: C’estla méme chose. The same thing. Comniteort do you go to the
swimming pool? Do you go to the swimming pool? S.?

6P12: Tu vas a la piscine.

7T1: Tuvas a la piscine? Comment dit-on are yaagto the swimming pool? H.?

8P14: (Silence)

9T1: Tuvas a la piscine? Do you go to the swimrpiogi? Comment dit-on are you
going? C.

10P15:0ny va.

11T1: Non. A.?

12P16:Tu vas a la piscine.

13T1: Tuvas a la piscine. Oui. Alors c’est la mérese. (writing on board) Question
—do you go, are you going, Oui? Ok. Eh, Commertrdhe’s going into town?
He’s going into town? Z.?

14P6: 1l va en ville.

15T1: Tres bien. He goes into town. H.?

16P17:1l va au centre ville.

17T1: Il va au centre ville. Il va, il va, il va.

In Classroom extract 5.11 Teacher 1 was using sguer translation to confirm the
learners’ understanding of how the different paftthe paradigm oéller might be used
to translate not only the simple present tense,alsd the continuous present tense in
English. He stressed the double sense that eattofpre paradigm might convey, to
the extent that he used Engli€tiest la méme chose. The same thingemphasise the
different nuances of meaning, to ensure the lesrrmmprehension. Apart from a
conversation-type aside in the first utterar@a,c’est intéressantthe type of language
used may be said to be exclusively that of pradyipe, conforming to the IRF
framework. He also reinforced the message of thebldosense by writing the two

English tenses on the board for the pupils to see.
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Some may argue that in Classroom extract 5.11péaagogical focus was on analysis
of language, since the centre of attention washanvierb and its meanings. While
understanding the rationale for this view, it seetiemr that the learners were already
familiar with the verb and Teacher 1 was movingnthiarward in a reinforcement
practice sequence where they were called on ngttordemonstrate understanding but
to supply translations of examples as proof inatfstded practice language exchange.
Nonetheless, like a great deal of the teachergjuage, the complexity of the language
they used to interact with the learners was suel thfferent interpretations of its
functions could be possible.

Another possible reason for Teacher 1's higher tityaof practice-type language may
have been the greater number of repetitions hed&tr from the learners. Table 5.2
illustrates the number of times the teachers adkedners to repeat vocabulary,

sentences or structures.

Table 5.2. Requests for repetition

Teacher Requests
for repetition

Teacher 1 53

Teacher 2 6

Teacher 3 10

Teacher 4 16

When the pedagogical focus was on practice, Teathecorporated repetition almost
nine times more than Teacher 2, more than five dimere than Teacher 3 and over
three times more than Teacher 4. Repetition is idersd necessary to ensure all
learners’ pronunciation is of the correct stand@edchler & Field, 2001) and allows
every pupil the opportunity to speak (Tannen, 200vaddition, choral repetition means
that the learners can practise new language, afidaranguage in a different context,
without being singled out for attention which, @a®lkescents, they may not welcome. It
may also have been a strategy to keep the learattesition. Examples of Teacher 1's

requests for repetition can be seen in Classrodaes.12.
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Classroom extract 5.12

1T1: Oui, la deuxieme rue a gauche. Ok Pas de probl Pas de probléme. Oui?
Voila la riviere, oui ? Alors? Quelle est la dirémt, L.?

2P14: Traversez le pont.

3T1: Traversez le pont oui, c'est le pont. Travereepont. Et comment dit-on cross
the river? Oui?

4P14: Traversez lariviere.

5T1: Oui, Traversez lariviére. Toute la classeaviarsez la riviéere.

6Ps: Traversez lariviéere.

7T1: Traversez le pont.

8Ps: Traversez le pont.

9T1: Mmmm. Quelle est la direction la? (indicatitigawing) Qu’est-ce que c’est ici?
E.? Traversez le pont. Qu’est-ce que c’est ici? B.

10P6: Traversez la place.

11T1: Tres bien, la place Oui? Qu’est-ce que dagtlace en anglais?

12Ps: Square.

13T1: Oui. Traversez la place, toute la classe.

14Ps: Traversez la place.

15T1: Traversez la place, toute la classe.

16Ps: Traversez la place.

The lesson from which Classroom extract 5.12 tgitese had started with some work
to reinforce simple directions. The focus now wasnaore complex directions. In fact
Teacher 1, setting the scene for the exercise rididated that the next step was peu
plus compliqué, un peu plus difficil@here were a series of symbols on the board,
indicating directional scenarios. At the beginnofgClassroom extract 5.12, Teacher 1
confirmed a learner's answer and provided genermlogragement, before asking
another pupil to give an appropriate direction. &#lso provided a cue to help her
respondVoila la riviere, oui? Alors?Pupil 14 answered correctliraversez le pont,

without taking up the cuda riviere that the teacher had offered. In turn 3 Teacher 1
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confirmed her correct answer but then returned katwappeared to be the original
intention, that of eliciting the TL foicross theriver'. Once that had been achieved he
asked the class to repeat both expressibraversez la riviere, Traversez le ppnt
validating both responses, thus saving Pupil 1d¢ef He then invited pupil 10 to use
the expression as a basis for his answeayersez la placeefore asking the learners to
repeat that. In Classroom extract 5.12 Teachewudésof requests for translation both
from and to the TL can also be seen as confirmivegléarners’ understanding of the

meaning of language items.

Although the other teachers also made use of iddaliand choral repetition when the
focus was on practising the language, it appeketylihat the preponderance of requests
for repetition and translation contributed to Tesxch’s high level of practice-type
language. It is also possible that a high levetesfuests for translation, which can be
seen in Table 5.1, may have been responsible fehratiTeacher 4's 22% of practice-

type language, examples of which have been se€tassroom extracts 5.1 and 5.7.

Teachers 2 and 3 made some use of translation gmetitton requests when the
pedagogical focus was on practice, but in generdhé interactive sequences which
they initiated they tended to follow the IRF franmew of more ‘traditional’ practice

sequences comprising initiations in the TL, follaley the pupils’ responses to which
they then offered feedback. Clasroom extracts &ri85.14 provide typical examples of

the practice-type language they used.

Classroom extract 5.13

1T2: Ettu as voyagé comment?

2P19: Jai voyageé en voiture.

3T2: Envoiture. A ? Tu as voyagé comment ?

4P12: Jai voyagé en avion et voiture.

5T2: En avion et en voiture. J. ? Tu as voyagé centrp

6P8: Jaivoyagé en avion.
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7T2: Tres bien. Et G, tu as voyagé comment ?

8P6: Jai voyagé en avion.

Teacher 2 conducted a practice language interadteequence in Classroom extract
5.13 which conformed to the IRF pattern of teachitiation, pupil response and teacher
follow up. Teacher 2 confirmed pupils’ answers lepeating them or praising their
response. When Pupil 12 erroneously omitted a pigpo, the error was recast.
Perhaps through the continuous repetition of thteatory question to each learner, her
intention was to help them remember the form ofgbtestion. By using the declarative
rather than the interrogative form to structure guestion, it could be argued that she
was making it easier for the learners to structinedr response. Teacher 2's adherence to
the IRF pattern in Classroom extract 5.13 has aiitigs to Teacher 3’s use of practice-
type language, although there are some differendeish can be seen below in

Classroom extract 5.14.

Classroom extract 5.14

1T3: So, A. hat gesagt, ich habe einen Kleidergthia meinem Schlafzimmer. D. hat
gesagt, ich habe ein Bett in meinem Schlafzimbwebist jetzt dran.

2P17: Eh, ich habe eine, eine Lampe.

3T3: Ja, in meinem Schlafzimmer.

4P17: In meinem Schlafzimmer.

5T3: Ok, was auch? M.?

6P18: Em, ich habe einen Radio in mei-

7T3: Ein Radio, ein Radio.

8P18: ein Radio in meinem Schlafzimmer.

9T3: Ja. Was hast du in deinem Schlafzimmer zu é&jads

10P5: Ich habe ein Doppelbett in meinem Schlafzimme

11T3: Oh, (pupils smirking, teacher smiling) sehit,gehr gut. Du hast es gut, du hast
ein Doppelbett. Er hat es gut. Was ist das auflisdy? Er hat es gut. Was ist

das auf Englisch?
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12P7: Em, he’s lucky?
13T3: Ja, er hat es gut, er hat ein Doppelbett. Wast du in deinem Schlafzimmer, L.?

Classroom extract 5.14 is taken from a practicguage interactional sequence where
learners were rehearsing the use of the accusesise, by responding to a question
about what they had in their bedroorgas hast du in deinem Schlafzimmer zu Hause?
Teacher 3 started by summarising the two previeasnkers’ responses before asking
Pupil 17 to respond. The summary may have beemgmesias a prompt to Pupil 17 and
possibly others who needed the help of a model answorder to respond. Teacher 3’s
practice language sequence follows a similar patieithe IRF format of Teacher 2 in

Classroom extract 5.13.

In contrast to Teacher 2, who recast a learnersreifeacher 3 explicitly corrected
Pupil 18’s wrong choice of gender Badig perhaps because the focus of the sequence,
the use of the accusative case, could be said toipplicated in view of the fact that
learners not only had to remember the accusatitre fut also the gender of the noun
they were placing in the accusative, since eachdegegrouping has its own form.
Teacher 3 did not repeat the learners’ responsgg]ith provide affirmative feedback:
Ja; ok; sehr gutln turn 11 she shifted from practice-type langutgeonversation-type,
commenting on Pupil 5’s respon®&h ...Du hast es gut, du hast ein Doppelbett. Er hat
es gut.,before moving back to practice-type language wslem asked the learners to
translate what she had just said. Teacher 3'stsatysto the other learners’ reaction to
pupil 5’s response that he had a double bed liglitehe seriousness of the practice
language and injected some humour, illustrating sipgport which she appeared to share

with the class.

In concluding these sections describing the teathese of the language types in
interactional sequences during the different pedmgbfoci in the lesson, it is important
to underline that the examples provided above ndy dllustrate what may be

understood by operational-type, analysis-type aractigze-type language, but also
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demonstrate how the teachers’ TL use in all thifeth@se categories was used to draw
in the learners so that they felt able to respaatlity in the TL. In the extracts above
the teachers’ sensitivity to the adolescents’ fddosing face is demonstrated through
their careful choice of language to respond tornlees’ errors and to ensure that pupils
were not made to feel embarrassed about respondinige TL. Their requests for
translation to guarantee comprehension and repetiti ensure that all pupils rehearsed
an accurate pronunciation model without singling iodividuals suggest consideration
for their learners’ feelings. Their use of ‘tag’agtions, praise and politeness emphasise
a collaborative ethos where mutual respect appdarethmental in the interaction that
they directed. The teachers’ sensitivity towards Ifrarners can be viewed as the thread

running through the fabric of the classroom TL talk

Perhaps the TL type which was most instrumentasiablishing and consolidating an
atmosphere of partnership and collaboration wavamsation-type language. Shifts to
conversation-type asides and interjections appe@arédghlight the positive interactive

relationship the teachers had with their pupilsjciwhalthough underpinned by the
discipline structure which the teacher had imposgzheared cordial. The teachers’
conversation-type language also prompted the leanwechoose language to respond
that would communicate their meaning most approgya rather than as part of a
predictable practice sequence. The teachers’ useonVersation-type language is

discussed in the next section.

5.18 Conversation-type Language

As was the case with the other language typesteihehers’ use of conversation-type
language varied. Teacher 4’s 2% was very small pesead to Teachers 1 and 3 (7% and
10%, respectively) and Teacher 2 whose 37% usagersfersation-type language was
almost twice that of the other three combined. Tdil®wing section seeks to present
explanations for the variance between its use lkytélachers and provide illustrative
examples of conversation-type sequences which demade@ further the manner in
which the teachers’ TL engaged the learners, ddlies appeared willing to respond.
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Teacher 4 used little conversation-type TL proporite to the other teachers; it is
possible that due to their low level of proficienagd her perceived need to keep the
learners focused she tried not to deviate fronpiimpose of the lesson. As explained in
an earlier section where the amount of TL she isdicussed, she allowed the learners
to engage with her in English occasionally. Althbug may appear somewhat
paradoxical, her view was that, by allowing a br&akn the TL from time to time, the
learners actually produced more TL due to the &thibature of their attention span

which needed regular ‘time out’ periods before maitwg to the task in hand.

When faced with referential questions in conveosatype language, it is perhaps to be
expected that learners may have difficulty in folatimg what they want to say and
resort to the mother tongue. Teacher 2, whose @lassmixed ability, when faced with
learners’ responses in English during conversdiype- sequences, in contrast to
Teacher 4, tended to stay in role as a TL spedkeexample of the kind of ‘bilingual’
dialogue that occasionally took place in her classr can be seen in Classroom extract
5.15, when the teacher digressed from a practimgukege sequence on holidays which

was designed to reinforce the perfect tense.

Classroom extract 5.15

1T2: Tues allé a la plage?

2P1: Nuh!

3T2: A Portobello?

4P2: Portobello!

5P3: We did.

6T2: Oui? ala plage?

7P3: MeandS.

8T2: Ettu as fait la natation? Ohhh.

9P3: Yeah, no, ‘cos there was jelly fish. Actgadltid go in and then | thought, Nah
there’s jelly fish and | went out.
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10T2: En francais, il y avait des méduses.

11P3: Méduses

12T2: Des méduses — sont dangereux. Ca pique.

13P3: Oui.

14P2: It stings.

15T2: Oui, ¢ca pique. Ah. Et a Portobello il y avb#gaucoup de personnes qui faisait le
bronzage?

16P3: Aye.

17T2: Oui?

18P3: Yeah it was roasting.

19T2: Il a fait trés chaud. Alors, gu’est-ce queatufait?

In Classroom extract 5.15 above and some othelaimnes which were recorded in
Teacher 2’s classroom, although the pupils’ respengere in English, they seemed
almost unaware that they were answering questiohggothem in another language.
This would appear to indicate that the teacherésafshe TL was seen by the pupils as
natural in the classroom and even if they were lgnabunwilling to formulate replies

themselves in the TL, they demonstrated completiergtanding of what the teacher

was saying through their answers.

The way that Teacher 2 developed the dialogue fPopil 3's response to her initiation
in turn 8,Yeah, no, ‘cos there was jelly fish. Actuallyd do in and then | thought, Nah
there’s jelly fish and | went outfirstly by providing the French term for jellyisEn
francais, il y avait des méduseken extending the talk by providing informatioroab
jellyfish: Des méduses — sont dangereux. Ca pigppeared similar to the way an adult
would talk to a much younger child, and seemedtdrdute to a less formal exchange.
There was no evidence of IRF type questioning;oaltin Teacher 2 controlled the
interaction, her contributions were contingent ba tearners’ unpredictable responses
and because they answered in English, there wvikesditaluation of their answers, apart

from turn 15, when the teacher confirmed pupilteamslation ofCa pique.
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Nor does Goffman’s production format (1981) proviaesatisfactory account of the
pupils’ language in Classroom extract 5.15. Thenlees were clearly demonstrating
understanding, but did not produce any TL aparnftarn 11 when Pupil 3 repeated the
new vocabulary item and again in turn 13 when lienaéd Teacher 2's statement. If
Goffman’s format is used to describe his TL utteem he would be classified as an
animator, simply repeating what the teacher hadl.s&lowever, his obvious

understanding of Teacher 2's questions and statsmedicate that he should not be
classified at such a low level. Similarly, if ansiy of Classroom extract 5.15 draws on
Wadensjo’'s reception format (1998), it is cleartttize understanding the learners
display cannot permit their roles to be describedeporter or recapitulator. They are
listening with a view to responding, although tlieynot or cannot do so in the TL. The
existence of these ‘bilingual’ exchanges illustsatgain the ‘messiness’ of classroom

interaction and the difficulty it presents in terofsanalysis.

Code switching cannot adequately describe the gli@on Classroom extract 5.15, as it
implies both parties to the exchange shifting tether language. Although code
switching was evident when Teacher 4 accepted @&sponded to her learners’
initiations in English, Teacher 2 remained resdjute her TL persona. Perhaps one
approach is to identify exchanges such as thesesrewlpupils display obvious
understanding, but do not respond in the TL asl‘Bumuage communicative discourse’

and the pupils’ responses as ‘showing evidencedérstanding’.

Perhaps Teacher 2’s intention in continuing totheeTL was to draw the learners in so
that they started using it themselves; pupil 3tsthto repeat the new vocabulary item,
médusethen responded in the TQui, to the teacher’s statement in turn 12 before
returning to English which his classmate used tghowt. Classroom extract 5.15 also
demonstrates how the teacher transmits her intareéle pupils on a social rather than
narrowly pedagogic level, drawing the learnersaratcollaborative interaction, where

the language is used for real purposes, even thouttis case it could be argued that
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the learners were only deploying their listeninghpoehension. Although in Classroom
extract 5.15 the learners used English almost sikaly, at other times Teacher 2's
persistence had the effect of drawing learners udimg the TL as can be seen in
Classroom extract 5.16, when she interrupted atipeatanguage sequence on pupils’

hobbies to shift language type to a conversatipe-gxchange with a pupil.

Classroom extract 5.16

1T2: Quel est ton passetemps préféré ?

2P8: Jaime le shopping.

3T2: Le shopping aussi. En France J. a aimé le pimap Elle a acheté des vétements
G., hein? Et le maquillage. Elle était tres conéerElle a trouvé les marques
Nivea. Elle a depensé beaucoup d’argent. G.,’d8 rpas aimé le shopping en
France.

4P4: Oui.

5T2: Oui? Qu’est-ce que tu as acheté?

6P4: What did | buy?

7T2: Oui.

8P4: Un pullover Lacoste.

9T2: Un pullover Lacoste.

10P4: Un sac.

11T2: Un sac.

12P4: How do you say a ring?

13T2: Une bague.

14P4: Une bague.

15T2: Une bague, OK. Quel est ton passetemps gréfér

Teacher 2 had asked the stimulus quesfiael est ton passetemps préféteéa number
of pupils in the group. All had responded by namanigobby or, in the case of Pupil 8
that they liked the hobbyl'aime le shoppingln the third turn, Teacher 2 repeated her
answer. This may have been to provide positivelfaekl as part of the IRF framework;
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however, she also made reference to the fact Wbt the previous pupils’ responses
had been the samkee shopping aussiyhich could be said to be more in the style of
conversation-type language, as a comment on theeesa preferences. Teacher 2 then
told the group about one of the pupils who hadrnagsat in the exchange visit to France
and what she had bought, before directing a comimentn 3 to Pupil 4, who had also
been on the exchange visit, to the effect that dc ot enjoyed shoppin., tu n'as
pas aimé le shopping en Frand&upil 4 responded in the TL as principal, contradgc
Teacher 2’s assumption and taking the initiativetlst the subsequent TL exchange
appeared ‘natural’ after the teacher posed a miafequestion to which the pupil

responded with the required information.

Although she repeated Pupil 4’s answers, which sormag argue is the positive third

turn evaluation, it could be that she was merelpeating his answers as an
encouragement to continue, in much the same waasts and care-givers may do.
Such repetition also signals attention to the ledsnresponses with a view to

establishing common ground (Clark & Bernicot, 2008)was Pupil 4 who moved the

‘conversation’ on by taking the initiative, as hstéd the things he bought until the
teacher brought the conversation-type sequence ¢ttose by posing the stimulus

guestion to another pupil. Although he had to askréassurance and help in turns five
and twelve, Pupil 4 appeared to have no intentibrcantinuing the exchange in

anything other than the TL.

Classroom extract 5.16, and others like it, shoeacher 2 recognising the fact that the
pupils have identities other than merely learndrib. By referring to a past shared

experience, she was alluding to the common grotedskared with the learners while
appearing to make it clear that she was aware eif thterests and keen to discover
more information about them. Firth and Wagner {92007) draw attention to

different social contexts in which language is heak. Although the pupils in this study
apparently did most, if not all, of their langudgarning in the ML classroom, perhaps

the evocation of a different social context by teacher had the effect of allowing
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learners not only to use the TL meaningfully tongmait personal information, but also
to follow the conventions of such an exchangeiatiiig, agreeing and disagreeing, turn
taking and collaborating to construct meaning. éliph the conversation-type
exchanges formed a small part of the lessons anel bveef, their frequency throughout

the lessons meant that the pupils were exposed teséd for ‘real’ purposes.

Teacher 2 made the most use of conversation-typguége, 37% of the classroom
interaction, compared to Teacher 1's 7% and Tea@ket0%. Her lack of analysis-type
language has already been explained; it is posiblebecause she did not specifically
teach grammar in the three lessons selected fayechmalysis, her focus was on
reinforcing the language through practice langusgguences which lent themselves

more to conversation-type development.

Another factor which may go some way to explainingacher 2’s greater use of
conversation-type language was the way the class avganised; the pupils were

divided into three groups which worked through aeseof activities, changing activity

approximately every twenty minutes. This meant thiaite two groups were working on

reading, listening or writing exercises, the othwrked with her on practice language
sequences. The rotation of groups and activitieantnéhat the teacher repeated her
speaking practice three times, following a circulather than the linear progression
through the lesson that the other three generatipl@yed. The result was that she
therefore had three times as many opportunitientgage the learners in conversation-
type TL in shifts from practice sequences, as geated the practice language

sequence with each group.

Teachers 1 and 4 tended to shift to conversatipa-tgnguage more with the whole
class, although they also introduced it when waykiith groups. Like Teacher 2 they
interjected it, seemingly at random intervals, lesytused learners’ responses to extend
an exchange through referential questioning to esgturther information about what

had been said. An example from Teacher 1's lesswravthe pupils were working on a
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practice language exercise on their home area easeén below in Classroom extract
5.17.

Classroom extract 5.17

1T1: Tu habites dans quel quartier a Edimbourg?#Id., tu habites dans quel
quartier & Edimbourg?

2P2: Eh, jhabite dans le Fife. J'’habite & Aberdour

3T1: A Aberdour! Ah! Tu n’habites pas a Edimboulgrs, trés bien. Tu viens a
I'école par le train tous les jours ?

4P2: Non, mon pére, em, dans la voiture.

5T1: Il travaille a Edimbourg, ton pére ?

6P2: Oui.

7T1: Ah. Cestintéressant. Et toi K.? Tu habitassiquel quartier d’Edimbourg?

In Classroom extract 5.17 Teacher 1 was condugtimg appeared to be a fairly routine
practice language sequence, when Pupil 2 producathexpected response in turn 2.
Although he used the same form of the verb as qahpils had done previously, Pupil 2
clarified his answer further, as principal of htsevance, to emphasis that he did not live
in the catchment area of the schdéh, j'habite dans le Fife. J’habite a Aberdour
Teacher 1's surprised reaction in turn 3 and hilevioup referential questions, which
appeared to signify genuine interest, cannot béaegd by the IRF framework, as there
is no evaluative third move, only a request fotthar information. Teacher 1 did say
trés bienbut it is unclear whether he was praising Pudibr2his response or using the
expression as an observational comment. In turRupil 2 continued to respond as
principal, taking responsibility for communicatioDespite not including a verb in his
response, his meaning was clear and Teacher lodlidonrect his utterance, preferring

to pose a further referential question, to whicpiP2 responded in the affirmative.

By not drawing attention to Pupil 2’'s error in tu4nTeacher 1 was giving the learner

‘permission to use the language with less thanepegerformance’ (Oxford, 1999:67).
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Learners learn best when they expect success (Bigrr8001) and the clear

understanding of the message and the positive &&dibnveyed by Teacher 1 could be
instrumental in developing Pupil 2’s confidenceéb&ing able to communicate meaning.
Teacher 1's closing commei@,est intéressant before he moved the stimulus question
to the next pupil, also provided positive affectatéention, indicating the value placed

on the pupil’s contribution.

Teacher 1 displayed an interest in the pupils arabrecern for their face that were

evident in all the teachers’ classrooms and whibehbeen seen in extracts from their
classroom TL interaction in this chapter and ChapteAlthough they used a number of
strategies to maintain an atmosphere of trust atidboration, such as tag questions,
insistence on politeness and mutual respect, sens#rror correction and the

establishment of group norms, perhaps the shifbtoversation-type language could be
described as the most effective strategy the teacheed to engage the learners in

collaborative interaction because of the interesy tshowed.

Examples of types of language shifts have been dstraied throughout this chapter, as
the teachers incorporated language which was typicane pedagogic focus of the
lesson into another. This seemed to be done wlytias teachers focused learners’
attention or acted in response to language theéeahad produced. Conversation-type
language did not seem to have been a planned dtiterastrategy in the teachers’
lessons; it usually arose out of one of the pedagbdoci, most often as a result of
pupils’ utterances in practice language interactiopequences, and demonstrated a

seemingly natural interest in the learners as geopther than merely language learners.

The teachers’ shifts to conversation-type languagee generally brief and because of
its prevalence in practice language sequences dmildompared to ‘the filling in the
sandwich’ of practice language, as the teachersatdel from the routine of display
guestions and answers to referential questiongheis interests determined, before

returning to practice language. In most sandwictiesfilling is what prompts consumer
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choice, not the bread, but the bread acts to stupbperfilling and contributes to the
overall gastronomic experience. If the bread is afogood quality, then the sandwich
will be spoiled. In the same way the sound grameaatinderpinning which has been
rehearsed by the learners as authors in practetanguage complements and provides
a firm foundation for conversation-type languagdiok, as the pupils move towards
taking part in a more ‘natural’ interaction as pipals of their utterances, is the more

interesting part of the interactional ‘sandwich’.

5.19 The Multiple Functions of the Third Turn

The extracts above which exemplify language typftssto conversation-type language

illustrate the difficulty of trying to fit all theclassroom TL exchanges into an IRF
formula, particularly when the shift towards corsation-type language took place. For
the IRF format to fit there have to be instancealbthree moves and on many occasions
one was lacking, usually the third, which providesdback, although some may argue

that feedback was implicit in the teachers’ rei@tibn moves.

Language shifts which the teachers employed ocduase they reacted in terms of
evincing interest in the pupils’ answers, by askiiojow up ‘conversation-type’

guestions. The teachers also used the third turadct to the pupils’ responses which
indicated that they had not understood, which ctialde been silence or a baffled look,
by rephrasing or breaking down the original quegpcompt into more manageable unit
of understanding for the learners (Lee, 2007) ag thd with instructions, examples of

which were discussed in Chapter 4.

Lee posits that the ‘third turn’ by the teachefas more complex than merely giving

feedback to the learner, due to the variety of ions that it fulfils:

‘the third turn is an extraordinary place that bgerinto view a vast array of interpretive works
and contingent methods of actions by the teachehascts on the students’ second turns. The
teacher carries out complex analytic work, estintatvhat students know and what they do not

know, discovering particular identities of theirudénts and their problems, finding and

235



repairing what becomes problematic in the secomdstusteering the discourse in particular
directions and exploring alternative interactiomajectories in the course of action.’ (Lee 2007:
126).

It is also contingent on the second turn respogdédlearner, so will not necessarily be
predictable. The teacher has to be able to reagtnmanner which allows the learner to
use the language that s/he knows to maintain a imgfah exchange. This may mean
providing the learner with the means to respond,efcample, a menu of options or
guestions which can be answered satisfactorily wigles/no. A lot of what the teachers
were doing in the class appeared to be engaginge#iieers in the TL by building up
their motivation to answer, even when they lackkd language to reply fully or
fluently. IRF may simplify ways of understandingys® classroom discourse, but cannot
adequately describe the complex realities of thegdage used in the shifts to
conversation-type language that took place asdhmérs were drawn towards taking

responsibility for their part in continuing the Eixchanges.

5.20 Summary

TL interaction in the classroom is designed to prepthe learners to take part in
interpersonal communication in the target cultura sater date. The classroom cannot
replicate the target culture outside it, where ldaners will be exposed to constant
unexpected stimuli from a variety of sources inaaiety of social situations. However,

through their use of shifts to conversation-typeglzage in the third turn, the teachers

provided the learners with opportunities to useldinguage ‘for real’.

The findings discussed in Chapter 4 and this chaqmeld be said to have provided a
backdrop to the more fine-grained analysis which take place in Chapter 6. Chapter 4
examined the way the teachers used TL to creatensmidtain an atmosphere of
collaboration, while staying in control of all thi@ok place within the classroom. Their
control was seen as a ‘benign dictatorship’, appdooaf by the learners. The intensity of
the interaction was underlined by the brisk pacat the teachers imposed and the

guantity of questions put to the learners.
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Narrowing the focus from the organisational leweldok more closely at the teachers’
language, this chapter has considered the amoumt dhat the teachers used when
interacting with the pupils and the breakdown ip#éoticular language ‘types’ associated
with the different pedagogical foci in the less@areful sequencing of information and
instructions (operational), a clear focus on thangnar underpinning the language
(analysis of language) and controlled practicehef language (practice) were the three
pedagogical foci identified whose complementantydeveloping understanding of the
TL ensured that learners could feel equipped tatusea means of communication. The
language types associated with each pedagogicas f@ere not fixed; operational-type
language in particular often featured in interawio sequences with a different
pedagogical focus and there was evidence of dnifis one language ‘type’ to another
during different pedagogical foci in all the teadidessons, requiring the learners to
remain alert to the teachers’ language. Shiftsntleer language type - conversation-
type language which appeared to have no pedagofpcals, stemming from the
teachers’ interest in pupils’ responses - appepeeticularly effective in engaging the

learners.

Woven through the chapter are illustrations of tkechers’ TL moves which highlight
their skill in furthering a classroom ethos in whiearners seem prepared to co-operate
in communicating in the TL. The fear of adolesdeatners of speaking out in class has
already been noted (Poulton et al., 1997). In adléissroom, where the language they
are expected to use is one in which they are barelfjcient, the teachers’ use of the TL
in lowering the learners’ affective filter (Krashetb985), so that they feel secure, is

crucial to their TL development.

Scoping down to a narrower focus yet on the teatfdr, Chapter 6 will consider the
teachers’ TL in conversation-type language, noy @nat which did not require an oral
response from the learners but also examiningegfied that the teachers used to

encourage pupils to interact using the TL, in cosagon-type sequences where the
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provision of cues helped them to respond. Chapteitl&lso examine in more detail the
way topic shifts within conversation-type languagee pupils preparation for using the

TL for real communication.
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Chapter 6  Pupil Positioning: Conversation-type laguage

6.1 Introduction

Chapter 4 considered the way the teachers estatllisltollaborative atmosphere in the
classroom with the aim of creating a secure angh@tipe environment where learners
contributed readily. In Chapter 4 different pedagaly foci of the lesson, the
concomitant TL language types used in interactiseguences within them and another
type of language, conversation-type, were idemtifie the lessons selected for close
analysis. Chapter 5 examined the relative amountd. aused by the teachers and their
pupils before looking more closely at each languigge, its proportional use by each
teacher in the lessons and the contribution eguh tyade to the development of pupils’
TL communicative competence. Analysis of the datansed that the teachers employed
a mix of TL types throughout the lessons, as theiftesl to move the talk from
predictable patterns to apparently more spontanedasaction, which demanded that

the learners focus on understanding and commungateaning.

As explained in Chapter 3, in order to analysedat effectively a mix of qualitative

and quantitative methods has had to be used. fde§s considered in Chapters 4 and
5 reflect this mix of analytical approaches. Instlthapter, where the focus on the
teachers’ TL is narrower, the predominant apprdakkn is qualitative, as functions of
the TL the teachers introduced in the language $yyits are subjected to a fine-grained

analysis, particularly that of conversation-typegaage.

Chapter 5 discussed the way the teachers mighttheséthird turn’ to shift from a

predictable TL exchange to a more conversation-typeractional sequence where
learners were expected to respond to unpredictabdeential questioning. This chapter
looks closely at the conversation-type languageebehers used and how it reinforced
the collaborative atmosphere by changing the féouthe learners from practice of the
language, responding to display questioning, togusi to respond to unpredictable
referential questions to communicate informatiathdrito unknown to the teacher in the
TL. Close examination of the TL the teachers angilpuwsed will also highlight specific
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strategies the teachers used to support the papiteir use of the TL to communicate
their meaning through the use of anticipatory respocues which enabled them to take
an active part in the conversation-type interaetiosequences the teachers initiated.
This chapter illustrates the way the teachers étgulothe social, as well as the

pedagogical, nature of the classroom community.

The purpose of interaction between teachers amddesin the classroom is understood
to be pedagogical; however, it could be argued ttheatrole of interaction on a ‘social’
level could be considered instrumental in assisiéegners’ development of confidence
in communicating in the TL. The language that #@chers employed in conversation-
type sequences could be said to have encouragddaimers to use TL for the purpose
of ‘real” communication in preparation for talkingutside the classroom in society.
‘Social’ could also be viewed as ‘sociable’, whareinteractive experience was created
in which the tightly bound definition of roles oédcher and learner appeared less

obvious, due to the involvement of both partiethdialogue in constructing meaning.

6.2 Discoursal Follow-up

The majority of interaction during the three pedgigal foci identified in the lessons of
the four teachers in the study took place withie iRF framework (Sinclair &
Coulthard 1975, Sinclair & Brazil, 1982), that isacher initiation, usually by posing a
display question, followed by pupil response, tochhthe teacher provided feedback,
either positively through praise or repetition oegatively through recasting the
erroneous response or requesting clarification. Timeraction in the teachers’
classrooms reflects research findings which sugg¢jest up to 70% of classroom
interaction follows this model (Nassaji & Wells, @&). If Goffman’s (1981) and
Wadensj6’'s (1998) participation frameworks are ggapto the IRF model of interaction,
it could be said that pupils listen to the teachmisations as recapitulators in order to
act as authors of the language, demonstrating tth@y can manipulate required

structures effectively.
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However, as noted in Chapters 4 and 5, conversatmn sequences appeared to take
place in a less explicitly pedagogical context, kehthe pupils did not appear to be
viewed as ‘learners’ but individuals with ‘othertpntially relevant social identit[ies]
(Firth and Wagner, 2007: 760). In the third tura teachers in the study appeared to use

the discoursal model, which is described by Cudlen

qualitatively different from [the] evaluative rolthe purpose is to pick up students’ contributions
... in order to sustain and develop a dialogue betvtke teacher and the class: the emphasis is
on content rather than form. (2002: 120)

The use by the teacher of discoursal follow-up (B¥€ans that the learner is faced with
referential questioning which is likely to be ungictable as the teacher concentrates on
developing the message presented by the learndhn, le$s regard to the correct
formulation of the linguistic structure of the utiace. In DF moves, there is little or no
correction of the learner's utterances, althougichers may reformulate the pupil’s
response to make it more linguistically acceptaf@ullen, 2002). During DF
conversation-type sequences, the learners listetheoteacher’'s TL initiations as
responders (Wadensjo, 1998) so that they can ariavtiee role of principal (Goffman,
1981), taking responsibility for the meaning theyneey in the TL. As a result, the
teacher is able to give all learners in the clagsdpportunity to hear the TL used for
more ‘natural’ communication, possibly signalling them that the content of what is
being discussed is more important at this pointntile way the message was
formulated. It also communicates that the teachanterested in what the pupils have to

say on a social level, recognising their ‘othetésoin society.
Classroom extract 6.1, which occurred during a ged&al focus on practice in a lesson

on free time and hobbies, illustrates the non-IRiEcoursal nature of the interaction

between teacher and pupil, when Teacher 2 intralaa@nversation-type sequence.
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Classroom extract 6.1
1T2: OK, L., quel est ton passetemps préféré etopmir? I

2P7: Le badminton. R

3T2: Le badminton aussi? Comment
Tu fais partie de I'équipe? I/DF

4P7: Oui. R

5T2: Le club? [the after-school badminton club] I/DF

6P7: Oui. R

7T2: Combien de personnes participent au club &gsd? I/DF

8P7: Eh, vingt. R

9T2: Etquels professeurs? Monsieur D. et ... I/DF

10P7: Monsieur D. R

11T2: Monsieur D., il est seul. Comment
Il joue bien? I/DF

12P7: Oui, assez. R

13T2: Assez, oui, OK. F

In Classroom extract 6.1 Teacher 2 posed the fimgjaguestion she had been asking
round the groupQuel est ton passetemps préféré et pourqiuifil 7's responsée
badminton. echoed that of two of the other pupils. In turrh8refore, Teacher 2’s first
response_e badminton aussi®ould be viewed as a positive evaluation; howeiter,
appeared to be a conversation-type comment, such @gent or friend might make
when they discover something in common with theatfispeaker. Teacher 2 then
conducted the rest of the exchange without progidiny explicit feedback to Pupil 7
until the last turn, 13, when she repeated his amesp, Assez, oui, OK. Even this
utterance is ambiguous, as it could be consideotch® a comment on the quality of
Pupil 7’s response, but on the information he hasigded.

The dialogue in Classroom extract 6.1 occurs witaimialogic, rather than triadic

(Lemke, 1990) or IRF, framework. Teacher 2 posesrées of questions to which the
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learner had to answer using TL which he had ngtgmel and which the teacher did not
appear to evaluate. The learner’'s answers werd; sifter the first two conversation-
type initiations he merely answered using the m@ffitive in turns 4 and &ui, and his
responses to the next three were minimal, howevsrunderstanding appeared to be
clear from his responses. In turn 9 when Teachask&d for information about the
teachers in charge of the badminton club she us&thton, Monsieur D. et .perhaps
to elucidate what she had asked and in turn 11 ashplified Pupil 7's response
Monsieur D., il est seulThis may have been to give him and the class adoetse
vocabulary necessary to communicate that the teachg alone. The teachers’ use of
amplification of pupils’ responses will be consiglérin a later section of this chapter.
Additionally, Teacher 2 as a ‘participatory list€rmaight have been ‘ratifying’ Pupil 7’s

contribution (Tannen, 2007: 59) through her remetiand amplification of his response.

Classroom extract 6.1 demonstrates how the teachese of DF meant that the
interactional sequence she initiated tended t@\iold ‘natural’ progression instead of
the rather static unnatural manner in which it rhiglave developed if the IRF
framework was used and each pupil contribution .ested before the next teacher
initiation took place. Using the IRF model, the leange between teacher and pupil is
always backward-looking, as the teacher considedsexaluates the response that the
pupil has presented before then moving on. DF sftfiee learners the opportunity to take
part in conversation-type language exchanges, wthehteacher continually moves
forward by posing a series of referential questi@ah one deriving from the pupil’s
response to the previous one. Crucial to the dewedmt of learners’ communicative
competence is the development of their confidencleeing able to use the TL outside
the classroom (Macintyre et al., 1998). The teaZheon-evaluative position in the
conversation-type sequences could be said to proaidform of implicit positive
feedback to pupils on their ability to sustain mi&r type of exchange in the ‘real
world’ outside the classroom with the result théyt become more confident and
motivated (Dornyei, 2001).
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The shift to conversation-type language could leved as beneficial not just for the
participants, but also for the rest of the clale, ‘tatified participants’ or ‘overhearers
(Goffman, 1981:131). The teachers usually perforthedshift when talking specifically

to one pupil, at the same time addressing theirarksnto the whole class. This
technique was mentioned by Teacher 1 who descitlesia strategy designed to keep
the rest of the class interested.

Interview extract 6.1

T1: | mean, while you're doing this you tend to éane person and how do you
keep the others interested? So you, you've gaiytto get them and in a way
they're vaguely interested, | think, the otherscduse they want to see how’s he
going to get out of this, or if he’s managed d@yuyknow, you would hope that the
other kids will kind of think, oh, oh yes and thegn, you know, use that to

help their own linguistic skills.

Teacher 1 was aware of the need to keep the whads éocused. His view was that
listeners might gain from hearing one of their peese the TL to communicate
effectively when faced with unpredictable questiorResearch into children’s

acquisition of their first language found that tewd-a-half-year-old children were

equally able to pick up verbs and nouns when theysevoverhearers as when directly
addressed (Akhtar et al., 2001). Although the cmstances are different in a ML

classroom with adolescent learners, it could be tha pupils, as overhearers, are
learning from other pupils’ interaction with theatder. Ellis et al. (1994) found that for
those who merely listened to interaction, as oppaseghose actually involved in it, the

learning outcomes were the same. The pupils theesehentioned in interviews that
they learned from other pupils’ TL talk in the clesom.

Interview extract 6.2
P5: It's probably not as much as you learn from teacher but you do learn stuff
from other people. If you hear them making misgaf@s’ll know not to make it

yourself.
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P2:  You know how to pronounce it if you don’t gkitew how to do it ...
P3: It's good [listening to others in the class agmg French], because
sometimes they remember things that you've fergatind then you remember

them.

The pupils’ views appear to show that they are avadrthe need to hear the language
spoken in order to reinforce their learning, supipgrOhta’s (2001) claim that teachers
when interacting with learners have two audiencesnind, the ‘addressees’ and the
‘auditors’ (p.137). Ohta also underlines the impode for the auditors of staying alert,

as they may be next to be questioned, a featutlgedhteractive process in the teachers’
classrooms identified by learners in Chapter 4. &lvareness of the necessity of paying
conscious attention to the interaction, even thotingly might not be playing an active

part in it themselves, could have been as a regulie teachers’ language type shifts,
which occurred without warning. The next sectionsiders another possible reason for

the attention the learners paid to the interactioat, of relevance.

6.3 Relevance

There is the possibility that the learners wereugesly interested in what the teacher

and their peers had to say in the conversation-gqohanges, particularly if they were

of the opinion that the topic was of relevancehien. Perceived relevance is considered
a decisive factor in pupil motivation (Oxford & Sdren 1994, Chambers 1999, Dornyei

2001, Thanasoulas 2002). Classroom extract 6.&rdtes the way that Teacher 2's TL

drew in the learners as she shifted language-typa & practice language sequence on
adjectives to conversation-type talk about the peosve visit from the French partner

school.

Classroom extract 6.2
1T2: Fantastique ok, excellent. D’autres adjectigesrquoi tu aimes? C’est

excellent, autre chose? Commence avec ‘s’, c'est ?
2P5: Super.

3T2: Super, c’est bon, c’est bien oui, autre chose?
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4P6:
5T2:

6P4:
7T2:
8P6:
9T2:

10P3:
1172:
12P3:
13T2:
14P2:
15P3:
16P9:
1772:
18P2:
19P6:
20T2:

Drole.
C’est drdle oui, ou c’est amusant ou c’estlelr&xcellent. Oui? Parce que
c’est? (writing on board) c’est chouette. En Franseont dit chouette et en
anglais c’est’ sound’, ¢ca c’est ce que vous dibesn? Sound?
What does ‘de accord’ mean again?
D’accord.
Ok.
Ok, et en France ils disent ok.
Formidable.
Formidable, oh E. a été en France donc itedt en France formidable.
Eh, oui.
Oui ok, ok, voila.
What in France?
Oui.
Super.
Super ils disent, ok . Jai entendu aussstcé®ol, c’est cool.
When do they come over?
The eighth.
Oui, le huit juin.

21P15:1 can’t wait to see them again.

22T2:
23P2:
24T2:

Oui? A., les filles, les filles francaisesismlies.
Oh la la!

Attention, la correspondante de D., elle palent M., oui. Elle est jolie. Ok,

vous voyez la? Maintenant on va continuer vos paalges avec des adjectives,

oui?

In the lesson from which Classroom extract 6.akeh the learners were working on a

piece of writing on ‘free time’ which would serve a basis for a speaking assessment.

Teacher 2 had stopped the class and asked themmkodf adjectives to describe their

hobbies. As with all the talk sequences which tplaice in the teachers’ classrooms, the
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teachers’ TL performed a variety of functions, $th@augh the extract was chosen to
illustrate how the teacher prompted learners’ ggein relevant subject matter, there is
also strong evidence in the contributions of trerlers and the teacher - typical of the
classroom interaction of the teachers in the study the collaborative approach to

learning that the teacher supported in this clakg;h will be discussed first.

The talk sequence in Classroom extract 6.2 confdrtoghe IRF model in turns 1 to 5
as Teacher 2 sought responses through display iopesand provided positive
evaluations of the learners’ answers. In turn 5 gdferred to the exchange visit to
France that some of the pupils had made in Mayhasdsew their attention to an
adjective she had heard the exchange partners. tdigyappeared to remind Pupil 4 of
an expression he had heard and for which he asleethéaningWhat does ‘de accord’
mean againTeacher 2 corrected his pronunciation with a ieé&aaccord, while Pupil

6 supplied the translatioQk, indicating the collaborative nature of the clagere she
felt able to provide the answer. Teacher 2 confitriree translation and related it too to
the French exchang@k, et en France ils disent .oRupil 3's contribution in turn 10
was also related by the teacher to the exchaage, été en France donc ils disent en
France formidableThe ethos of collaboration could be said to behirtorne out by
Pupil 3's confirmation of Teacher 2's referencete exchange in turn 12h, ouiand
again in turn 15 when she answered Pupil 2's quest the affirmative, taking on the
role that the teacher would normally have.

By referring to the French exchange Teacher 2 wsating the ‘common ground’ she
shared with the learners, linking back to a shaeggderience, which recalled an
apparently social rather than pedagogical eventhvimplicitly underlined their group

cohesiveness (Dornyei 2001). Although the sequeoceurred within a practice

language phase until turn 17 and up till then cdddsaid to conform to the language
type associated with practice-type language, Tea2hlethird turn appeared almost
conversation-type as her positive evaluations a tharners’ responses included

personal accounts of the language she and sorhe pupils had heard while in France.
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It could be said that Teacher 2’s repeated refe®na the French exchange created a
‘contextual resource’ for the learners (Mercer, 20®4) where the adjectives were seen
within the wider frame of ‘real’ communication anlerefore more relevant for the
learners. The pupils seemed keen to contributesaad those who had not taken part in
the exchange to France were interested in the idipgrvisit of the French pupils. The
talk shifted to conversation-type language in tur8s19 and 21 when the pupils lapsed
into English as they discussed the arrival datethef exchange partners, although
Teacher 2 continued to use the TQui, le huit juin.,before directing a humorous
comment in turn 22 to Pupil 3., les filles, les filles francaises sont jolieBupil 2’s
response in turn 23 in Frenc®h la la! developed the humorous sequence, to which
Teacher 2 responded with a further commatténtion, la correspondante de D., elle
s’appelle M., oui. Elle est joliehefore re-focusing the learners’ attention on #ek t

from which they had departed.

All the teachers in the study made use of humout aften drew the learners into
humorous exchanges where both parties contribudethé¢ banter in the TL. It is
important to acknowledge the importance of an aphese where teacher and learners
felt sufficiently stress-free to take part in huimas repartee. The fact that it also
happened in the TL appears to demonstrate the thayedachers had succeeded in
creating a collaborative atmosphere where learappeared to want to use the TL for
socially motivated purposes, in this case playh@rtpart in the banter. In the same way
that the teacher recognised the pupils as peob&r titan language learners, it appeared
that through the use of TL for more ‘natural’ commuative purposes, they also
recognised that the teacher was made up of morethigaclassroom persona. This was
conveyed in the interviews, a quote from which v seen in Interview extract 6.4.
The use of humour will be discussed in the nextieecoof this chapter, where the
establishment and maintenance of collaborativetiogiships in the classroom is

considered.
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6.4 The Social Functions of conversation-type Langge: Establishing and
Maintaining Collaborative Relationships

The teachers displayed a great deal of sensitivitthe learners; it was rare that they
used negative language for discipline, preferrongde positive re-focusing strategies, as
seen in Chapter 4. They invariably used polite legg, evidence of which can be seen
in almost all the extracts from the transcriptChapters 4 and 5. Also evident in the
transcripts was the concern they showed for thenégs’ face. The pupils, when
interviewed, appeared to appreciate the effortdd¢hehers made to create a supportive
and collaborative atmosphere, as can be seendrviewv extract 6.3.

Interview extract 6.3

P11: Though he’s always firm, he’'s never like, he&ver like, pessimistic and he
doesn’t use sarcasm.

P8:  I've never actually seen him raise his voice.

P4: It's really relaxed in the class and everybadyist like, he doesn’'t need to shout.

The pupils in Interview extract 6.3 underlined duatrol that the teacher exerciséd,s
always firm,but also the positive atmosphere which he estadigh the classroonhe’s
never like, pessimistic and he doesn’'t use sarcagpwssibly referring to their
recognition of the sensitivity displayed by thedear towards their feelings in a subject
area where it is easy to become anxious about makistakes when speaking in the TL
(Horwitz et al., 1986). The use of the worelaxed appears to express the affective
atmosphere in the classroom, but not the paceaohileg, because pupils had also made
it clear in the interviews that the pace was basK that they were kept busy, evidence
of which has been seen in Chapter 4 and also inhttlee minute extracts, analysed in
Chapter 4.

The teachers all communicated information abouir tliees outside the classroom.

Teacher openness provides a model for social Jiligs et al., 1997) and therefore
teacher talk about personal matters might haveuraged a collaborative atmosphere
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where learners felt able to talk about themselvesemneadily. An example of teacher
openness was seen in Chapter 4 in Classroom eAtBas an illustration of the kind of
simple TL the teachers used, when Teacher 2 destalyisit to a luxury hotel with her
sister and in Classroom extract 4.16 which was ugedllustrate the kind of
conversation-type asides the teachers made, witbppécting a response from the
learners apart from evidence of understanding. Eaea instances of openness set a
different tone, where the boundaries between thes rof teacher and learners could be
said to have been reduced and the pupils gainedra three dimensional view of their
teacher as someone who had a life outside therotass

Pupils accepted that they would provide their ovenspnal information in the TL in
class and the trust they displayed in the teacltks&etion has been seen in Interview
extract 4.10. Interview extract 6.4 provides evikenf their views on teachers offering

details of personal information.

Interview extract 6.4
P10: Ilike it; you get to know them better. It'®ma interesting.

P11: He’s an interesting person.

These pupils’ perception of information about thadher being interesting was echoed
by pupils of the other teachers. Disclosure of geat details is viewed as reducing the
barrier between teacher and learners, althoughaliegetoo much information may not
be desirable (Bryant, 2003). The teachers in theéystperhaps because of their obvious
control, appeared to have judged the amount ofnmition they communicated to the

learners to keep their interest, without losingess.

6.5 Teacher Enthusiasm
All the teachers appeared to enjoy being in thesctgom and in interviews pupils
commented on their enthusiasm. In Interview ext@btare typical examples of their

comments.
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Interview extract 6.5

P4: [Teacher]'s really enthusiastic.

P14: She keeps you awake. [Teacher]|’s quite Ikerested in French and likes her
languages, so that sort of comes across andiké&s her enthusiasm that wakes

everyone up.

The enthusiasm shown by the teachers appearecpotke learners focused and create
a positive atmosphere. Both learners in interviestragt 6.5 mention their teachers’
enthusiasm. Pupil 14 attributes the class atmospivbere everyone is ‘awake’ to her
teacher’s enthusiastic approach. Her use of the veovake’ suggests that the pupils are

actively paying attention.

Students, consciously or unconsciously, model dttdude the teacher exhibits toward the
content. If enthusiastic teachers appear to hlayositive attitude toward the content being
taught, students may ...associate more positivinéeetoward the subject, and consequently

achieve more. (Brigham, Scruggs, & Mastropie®®2: 73)

Teacher enthusiasm is seen as crucial to learnssvation (Bettencourt et al. 1983,
Brigham 1991, Patrick et al. 2000) and has beenritbesl as a ‘pedagogical necessity’
(Tauber & Mester, 2007: 3). Discussing learnerstivation, Csikszentmihalyi, (1997)
states, ‘Young people are usually more intellighan adults give them credit for. They
can usually discern, for instance, whether an adultkes or dislikes what he or she is
doing’ (p.77). Perhaps the reason the teachetwistudy proved successful in obtaining
the ready collaboration of the learners in TL tsdkjuences was their apparently obvious

enjoyment in using the TL and also, more impligittythe company of the learners.

6.6 The Use of Humour
One of the most striking features of the classroofthe teachers in the study which
highlighted the collaborative ethos was the nunmdfenumorous incidents which took

place in the TL. The teachers often laughed, asbkeas seen in Chapter 4 and made
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humorous comments, examples of which have already lseen in Classroom extracts
4.18, 5.14 and 6.2 above. Humour is a wide rangomgstruct, with many definitions,
which may include the use of jokes, cartoons, soagscdotes and sketches and may be
highly idiosyncratic (Medgyes, 2002). Since thigdst focuses on TL use by teachers to
stimulate pupils’ responses, humour is taken to eebal humorous allusions
(Alexander, 1997), which often took the form of tlerteasing in the TL by the teachers
of their pupils. The pupils entered into the bard@d used the TL themselves to
contribute to its continuation. Classroom extra8tiBustrates how Teacher 2’s alertness
to a pupil’'s unexpected input extended conversdiipe language to provide a

humorous interlude for the whole class in the TL.

Classroom extract 6.3

1T2: Ok, question numéro dix, c’était comment lasamces? C’était fantastique?
C’était super? Ennuyeux?

2P5: Super.

3P18: Fantastique.

4P16: Ennuyeux.

5T2: Super. Une personne dit ennuyeux. Mais, ézpuée college est ennuyeux?
Super? Fantastique?

6P9: Le college?

7P16: Ennuyeux.

8T2: Ennuyeuy, il dit toujours ennuyeux, ennuyeux.

9P11: He’s very negative.

10P16:Jouer au foot est super.

11T2: Oh! Ecoutez! Positif — jouer au foot, supélaughs) Ok, on va faire des

interviews.
Teacher 2 was concluding a practice language sequam holidays and had shifted to

conversation-type language in turn 5 to ask pupisr views on school, possibly as a
comparison. Pupil 16, who had already mentioned ti& holiday had been boring,
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Ennuyeuxjn turn 4, repeated the adjective in turn 7 irpogsse. Immediately Teacher 2
responded with some gentle ribbing in turn BBynuyeux, il dit toujours ennuyeux,
ennuyeux.drawing the class’s attention to the fact that &id gverything was boring.
Pupil 11 extended the exchange in Englidb;s very negativePupil 16 responded in
turn 10 with a ‘witty’ remark in the TLJouer au foot est supeiThis response brought
another comment to the class by TeachédI®, Ecoutez! Positif — jouer au foot, super.
Teacher 2’s responsive alertness is indicated éynmdty she used Pupil 11's comment,
negativeas a contrast tBositif. Her use of simple language ensured that the wdiass

‘got’ the joke she is making.

Using Goffman’s (1981) and Wadensjo’'s (1998) fraroeds, Pupil 16 was acting
largely in the role of principal of his utterandesextract 6.3, taking the initiative in
turns 4 and 7 as he responded to Teacher 2’stiaitsaand then again in turn 10 when
he took the initiative for contributing to the huampso that Teacher 2 had to respond to
his initiation. Teacher 2 in her responses to hasments, remarked only on the
meaning he had transmitted, not the form of thguage, reinforcing the ‘naturalness’

of the exchange.

Humour in the classroom has been credited withtioga positive climate which may
raise academic achievement (Ziv & Diem, 1975). Istady into effective classroom
practice, Day et al. (2008) stated that successhdhers strengthened the relationship
with their learners through the use of humour. Hume said to serve ‘psychological,
social and cognitive purposes’ (Hativa, 2000: 2ig8ulting in a cohesive and positive
atmosphere (Senior, 2001). Pupil 16’s use of Tmake a joke appeared to be evidence
of the atmosphere that Teacher 2 had created, wefEL was used by pupils, not only
to show proof of learning, but also for ‘real’ sagile communication, such as might
occur between a group of friends, where the powférdntial is not obvious and each
participant in the exchange may speak at will. Nloeless it was clear that Teacher 2
remained in control, allowing the short ‘informa¢xchange to take place before

explicitly drawing class attention to the next gexf work they were going to do.
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Not all the humour implied equality of the partiaigs, as was seen in Classroom extract
6.3. In another humorous incident in Teacher lassioom, which is reproduced in
Classroom extract 6.4, the power differential indtef being diminished, could be said

to be emphasised.

Classroom extract 6.4

1P4: Est-ce que je peux toilettes, s’il vous plait?

2P9: It's est-ce que je peux aller.

3P4: Est-ce que je peux aller aux toilettes, iy plait?
4T1: Auxtoilettes? C’est urgent? C’est urgent?

5P4: s it urgent?

6T1. C’esturgent?

7P4: Oui!
(Laughter)

8T1l: Dépéche-toi, et pas de cigarettes, F.!
(Laughter)

All the teachers’ pupils generally used the TL foutine requests. When Pupil 4 asked
to go to the lavatory in turn 3 Teacher 1 resporaedsking if it was really necessary,
C’est urgent?After checking that she had understood his quesiioturn 5, 1s it
urgent? Pupil 4’s spirited respong@ui! in turn 7 was received with laughter by the
pupils. Her response indicated that although shegmised his authority, she was also
sufficiently at ease to play her part by extending badinage. Teacher 1's riposte in
turn 8, Dépéche-toi, et pas de cigarettes,,as also designed to make the pupils
laugh, particularly since Pupil 4 was not a smolkecording to the teacher, after the
class in conversation. Teacher 1, in a positiopa¥er, able to grant or refuse Pupil 4’s
request, chose to use it to introduce some humaacher 1's final remarks in turn 8,
while humorous, could also be said to underlingpbisition of authority, by granting the

requested permission and at the same time issaiagmonition.
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Humorous incidents were short and occurred at kase times in every lesson. Pupils
often contributed to the humour in the TL, althoubk teachers also used the TL to
interject some humour into routine tasks. An exanglthe way Teacher 1 used humour

in a repetition exercise can be seen in Classrodract 6.5.

Classroom extract 6.5

1T1: Pardon mademoiselle, pour aller a I'h6tel Sulele s’il vous plait?
2Ps:  Pardon mademoiselle, pour aller & I'h6tel $yliele s’il vous plait?
3T1: AThotel Splendide s’il vous plait?

4Ps: A T'hotel Splendide s’il vous plait?

5T1: C’estloin.

6Ps: C’estloin.

7T1: Oh, c’estloin.

8Ps:  Oh, c’est loin.

9T1: (smiling) C’est tres loin.

10Ps: (smiling) C’est trés loin.

11T1: (laughing) C’est tres trés loin.

12Ps: (smiling) C’est trés tres loin.

Classroom extract 6.5 took place after the clagh dwmnpleted a practice language
sequence where they had been reading out ansvesridld written as part of a gap-fill
completion exercise, filling in spaces in convasa relating to asking and giving
directions. Teacher 1 had advised the class thatdseconcerned about some aspects of
their pronunciation and instituted a sequence pétidgon. The sequence in Classroom
extract 6.5 should have ended after turiC®st loin however, Teacher 1 continued to
repeat the phrase a further three times with Istguiembellishment, gestures and
exaggerated tone. It was clear that the pupils ajgpeto share the joke and enjoyed
Teacher 1’s performance as they repeated the esatggdanguage. Watson & Emerson
(1988) state that when humour forms part of thehigwy strategy, ‘a caring environment
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is established’ (p.89). However, while it may hdezn part of the overall strategy, the
humour appeared spontaneous and could be saidreéagsten relationships by

promoting a pleasant atmosphere.

This section has looked at the effects of the temhenthusiasm and use of humour,
which appeared to contribute to a positive affectatmosphere from which their
established control did not detract. As statedhapter 4 the classroom management
structures which the teachers instituted were ajgat@f by the pupils, who appeared to
welcome a secure framework within which to learowdver, ‘the benign dictatorship’
that appeared to function in the classrooms of tdeechers seemed to balance the
imposition of their desired standards of behaviaud a cohesive positive atmosphere,
where pupils were disposed to use the TL if possibhe teachers’ enthusiasm and use
of humour and the pupils’ positive responses apueéw underscore the collaborative
nature of the classroom environment they had adedige next section will examine the
way the teachers used TL to scaffold the pupils’ dutput within this collaborative

context.

6.7 Teachers’ Use of TL to Scaffold Pupils’ Respoas: Anticipatory Response Cues
The findings detailed in chapters 4 and 5, as aglthe first part of this chapter, have
illustrated some of the techniques the teachersl wsestimulate pupils’ responses
through their use of TL in the phases of the lessaord the conversation-type language
sequences. The creation and maintenance of a codkle atmosphere where pupils
felt able to contribute in the TL without losingceaappeared to be one of their central
goals. They also appeared determined to providedes with opportunities to interact
in the TL in their ZPD within scaffolded interaatioin preparation for ‘real’
communication with native speakers. Their use stdalirsal follow-up (Cullen, 2002)

through a shift to conversation-type language e laliscussed earlier in this chapter.

However where conversation-type language diffesmfdiscoursal follow-up as defined

by Cullen was when they did not just ask referéngaestions but also provided
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response cues to enable the pupils with whom therg \wmteracting to answer. When the
teachers in the study shifted from structured l|aggu practice to less structured
conversation-type language, they often providedcipatory response cues (ARCs) to
help learners respond. They did this by providingogtion or a menu of options from
which the pupil could choose, if s’/he wanted, tplyeo the teacher’'s unpredictable
guestion. Perhaps because of the greater amounbrofersation-type language she
initiated, as discussed in Chapter 5, this wasiquéarly noticeable in Teacher 2's
classroom. By positioning the learners to respdnmdugh the provision of ARCs, the
teachers were able to move the ‘conversation’ fodwi@ a way which cannot be

described using the IRF format or Cullen’s discalfsllow-up.

In order for conversation to work, replies shoutdimmediate (Jeffs & Smith, 1999),
therefore to help the learners cope with the urpta&iole nature of the questions that
they were asking in conversation-type sequencestdaehers used ARCs after the
initiating question. By providing them with the nmsato answer before the pupils
responded, the teachers seemed to foresee angutlifis that the pupils might have,
providing ARCs instead of waiting for the learnerformulate their response and then

offer feedback.

ARCs can therefore be defined as an option or sefi@ptions given by the teacher as
examples of an acceptable response, after a gndsi®been posed. Indirect ARCs may
also be included in the language of initiating dioes where some of the language of
the question can be then recycled to enhance #medes’ level of language when they
respond. It appears that there has been no meottimachers’ use of ARCs in previous

research into ML teaching. The identification oéithexistence may be viewed as an
important contribution to knowledge which may imyeothe analysis of teachers’

language, not only in the ML classroom but perhalgs in others where teachers use
language to scaffold pupils’ responses. An illustraof the type of ARCs the teachers

offered the pupils can be seen in Classroom ex@&.&cbelow.
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Classroom extract 6.6.

1T2: Et quel est ton passetemps préféré? Le hoot?

2P7: Le badminton.

3T2: Ok. Et tu joues souvent? Tous les jours? Temisreekends?

4P7: Souvent.

5T2: Souvent? Combien de fois par semaine?

6P7: Six heures par semaine.

7T2: Six heures par semaine, oui. Tu joues a XXgh Sichool dans le club?
8P7: Non.

9T2: Tu n’aimes pas le club & XXX ?

10P7: Non je n’aime pas.

Classroom extract 6.6 took place during a praddoguage sequence. Teacher 2 began
the exchange with the same practice question sthédéen asking round the growuel

est ton passetemps préfétéPupil 7. After the question, she provided tHeGe foot,
non? It is unlikely at this point that she was offeriRgpil 7 help with his answer, using
the cue more as a cohesive device to show thatwsee aware of his possible
preferences. However, he rejected her suggestiohamswered as principal of his
utterance,Le badminton.taking responsibility for communicating his own mew.
Teacher 2 may have been adhering to the IRF famrtatn 3, endorsing his answék.
However, it is also possible she was acknowledbiaghoice of a sport different to the
one she had assumed he would choose, before asKollpw-up questionkt tu joues
souvent? to which she subsequently provided two more ARCaddition tosouvent
Tous les jours? Tous les weekenddfch Pupil 7 might choose to use in his reply. In
turn 4 he took up one of thenspuvent In the next turn, she appeared to seek
clarification by asking a question with no antid¢gng response cu€ombien de fois par
semain@ which demanded that the pupil provide his owmansalthough there was an
indirect cue in the question to assist the leatmg@roduceSix heures par semaimather

than merelysix heuresBy repeating it, it could be viewed that TeacRezndorsed his
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response although she may also have been usingticepéo register receipt of his

message (Tannen, 2007).

Teacher 2 asked two further questions in turnsd @nthe first of whichTu joues a
XXX High School dans le clubpPoduced a negative responslen. Teacher 2 provided
no feedback, instead posing another quesiiom’aimes pas le club a XXX ®hich
resulted in a longer respond¢on je n'aime pasBoth questions could be said to have
contained indirect ARCs; both were posed in thdadlaive mode, making it easier for

Pupil 7 to recycle the language of the questiopaasof his answer if he wished.

ARCs featuring in initiating questions tend to Heaomore indirect nature and rather
than providing a resource in the form of examplepassible answers, as direct ARCs
do, offer language which the pupils can ‘borrowuse in their answers to enhance their
utterance. In the example abowdx heuresis a perfectly acceptable answer, but by
including par semainethat Teacher 2 had provided in the initiating qioes Pupil 7
enhanced his TL by giving more detail, as he di&nvextending his final response in
turn 10,Non, je n’aime pasiather than using the monosyllablic negative he Used in
turn 8. The conversation-type interactional seqaeabove in classroom extract 6.6
demonstrates how Teacher 2 provided scaffoldingupil 7, in the form of both direct
and indirect ARCs, which helped him to answer, remp the direct ARCs as she
sensed that the pupil had become more confidenmamtaining his part in the

‘conversation’. In classroom extract 6.7 Teachdid2not remove the scaffolding.

Classroom extract 6.7.

1T2: Ettoi, J. Ou as-tu logé?

2P15: Dans une caravanne.

3T2: Dans une caravanne. Une grande caravanne?pdtiee?

4P15: Une grande

5T2: Une grande caravanne. Quel temps a-t-il faifa c'est plus difficile

maintenant. Quel temps a-t-il fait? Il a fait cldgull a fait beau? Il a plu?
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6P15: Il a fait chaud.
7T2: 1l afait combien de degrés? Vingt-cinq? Vis¢? Vingt-sept?
8P15: Trente

Teacher 2 began a practice sequence, which apptafetiow the IRF format for the
first four turns, although ARCs were offered to PU®: Une grande caravanne? Une
petite? in turn 3 as the teacher followed up his ansvafter repeatingdans une
caravanneas affirmation of his response. When Teacher 2 ohareto ask about the
weather in turn 5, she signalled that the answeghtrbe difficult to formulate which
could be viewed as saving Pupil 15’s face, and igeal examples as ARC4d] a fait
chaud? Il a fait beau? Il a pluShe also used the declarative form to offer tesas
qguestions, using a different tonal pattern to iathca question, an acceptable way to
form questions in French, but by using the dedlafiorm, rather than inversion, she
made it easier for Pupil 15 to select an answetuin 6 Pupil 15 chose one of the cues
she offered)l a fait chaud,to which she asked a follow-up question about hoivit
was, Il a fait combien de degrés®gain offering ARCsYVingt-cinq? Vingt-six? Vingt-
sept?to assist Pupil 15’s response. In this instan@aydver, he responded using a
different figure, Trente although his answer may have been informed bytimebers in
the TL provided by the ARCs Teacher 2 offered.

6.8 Functions of ARCs: Pace

The teachers’ use of ARCs appeared designed totkegpace brisk, particularly when
they shifted to the more unpredictable type of tjaesig which characterised
conversation-type language. As seen in Chapter Elassroom extract 5.15 where
Teacher 2 engaged in ‘dual language communicatigeodrse’ with pupils who
responded in English, pupils generally did not seéerhave a problem understanding
teachers’ initiations in the TL. However, the folation of a response in the TL may
take some time, as pupils, having decoded the iguesticcessfully, first think of a

response and then how to frame it in the TL. Durngupil’s ‘thinking time’, even
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though it may only be a matter of several secottus,pace may slow, particularly if

there is a series of teacher initiations.

The provision of ARCs offering possibilities forsppnses not only kept the pace from
dipping, but also moved the interaction on. Iti®aossible that the offer by the teacher
of ARCs in the TL directly after a question prowideirther clues to the meaning of the
teacher’s initiation, as well as the form of thespense expected, thus allowing the
learners to answer more briskly. In this way, thacher was directing a conversation-
type exchange which proceeded at a pace which dmukhid to be comparable to that
of an adult and adolescent in an interactionalednt a more informal setting. Even if

learners did not choose any of the options thattdasher offered through ARCs,

through hearing possible models of answers theynigvelop increased confidence in
presenting their own TL response without delay. $teffolding of the pupils’ responses

that the provision of ARCs implies is discussethia next section.

6.9 Functions of ARCs: Scaffolded Support

As well as ensuring a prompt response, the tedchees of ARCs, particularly by
Teacher 2, meant that pupils were exposed nottortlyeir peers’ responses, which they
might appropriate or adapt for their own use, Bsb & a variety of other expressions,
which they could potentially employ to communic#teir own meaning themselves in
later interactions, either with the teacher or th€lassroom extracts 6.6 and 6.7 show
how Teacher 2 provided direct and indirect ARCsaohtenabled the learners to respond
promptly in conversation-type language sequencksstbom extract 6.8 illustrates the
way Teacher 4 used ARCs to scaffold the learnaspanses in a practice language

sequence on breakfast food.

Classroom extract 6.8.

1T4: Ettoi, L.? Tu manges des céréales? Du paitégr

2P9: Les céreales.

3T4: Les céreales, tres bien. Et toi, D.? Qu'estepee tu manges pour le petit

déjeuner? Du pain grillé? Des céréales?
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4P12: Des céréales.

5T4: Des céréales avec du lait?

6P12: Oui.

7T4: Tres bien, D. Qu'est-ce que tu bois, em, CW?|&it? Du jus d'orange? Un
chocolat chaud?

8P14: What do | drink?

9T4: Oui.

10P14:1s tea thé?

11T4: Oui, je bois du thé

12P14:Le thé

13T4: Bien, et toi, R.? Tu bois du thé? Du café?

14P3: Du the

15T4: Ok, M., tu bois du thé ou un jus d’orange?

16P11:Du thé

As already stated, Teacher 4’s class was a lowepaihg but enthusiastic class. In
Classroom extract 6.8 Teacher 4 was conductin@etipe language sequence prior to a
listening exercise about the morning routine. Titeraction followed the IRF format,
with each pupil response validated by Teacher 4rbeshe moved to the next initiation.
In turns 1 and 3, Teacher 4 offered two AROSs, pain grillé? Des céréalesBoth
Pupils 9 and 12 took up one of the ciless céréalesin turn 5 Teacher 4 offered Pupil
12 an ARC to extend her answer in the previous es céréales avec du lait?,
however, Pupil 12 merely responded in the affirmatiTeacher 4 then moved to an
initiation relating to breakfast drinks in turn groviding three ARCs to help Pupil 14
respondQu’est-ce que tu bois, em, C.? Du lait? Du jus diage? Un chocolat chaud?
Pupil 14 checked that she had understood the guéstnat do | drink? before checking
again that she had chosen the correct word sheediantuse, which was not one of the
options offered]s tea thé?Teacher 4 continued to provide ARCs each timeastked
the question to other learners, perhaps as a nMadgtonunciation or because she could

not be sure that the learners would remember theoppate words.
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Offering ARCs continually to the learners, as Temchdid, means that the teachers are
providing scaffolding in terms of ensuring the leais hear the TL repeatedly
pronounced correctly, which should result in gred@arner confidence in accurately
pronouncing words and expressions in what may berg different sound system to
their own as they imitate the teachers (LightbownSgada, 2006). It also provides
constant exposure to the correct form of the laggualthough Pupil 14 did not take up
Teacher 4’s cue in turn 1Je bois du thé¢ preferring to use the accurate but less lsed
thé Pupils 3 and 11 both responded using the langtiegéeacher had provided in the
ARC, du thé

Repetition both by teachers through the provisibARCs and by pupils as they adopt
one or more may give the whole class exposure t@xressions used frequently and
may be seen as a strategy to help learners mentbese (Oxford, 1990). Interaction
which includes repetitions and imitations is coes&ll beneficial for learners’
development of autonomous expression ( Llinaresci@ar2003) as the recurrent
exposure is ‘noticed’ not only by those learnemtipigating in the interaction (Schmidt,
2001), but also by the ‘overhearers’. As illustthin Interview extract 6.2, pupils in
interviews indicated that they appreciated hearotiger pupils in interaction and
perceived this as beneficial for their own learnifge provision of ARCs means that
they are presented with a variety of options whitdy be relevant for communicating
what they want to say in conversation-type excharigethe classroom or in ‘real’

communication with native speakers.

Scaffolding is seen by Bruner (1978) as ‘stepsridkereduce the degrees of freedom in
carrying out some task so that the child can camagnon the difficult skill she is in the
process of acquiring’ (p.19). By offering ARCs teetlearners after an initiation it could
be said that the teachers were restricting th@ogptior response as a strategy to develop
their pupils’ confidence and competence in ansvgeusing not only TL appropriate for

the meaning they wish to convey, but also corregchynciation and form. As the
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teacher models suitable responses learners grgpduddirnalise knowledge through

regular practice (Applebee & Langer, 1983). Teashmsing ARCs to scaffold pupils use
of the TL in interaction are taking a collaboratnather than evaluative role (Applebee,
1986), providing support, which may gradually dimimas the learners become more
confident and competent in using the TL to commat@cusing their own language as

principals, rather than authoring the teacher’'gleage.

Extracts 6.7 and 6.8 illustrate the way direct AR@sre used to scaffold pupils’
developing communicative skills. These cues maypasicularly useful with lower
proficiency learners for a number of reasons;lfirsh a classroom where a great deal of
the questioning takes place in the TL, the learneayg need time to de-code the meaning
of the teacher’s initiations. The provision of AR@say offer assistance in making sense
of a teacher’s question, by providing additionahtextual clues to its meaning through
the teacher’s supply of appropriate answers. At dame time, they offer relevant
expressions which learners can opt to make use fofinulate coherent responses in the
TL. As learners become more confident and begime$pond using alternative TL forms
and expressions, the teacher may reduce the ambulirtect scaffolding to individual
pupils as s/he sees fit. Using ARCs to enable pupitespond also means that they may
be more likely to use extended TL, ‘borrowed’ fréhe teacher, rather than one word

utterances, thus increasing their repertoire oeXpression.

Although the majority of ARCs were offered to learsin conversation-type sequences,
they were also used in practice language sequeasesas seen in Classroom extract
6.8, where Teacher 4 offered options to individigalrners to assist their responses.
Sometimes ARCs were provided to the whole clasgraup before a practice language
sequence began as a reminder of the type of ansviech were expected. Classroom
extract 6.9 illustrates a slightly different wayusfing ARCs to support the pupils in their

formulation of answers in preparation for practmeguage sequences.
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Classroom extract 6.9.

1T2: Tu es parti quand? La question. En juillet,aeit, je suis partie le quatre aodt,
je suis partie, ok, c’est facile. Tu as voyagé mamt? Alors, moi, j'ai voyagé en
ferry, en voiture. En ferry et en voiture. Comnierds voyage L.?

2P14: Eh, jai voyagé en voiture et en avion.

3T2: En voiture et en avion. Et, Z. Comment assitagé?

4P3: Jai voyage en avion et en car.

5T2: Ok, tres bien. Tu es parti avec qui? Alorgala famille, avec les amis, avec le
college, avec I'école. Tu as logé ou exactemeni?ahé dans ma caravanne. Et
toi, P., ou as-tu logé?

6P9: Jailogé dans un appartement.

As explained in Chapter 3, Teacher 2 had divided rhixed ability class into three
groups corresponding to their perceived proficiedoyClassroom extract 6.9 she was
working with the highest performing group, prepgrithem for a paired speaking
practice language sequence, by checking that thelerstood the questions and
suggesting possible responses. In turn 1, Teaclige\® the learners’ attention to the
first question and offered models of possible amswgefore commenting that answering
the first question would be easyk, c’est facile.,possibly as a confidence boosting
measure to reassure the learners or as a conversgbe aside. She then demonstrated a
possible response to the second question, basmy liter own experiencélors, moi,

j'ai voyagé en ferry, en voiturgbefore directing the question to Pupil 14.

Teacher 2 then repeated the process in turn Sthagtimext two questions in the exercise,
suggesting a variety of responses to the firstn thiéering her own experience as a
model answer to the second, before posing the iguest Pupil 9. Using ARCs in this
way as general indicators of the type of answetdheher is expecting may be seen as a
more efficient use of time with a higher performiclgss or group, who may not need
individual prompts, but who may still welcome theassurance of a structure within

which to express themselves. Teacher 2's openmedsclosing personal information,
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which has been discussed earlier in this chaptien anderlines the collaborative
atmosphere she promoted in the interaction as skedapupils about their own

experiences.

The high level of questioning in conversation-tgeguences by the teachers in the study
has already been compared in Chapter 4 to thah adlderly relative in conversation
with a younger family member whom the former ha$ seen for some time. The
teachers’ use of ARCs may also be viewed in thateca of an older family member
quizzing the younger, offering ‘leading’ questiaorsa series of alternatives as answers,
which may or may not be taken up by the respondBedicher 2 made most use of
ARCs, incorporating them into her questioning ulsuduring the conversation-type
exchanges, which, as stated in Chapter 5, accouontedlmost 40 per cent of the
interaction in her lessons. The other teachersm@isaided their learners with direct and
indirect ARCs in conversation-type and practicggleage exchanges. Classroom extract
6.10 illustrates Teacher 3’'s use of indirect AR@¢egrated into her questions in a

practice language sequence.

Classroom extract 6.10

1T3: Hast du einen Computer in deinem Schlafzimmer?

2P23: Nein.

3T3: Nein. Hast du einen Fernseher in deinem Srintether?

4P23: Ja, ich habe einen Fernseher.

5T3: Hast du einen Schreibtisch in deinem Schlafig?

6P11: Ich habe einen Schreibtisch.

7T3: Ja, ok, ich habe einen Schriebtisch. Hast dne eLampe in deinem
Schlafzimmer?

8P6: Ja, ich habe eine Lampe.

9T: Ok, sehr gut.
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In Classroom extract 6.10 Teacher 3 was conduetipactice language sequence aimed
at reinforcing the use of the accusative case. Ep@stion was composed using the
same form of languageiast du ... in deinem Schlafzimmet@,which pupils replied
using the constructiorich habe ...The questions Teacher 3 asked appeared typical of
the IRF framework: closed, expecting a particulamT of response, followed by an
evaluation. However, more appeared to be at stake rather than a straightforward
evaluation, given that within each question, Teacheas also providing a cue to the
accusative form of each item about which she addedchoice of initiationHast du ...

in deinem Schlafzimmerfather thariWas hast du in deinem Schlafzimmet&refore,
appeared designed to give the learners exposuteeteorrect form of the language
before they used it themselves.

As stated earlier in this chapter, ARCs do not s&efit a recognised modern languages
classroom participation framework. Although theyymappear in teachers’ initiations,
previous description of IRF exchanges does not appe recognise the inclusion of
anticipatory cues to assist the formulation of neas’ responses; nor does Cullen’s
discoursal follow-up (2002) offer possible antidgng responses to the learners. The
assistance provided by ARCs means that the puglalde to sustain TL interaction in a
fluent and ‘natural’ manner and the ‘ratified peiggants’ or ‘overhearers’ (Goffman,
1981: 131) are able to hear the correct form of Thein the ARCs offered to the

learners, and in their responses.

As the teacher senses that pupils become more deonfi sslhe may remove the

scaffolding that ARCs provide and ask more operednguestions without supplying

cues to help the learners respond. Corresponditegyners may reject the ARCs the
teacher offers, in preference to a response of tven. This can be seen in Classroom
extract 6.6, when a pupil declined the ARC the heaoffered when asking about his
favourite hobby. Refusal of ARCs was also evidenCiassroom extract 6.8, when a
learner chose a different breakfast drink from ¢hoffered in ARCs by Teacher 4. The

learners appeared to want to use the TL to cortveyrtith when answering, even if they
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made a mistake, rather than taking the easy omforhoosing from the selection of

ARCs the teachers offered, Their apparent desirddotruthful also appeared to

demonstrate commitment to their part in the maismtee of the cohesive atmosphere of

trust and collaboration which seemed evident in dlassroom. In Classroom extract

6.11 below, examples of Teacher 2's removal of AREs means of scaffolding after

Pupil 7 has opted not to take up an ARC can be sethe first part of the interaction.

As the exchange develops into conversation-typguage, sympathetic language used

by Teacher 2 to support the collaborative atmosphéth the learners also becomes

evident.

Classroom extract 6.11.

1T2:
2P7:
3T2:
4P7:
5T2:
6P7:
7T2:
8P7:
9T2:

10P7:
11T2:
12P7:
13T2:
14P7:
15T2:
16P7:
17T2:

Tu as voyagé comment?

J'ai voyage en avion.

Et apres? En voiture? En car?

En taxi.

En taxi. Et tu es parti avec qui?

Je suis parti avec ma famille.

Avec ta familleTu as des fréres ou des soeurs?
Une petite soeur.

Une petite soeur qui est dans ma classe?

Oui.

Elle apprend I'allemand. Elle aime XXX Higth&ol?
Non.

Oh, pourquoi?

Em, non amis

Elle n'a pas d’amis dans sa classe?

Non

Aw c’est triste. Alors, tu as loge ou?
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Classroom extract 6.11 occurred during a pracaoguage sequence which Teacher 2
then shifted to conversation-type language, befetarning to the original practice
purpose of the exchange. In turn 1 Pupil 7 respdnodeacher 2’s initiation, which did
not contain direct ARCs, although some might coditérat the question contained an
indirect cue which may have assisted his respadnsarn 3 Teacher 2 provided two
ARCs, En voiture? En car?which Pupil 7 opted not to take up, answerkg taxi.
Teacher 2 then asked another question without reediw direct ARCsEt tu es parti
avec qui? perhaps sensing that Pupil 7 did not require tladfading that they would
provide, since he appeared capable of authorindatigtiage to make his own meaning

accurately.

It is worth digressing briefly from discussion diet provision of ARCs to consider the
second part of Classroom extract 6.11 and the vemcHer 2’'s language contributed to
the collaborative atmosphere in the class, throaglhmunicating her interest and
concern for the learners. In turn 7 Teacher 2 sthifanguage type to a conversation-type
question Tu as des freres ou des soeurfRe conversation-type sequence which
followed appeared to show the interest that allteechers showed in their pupils, as
Pupil 7’s responsé)ne petite soeumwas followed up by Teacher @ne petite soeur qui
est dans ma classefising the information he supplied to establisbmienon ground’
between them. Pupil 7 was asked to explain hisoresgiNon,to Teacher 2’s initiation in
turn 11,Elle aime XXX High SchoolRIthough able to respond promptly and correctly
to predictable practice language questioning irfitepart of the extract, presented with
an open question without any response cues, Pwgppéared to have some difficulty in
formulating an accurate response in turnBrh, non amisTeacher 2 then reformulated
his response (Mercer 200@®lle n’a pas d’amis dans sa classafdd made a phatic
commentAw c’est triste before returning to the practice language sequeibe

teachers’ reformulations of pupils’ TL contributewill be considered in section 6.10.

The dialogue between Teacher 2 and Pupil 7 denatastthe atmosphere of trust which

Teacher 2 appeared to have created in the clapd. Pdid not seem reluctant to talk
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about his sister's problem, although the whole pgretas listening. His openness in
responding suggests that he was not concerned absing face before his peers.
However, after her sympathetic comment Teacheriékiyumoved the interaction back
to practice language, possibly showing her sermisitito his perhaps potentially

embarrassing revelation.

In Classroom extract 6.11 Teacher 2, as well agingdhow much assistance to provide
Pupil 7 in the first part of the interaction, shalmaterest and concern, sustaining the
caring relationship that she appeared to have bpiltvith the learners. Teachers who
make their concern explicit are seen by learnersnase trustworthy and competent
(Teven & Hanson, 2004). Pupils may be more motivateperform well in class if the
teacher is viewed as empathetic (Frymier & Thompsi®92). ‘Simply put, caring
teachers create more positive learning environmémeven & Hanson, 2004: 437).
Teacher 2's show of interest and concern was r@glkitin the classrooms of the other

teachers in the study.

This section has examined the use of anticipa&spanse cues provided by the teachers
in the study to assist learners in responding enTth. By offering the pupils ARCs the
teachers were not only saving their face by pramjdhe means to answer promptly, but
were also helping them make sense of the langugge shifts which the teachers
instigated. Using the participation formats of Gadéih, (1981) and Wadensjo (1998) the
teachers’ actions in providing ARCs can be viewsd atep on the way to moving the
learners forward from merely practising the languag recapitulators and authors to
actively using it to communicate meaning as respodnd principals. ARCs could be
said to provide learners with a bridge from theusecstructure of practice language
where questions are predictable and answers pgpar¢he more exposed position of
conversation-type exchanges, where learners aszl fatth unpredictable questioning

and have to come up with a coherent answer inthe T
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The provision of ARCs offers the learners the meafinsoving from being authors in
practice language sequences to being more indepewitbin the security of scaffolded
conversation-type interaction. The pupils’ accepgaar rejection of ARCs may be used
as an indicator of how confident and competent tfesl in communicating their
meaning in the TL as principals. ARCs may be cargid supportive because of their
anticipatory nature, that is, they are offered lasiasbeforethe learner responds. The
next section will consider the teachers’ use obmafilating or ‘revoicing‘after pupils’

responses.

6.10 Revoicing of Pupils’ Responses: Reformulation

Classroom extract 6.11 above illustrated the wagcher 2 reformulated Pupil 7's
incorrect utteranc&m, non amidy rephrasing it as a questiife n’a pas d’amis dans
sa classeShe could also be said to have ‘revoiced’ (O’CanfadMichaels, 1996) his
statementUne petite soeyrwhich was not incorrect, by extending it to pa®/imore
information to the listenerg)Jne petite soeur qui est dans ma clasBeformulating and
revoicing are often described as part of the sauhnique which allows learners to
contribute in discussion even if they lack the floy to express their ideas (Resnick,
1995) and has often been used to illustrate the mathematics teachers, for example,
scaffold pupils’ understanding of mathematical @pts (Dooley, 2009). The teacher’'s
repetition, or reformulation of a learner’'s uttezan expands it to make it more
comprehensible but attributes ownership of the rdauition to the learner (O’Connor &
Michaels, 1996).

In the ML classroom, where the focus is on develgpommunicative competence in
the TL, teachers’ revoicing may have the functidnamplifying or reframing more
eloquently pupils’ contributions to provide a gobd model for them and the rest of the
class. This section will examine the teachers’ r@ag through reformulations of pupils’
TL utterances. Although reformulation is seen agg of revoicing pupils’ language, in
the context of the ML class it implies correctionsome sort of error (Lyster & Ranta,
1997). Reformulation through recasts has already likscussed as an error correction
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technique in Chapter 4, where the teacher repeptguls’ imperfect utterances
correctly. Reformulation also involves repetitiamdamay involve a fuller reframing of
the utterance so that the form and the sense i® roledrer to the speaker and other
learners (Yifat & Zadunaisky-Ehrlich, 2008), whaé the same time, in the context of a
ML classroom, giving learners exposure to extenddd talk. An example of

reformulation can be seen below in Classroom exG42.

Classroom extract 6.12.

1T2: ... Oh, super. Et A., ou as-tu passé les vasihc
2P6: Eh, anglais.

3T2: Tu as passé les vacances en Angleterre?

4P6: Oui.

Classroom extract 6.12 occurred in a personalisadtipe language sequence where
Teacher 2 was asking pupils where they had beemobday. The extract illustrates a
reformulation through the teacher’s recast of P@fslerroneous response. The teacher
asked Pupil 6 the initiating question she had nesly asked the other pupils in the
group,ou as-tu passé les vacancds?turn 5 she reformulated his responaeglais
framing it as a questionu as passe les vacances en Angletescethat he could concur
without losing face. At the same time, the quespoovided the rest of the group with
correct TL form and clarity of meaning and kept b&ner as principal of the utterance
(Goffman, 1981).

6.11 Revoicing of Pupils’ Responses: Amplification

Another technique which the teachers used whericeng’, did not have the function

of error correction, but elaboration of a learnefk statement. As stated above,
revoicing implies that the teacher repeats, regsrasr enlarges on a learner's
contribution, providing affirmation to the learnehile making it more comprehensible
to other learners (O’'Connor & Michaels, 1996). Rewwy may supply additional

scaffolding as pupils’ TL contributions are expamide amplified (Lawrence, 2006)

using language that is familiar to pupils, demaatgtg that language they already know
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may be ‘recycled’ in a variety of situations. Clagsn extract 6.13 offers an example of

revoicing using amplification in Teacher 2’s class.

Classroom extract 6.13

1T2: Qu’est-ce que vous préférez comme hétel?

2P3: Eh, Hotel Chevalier d’Assart.

3T2: Et pourquoi tu préferes?

4P3: Em, c'est, parce que c’est trois étoiles.

5T2: Parce que c’est trois étoiles. C'est plus cHies hoétels trois étoiles ont des

restaurants, quelquefois des piscines, oui?

The group had been considering a number of adeerésts for hotels in different areas
of France. In turn 1 Teacher 2 asked them whiclelhbiey preferredQu’est-ce que
vous préférez comme hotePupil 3 stated her choice in turn 2 and the redsoit in
turn 4, Em, c’est, parce que c'est trois étoilékhe answer was correct in form and
Teacher 2’s elaboration of Pupil 3's statemédrce que c’est trois étoiles. C’est plus
chic. Les hotels trois étoiles ont des restaurangisglquefois des piscinesipt only
provided positive feedback about her answer, g ah amplification of the response
which allowed the other learners to have a bettea iof why Pupil 3 might have chosen
it. The addition of the tag questioaui? after her amplification, inviting agreement,
suggested that Teacher 3 acknowledged the reaspoRapil 3's choice and her role as

principal of the response.

6.12 Revoicing of Pupils’ Responses: Translation éfupils’ English Utterances

It could be said that the teachers also used aadiaegotechnique when they translated

pupils’ English utterances. An example of such lsarseen in Chapter 5 when Teacher 1
translated pupils’ English explanations of a grammaint. Another example can be

seen in Classroom extract 6.14 when Teacher llatadsa pupil’'s English statement,

when he was working with a group on home area.
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Classroom extract 6.14

1T1: C’est bien? Qu’est-ce qu’'on va faire? Qu’esteui’'on va faire? Vous pouvez le
dire en anglais si vous voulez. R.? Qu’est-ce mwa faire?

2P8: It's where you live.

3T1: Hein?

4P9: It's two people talking about where they live.

5T1: Oui, c’est une conversation. Oui? Mais ce hjEss sur Edimbourg, c’est sur le?
Comment dit-on ‘area’, ‘district’? Regardez leréit

P4: Le quatrtier.

Classroom extract 6.14 took place during a perideerwthe class was working in
groups; one group had gone to another room withFthreign Conversation Assistant;
one group was working on a reading exercise andftind group was working with
Teacher 1, who had provided them with a worksheesisting of questions and answers
relating to home area. Teacher 1 often asked ptggpeculate on what they were going
to be asked to do, as he did in turnrQlyest-ce qu’on va faireThis may have been a
strategy to keep their attention or to engage tirethinking about the task at an early
stage. He also gave them ‘permission’ to use BmgbsexplainVous pouvez le dire en
anglais si vous vouleza technique which all the teachers adopted wiwariironing
understanding of instructions or analysis of themfmf the language, although they

themselves tended to stay in the role of TL speaker

In turns 2 and 4 Pupils 8 and 9 both respondedil Bugppearing to revoice Pupil 8’s
answerlt's where you livan English in turn 4Jt’'s two people talking about where they
live before Teacher 1 revoiced both their responsesamtexplanation in the TL in turn
5, Oui, c’est une conversatioQui? He then elaborated furtheylais ce n’est pas sur
Edimbourg, c’est sur leBy incorporating a question in the supplementafgrmation
he was providing, he was also able to engage tamdes in interaction to make

collective sense of the context for the task.
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Sometimes the teachers asked the learners to calghin revoicing English statements
in the TL. Teacher 4’s pupils who, as has beenamgt, were judged low performers,
often asked her how to express their meaning inTtheAn example of the way she
involved the class in reformulating an English etagnt into TL can be seen below in
Classroom extract 6.15.

Extract 6.15

1T4: Trés bien. Tu changes la question s’il te tpl&. Qu’est-ce que tu as fait ce
weekend?

2P5: Qu’est-ce que tu as fait ce weekend?

3T4: Tres bien.

4P5: N.

5P9: Em, Miss, how do you say that you went tooavgh

6T4: Pardon?

7P9: The play.

8T4: Went to see a play, ok. Well, how do we segnit, first of all?

9P9: Je suis

10P3: Alle

11T4: Let N. try herself. | know you know the arrswat I'm sure she can try herself.
Think about how you say | went to the cinema, N.

12P9: Je suis allée

13T4: Je suis allée, tres bien. And to see? Anybody

14P7: Regarde

15T4: Regarder’s to watch, trés bien M. Je suiéalegarder and the word for show?

16P12: Au théatre.

17T4: Théatre, oui, c’est bien J. Je suis allégtaatre. Ou je suis allée regarder une

spectacle. Je suis allée au théatre. Ou je slégakgarder une spectacle.

Classroom extract 6.15 occurred during the routjpestion and answer session that

Teacher 4 used as a ‘warm up’ at the beginningp@fiésson to re-orient the learners to
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the TL. As was noted earlier in this chapter, ppiere keen to tell the truth, rather than
opt for a response which merely demonstrated tieyt tould use an accurate form of
the language. In turn 5 Pupil 9 asked Teacher 4 twwanslate an event that had
occurred during the weekenfgm, Miss, how do you say that you went to a show?
Instead of translating the sentence for her, in &iTeacher 4 invited her to attempt the
translation herself, breaking the prospective attee into constituent partg/ell, how

do we say | went, first of allPupil 9's response in turn 9 was interrupted bpiP8,
who was then lightly rebuked by the teacher foerntpting in turn 11let N. try
herself. | know you know the answer, but I'm sure san try herselfHer rebuke was
typical of the kind of discipline moves the teacherade, so that there would be no loss
of face for the recipient. She also reminded PA@pif previous learningThink about

how you say | went to the cinema,tdlreactivate the desired TL form.

Pupil 9 produced the correct form of the verb imta2, Je suis alléeand Teacher 4
turned her attention to the second constituent parthe translationAnd to see?
Anybody?Turns 14 to 17 demonstrate Teacher 4’s flexibilityterms of accepting
pupils’ contributions, which may have been diffdrém responses she was expecting,
and how she used their collaborative engagemetiteiprocess of making meaning in
the TL. Finally Teacher 4 reiterated the two tratishs that the class and she had
produced, giving each one equal validity, thusraifing all the contributions from the

learners and demonstrating her responsive alertness

Classroom extract 6.15 typifies the kind of scafiioy the teachers provided when
assisting pupils to reformulate speech from Englisithe TL. By breaking up the
translation into three constituent components, fieact enabled pupils to actively

participate in working together to create meanmthe TL.
Revoicing through reformulation and amplificatiormynbe described as alternatives to

the third turn in the IRF participation frameworAlthough both provide positive

feedback to the learners, they play less of anuaeti@e and more of a facilitating role,
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helping learners to collaborate in making senstheflanguage they speak and hear as
well as validating their contributions as legitimgHall, 2003). O’Connor and Michaels
(2007) argue that revoicing is a four part paratipn framework where the pupil can
ultimately agree or not with the teacher’s intetatien of what s/he has contributed. If
Goffman’s production format (1981) is used to déwcrthe teachers’ actions in
reformulating or revoicing the learners’ TL uttecan, they can be seen to be acting in
the role of animator and author; the pupil is th@gpal. By giving the learners access
to the correct form of extended TL, the teachees @oviding them with scaffolding

which will prepare them for future TL exchanges.

This chapter focused more closely on the TL thehtees used when interacting with the
learners and has considered strategies the teasbedsto enable learners to contribute
in the TL as principals of their utterances. Thecteers’ enthusiasm, use of humour and
conversation-type language appeared to create aathtaim an atmosphere of
collaboration where the learners seemed willingat@ part in the interaction that was
taking place. The provision of ARCs by the teacheas identified as a key feature in
the teachers’ TL which not only enabled learnerdatce part in ‘conversation-type’
interactional sequences, but also in interactieegjuences where the focus was more
explicitly pedagogical. The teachers’ offer of ARi@snteractional sequences appeared
to provide scaffolding which facilitated learneresponses and allowed them to enhance
their TL contributions if they wanted. The use dR@s as a scaffolding strategy does
not appear to have been recognised before andscddferaluable contribution to the

process of analysis of classroom language.

Reformulation and amplification of learners’ TLertinces allowed the learners to retain
ownership of the meaning that was expressed andshtsved the teachers’ concern that
the learners should have exposure to abundantargiét, which could be appropriate
for use in conversation outside the classroom witdtive speakers. Interwoven

throughout the extracts of interaction in this deapas was the case in the two previous
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chapters, are examples of the way the teachers theedL to preserve the learners’

sense of face and encourage them to contributestoteraction that had been initiated.

Chapters 4, 5 and 6 have described the findingbeftudy after analysis of the data
took place. Chapter 7 will discuss the contributtbase findings make to the greater
knowledge about ML teaching and what these findingsy mean for ML teachers

before drawing conclusions and suggesting furtkenaes for research into interaction
in the ML class.
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Chapter 7 Conclusions
7.1 Introduction
This thesis reports the findings of research aiateghswering the following questions:

* What do ‘successful’ teachers do to develop avacgsponse from the learners,
specifically, what do the teachers do to enableilpup use the TL for a
communicative purpose in the Scottish secondarycMksroom?

* How do teachers establish a ‘social’ atmospherehvprovides opportunities to
involve the pupils in interaction?

The research questions sought to identify straselyle teachers deemed examples of
‘good’ practice employed to stimulate meaningfuienaction in the TL with learners.
Given that the learners in this study were adol@sceith no choice as to whether they
were in the ML class or not, the aim was also entdy the way the teachers created a
collaborative atmosphere in which learners appeaifidg to respond in the TL, which
necessitated looking at the ‘social’ nature of thkessroom encounter. Since this study
appears to be the first to investigate ways theisTused stimulate interaction in ML
lessons in the Scottish secondary school conte&tahswers to the research questions
could be a valuable resource for beginning ML teaslas well as those with more
experience wishing to develop their skills. Furthere, it is hoped that the wider
research community will be able to refer to theeagsh findings when working in other

contexts, as many of the findings reflect good ficadn general.

The methodology used in the study has been desdcnib€hapter 3. The findings from
the analysis of the data were presented and desduss Chapters 4, 5 and 6. This
chapter aims to establish how well the researcistepres have been addressed, bringing
together the findings from the previous three chEpto present coherent arguments
which underlinehow the TL may be used to engage learners in commiiveca
interaction. Limitations of the study will also bedressed as well as recommendations
for further research.
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The research questions may appear at first sigfddios on different areas of the ML
classroom, the first question examining the teach&L with the aim of identifying
strategies for engaging learners in interaction #redsecond focusing on the ‘social’
nature of the classroom and the construction allatworative atmosphere within which
learners are seen to respond readily. However, enssto the two questions appeared
closely intertwined as it became evident that #aehers’ TL had clear social as well as
pedagogical functions. The four teachers repredefoter very different characters and
there were differences in the amount and ‘typestheir TL. Differences have been
noted throughout this thesis; however, what iistgi is that there were remarkable
similarities regarding the functions for which thaged the TL. A brief summary of
these similarities and their implications for preetis offered below. Discussion of
possible reasons behind the differences has ala&éy place in previous chapters, but

will also be revisited briefly.

7.2 Pedagogical and Collaborative Functions of th€eachers’ TL

In Chapter 4 the high level of teacher control Wiasussed. The teachers appeared to
operate within a strict disciplinary code, decidimigere the learners sat, the focus of the
lesson, the activities which took place in the €lasm and who should speak and when.
Teacher control of pace also meant that the leaimad to stay alert and there was little
opportunity for them to go off-task. Evidence frothe interviews with pupils
demonstrated their approval for this type of stitet Teacher control appears to run
counter to the creation of a learner-centred etiwbgre learners are encouraged to have
a say in what is learned and how learning shouk# galace. However, the very
particular context of the secondary school clagsroa@ppears to demand a very
structured framework and it is possible that thenign dictatorship’ the teachers
imposed was effective in ensuring that learnersewarable to opt out. The exacting
nature of the teachers’ demands, unequivocally nehaied and endorsed by the learners,
was not seen as repressive, possibly due to theigasm they appeared to display for

the TL and the good humour with which they conddi¢ke lessons.
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The evidence from the observations and the interwiwith both teachers and pupils,
therefore, suggests that clear expectations ofvi@mashould be made explicit to the
learners but that the imposition of control sholle achieved by a ‘light touch’
approach, sensitive to the need to maintain learr@nfidence and demonstrating

respect for them.

The research shows that maintaining a brisk pa¢kenesson appeared to make it less
easy for learners to go off-task, particularly wheey were continuously invited to
respond to questions not only of a pedagogicaldisth of a ‘sociable’ nature. The
constant breaking up of teacher utterances, poguggtions which required either a
verbal or non-verbal response, seemingly direcettlomly to pupils, appeared to
ensure that learners stayed alert. Many of the toquessposed by the teachers in the
study were ‘tag’ questions, designed to check wstdeding or elicit agreement, a
device which could be said to underline the coltabee nature of effective teaching

and learning.

The study identified three main categories or tygeBL interaction which related to the
pedagogical focus of the lesson in the teachessoles ‘Operational-type’ language was
used for organisation and instructions. ‘Analysiset language related to discussion
and explanation of grammar. ‘Practice-type’ languatpscribes the display type of
guestioning that took place within structured eisa® designed to rehearse particular
TL constructions. All the pedagogically focuseddaage was highly interactional and
often personalised. Although the questions in frediype language interactional
sequences usually demanded learners’ manipulatipartcular grammatical structures
in response, they were typically designed so that learners also had to provide

personal information.
Personalisation of the language they are learniagesit more relevant to learners and

results in greater motivation (Ddrnyei 2001, Lieoli & Metitniere 2006). Beginning

teachers may find that relating grammar structarespractice language in interactional
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TL sequences to learners’ interests and lifestyd@y have the consequence of more
motivated learners because they are using the Tlexpress their own views,
preferences and personal information in preparafmn conversation with native

speakers.

The research found that as well as explicit pedagdlg focused TL, the teachers in the
study all employed ‘conversation-type’ TL ‘pop upsiost often within a practice-type
language interactional sequence and which, althotngh purpose may have been
pedagogical, were likely to have appeared to th@lpunerely as an expression of the
teacher’s interest in the learner's response. Tdirocarefully scaffolded questions,
designed to be ‘overheard’ by the whole class, tdaehers encouraged learners to
develop their answers in short TL sequences whiphoeed their personal experiences.
If Wadensj6’s (1998) and Goffman’s (1981) receptiord production formats are used
as a framework to describe the interaction, thehteis could be said to have enabled the
learners to act in the role of responders and jats, taking responsibility themselves
for continuing the interaction. The role of conwaign-type language will be discussed
further later in this chapter. It is important tot@ here the contrast it presents to the

‘normal’ pedagogical focus in the classroom.

Evidence shows that the way the TL might be usedctueve pedagogical objectives
through a balance of pedagogical focus and moresopal conversation-type
communicative interaction appeared very effectisdemrners were obliged to use the
TL to produce their own meanings. This balance pifa@ently different functions is a
technique which could be adopted by other teachesking to increase pupils’ TL
communicative competence and make classroom ini@nadess predictable and
therefore more dialogic. The teacher’s apparertilyiaus interest that is conveyed to the
learners may impact on the affective domain, ay fexceive the teacher’s interest in
them as people other than merely language learwath, a possible subsequent
enhancement of their sense of self.
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Teachers’ corresponding openness about some agsgetiigir own lives outside the
classroom was also instrumental in creating a nsomable atmosphere, beneficial to
the teacher-pupil relationship even though the poivéerential did not appear to be
greatly reduced. This suggests that while estahlyish group norm of achievement by
making their expectations of learners’ performaexglicit, teachers should perhaps also
establish a group norm of collaboration by sharmgeriences and building on
‘common ground’ that underlines the ‘social’ natusé the classroom encounter.
Beginning and even more experienced teachers naayafdoss of control’ in the ML
classroom which may lead them to concentrate oivites and interaction with a
narrow pedagogical focus; perhaps taking a mor&usne view of the learners as
individuals and communicating interest in them rhaye beneficial effects on their TL
output and go some way to resolving the apparaftotbmy between exacting teacher

control and learner-centredness.

7.3 Quantities of TL and English

The actual amount of exclusive TL use in teachenstun the study varied: 49%
(Teacher 4); 77% (Teacher 2); 88% (Teacher 1); 93&acher 3). The quantity of
exclusive TL turns appears to correlate to thellet¢he learners, more TL being used
with high performing pupils. Exclusively English egking turns were evident more
often in the class of low performing pupils. Howevimstances of ‘code switching’
where English appeared as an interjection withifiLaturn were counted separately
which meant that the relative quantities of TL byethe teachers could be considered
higher. The variable use of TL, English and the ols&nglish interjections appears to
reflect each teacher’s judgement of the optimunelléw use with particular classes and

in particular stages of the lesson.

The decision about how much TL to use with a clasy seem difficult to beginning
teachers who lack the teaching experience to jueffectively. The decisions the
teachers in the study took regarding TL and Englisa appeared to be as a result of

reactive alertness to the learners’ verbal andvesbal responses. Staying alert to the
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messages the learners communicate through bodydgegn addition to their verbal

responses may therefore be significant in assiggéaghers to decide when to transfer
some or all of the TL to English. Another strateglyich the teachers often deployed
was to ask learners to translate their TL utteramet English, thus ensuring that they
were made comprehensible to the whole class. Thasegy has the added effect of
involving the learners in working to decode theglaage, as they would have to if faced
with a native speaker. The use of learner tramsiatiay be useful to teachers who wish
to provide support and challenge for all the leesne their class; support provided by
translations from their possibly more able peers wiay enjoy the challenge posed by

interpreting the teacher’s TL utterances for tzessl

Although the teachers in the study were strict alpupils’ use of the TL in practice
exercises they also permitted their use of Englsticularly when used as a meta-
language to discuss grammar, although the teadheesiably stayed in their TL
persona. A flexible attitude to learners’ use ofgksh may therefore be effective in
helping learners construct their understandinghef form of the language, allowing

them the security of the mother tongue to artieulatderstanding.

7.4 Interaction

Throughout the observations | was struck by ititensity of the interaction that the
teachers initiated. Each teacher turn usually ¢oethat least more than one invitation
to respond; this might include ‘tag’ questions loe teacher might rephrase or repeat a
guestion. The teachers also interjected instrustamd humorous comments which often
did not require a verbal response but to whichl&aeners had to pay attention. The
creation and maintenance of a collaborative atmergpWithin the pedagogical structure
of the classroom through the use of the TL for lemsnal’ communication has already
been noted. The next section will consider the pseg of the TL that the teachers

employed and the implications for practitioners.
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7.5 Functions of the Teachers’ Language: Conversain-type Language

It could be argued that the conversation-type lagguthe teachers employed in
interaction with the pupils, as well as contribgtito a collaborative ethos, provided
them with an opportunity to use the TL in as clasesituation to ‘real world’
communication with native speakers as is possibke ML classroom. Pupils performed
in predictable speaking exercises using practipe-fiL structures and vocabulary as a
rehearsal for using them with native speakers. Heweit appeared that only in
conversation-type ‘pop ups’ were they exposed tprechictable TL interaction of the
type they might face in conversation with a symptthnative speaker in which they

had to use the structures and vocabulary ‘for real’

It appears, therefore, that conversation-type laggusequences may serve the useful
function of exposing the learners to ‘authentic’ Tonversation’ where they actually
use the language for the purpose of communicatieg bwn meaning rather than to
practise structures in preparation for communicaiome time in the future. While the
analysis-type language and practice-type languaigeaictional sequences are necessary
for learners to gain mastery of the form of theglaamge and rehearse its application, it
may be that conversation-type language conferse@ddhlue’ because it allows the
learners to use the TL to rehearse talking abait gersonal concerns and interests in a
way that they may not be able to do in a stricintoolled practice-type language
exercise. Not all learners may get the opportutdtytake part in conversation-type
sequences in every lesson, however, it can be stegh¢hat the rest of the class, the
‘overhearers’ or ‘ratified participants’ (Goffmari981) benefit from witnessing the

interaction and may learn from it.

The amount of TL conversation-type initiations udeygl the teachers varied: 2%
(Teacher 4); 7% (Teacher 1); 10% (Teacher 3); 3véac¢her 2). With the exception of
Teacher 2 they did not represent a large propomibthe classroom TL interaction,
however, they appeared effective not only in pregarlearners to interact in a

meaningful manner with native speakers, but aldoamsmitting the teachers’ interest in
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them as individuals, underlining the collaborativature of the teaching and learning
process. Beginning and more experienced teachass find that personalising the
interaction by introducing conversation-type ‘pgpsu may result in greater
collaboration from the learners because they aaergeand using the TL used for a real
communicative purpose; they may also react posjtit@ the implicit message being

conveyed by the teachers, that of interest in taeththeir lives outside the classroom.

7.6 Functions of the Teachers’ Language: Face

It is important to remember that the learners i3 #tudy were adolescents who were
obliged to study ML and might have been reluctanspeak in class. Poulton et al.
(1997) found speaking in front of their classmateas the greatest fear of the
adolescents in their study. Asking adolescent kxarto speak in a language where their
level is equivalent to that of a two to three yehlt native speaker and of which they
may have insecure mastery requires a great desértfitivity. All the teachers in the
study showed great skill in the steps they tooletsure that learners were not in a
position where they would lose face. Learners wadegted to tasks which might be
considered ‘complicated’ or difficult, so that apyoblems they encountered could be
attributed to the task, not their lack of abiliBrror correction was generally carried out
using recasts or invitations to reconsider theraittee so that learners could self-correct
rather than be seen to be corrected by the tedciwemplete or faulty learner responses
were ‘revoiced’ through reformulation or amplificat so that the learner remained as
the principal of the utterance. The teachers’ $meshandling of errors may have been

responsible for pupils’ apparent willingness totcidnute in the TL.

Beginning teachers need to be aware of the impoetanri the face-saving strategies
mentioned above which allow learners to feel asirge@s possible in the process of
language learning and reduce the threat to thEi#esteem. It is also important that they
minimise any difficulty that learners may experienic expressing themselves in the TL
by providing the means to answer promptly if neaegsThe teachers in the study all
provided anticipatory response cues (ARCS) whichewgesigned to give the learners
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assistance to respond appropriately; this provistas particularly noticeable when the
teachers introduced conversation-type initiatiaijough it was also evident in other

types of initiations.

7.7 Functions of the Teachers’ Language: Anticipaty Response Cues (ARCs)

The provision of ARCs and the contribution they ma& the development of pupils’
communicative competence does not appear to hase teEognised as a feature of
interaction in the ML classroom in previous reskangor can they be explained by
conventional participation frameworks, such asIR¥ (Sinclair & Coulthard, 1975) or
even Discoursal Follow-up (Cullen, 2002). In ortierexplain the way ARCs work, it
was necessary to adopt the reception and produfdromats of Wadensjo (1998) and
Goffman (1981) to describe how learners move fromerely repeating TL to
manipulating it under the guidance of the teacloefinally taking responsibility for
using it to make their own meaning as principalstioé utterance in the role of
responder. ARCs provide scaffolding which enab&léarner to perform in the TL at a

level in between that of author and principal asl&xed below.

Direct ARCs offer the learner a menu of optionsrfrehich s/he may choose to respond
without delay, thus keeping the pace of the less@k, as well as providing the learner
with the correct language relevant to his/her sidma If, as analysis of the field notes
revealed, teacher choice of respondents appeadsmaand unpredictable, ARCs also
offer the ‘overhearers’ of the interaction vocaloyland structures they may need or
wish to use in response when they are chosen weansndirect ARCs are usually
incorporated into teachers’ initiations and maywlithe respondent to enhance his/her
answer by ‘borrowing’ language used in the question extend the response.
Nonetheless, in the study not all pupils appeacedequire ARCs, many of them

providing their own responses as principals ofrthderances.

The provision of ARCs was particularly useful toareers in conversation-type

interaction the teachers initiated which departeanfthe ‘script’ of practice language
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exercises and allowed pupils to express their nngawithout the time lapse that might
have occurred as they sought to retrieve vocabuwarstructures for which they were
not prepared. As well as keeping the pace of th&ole dynamic, the use of ARCs means
that learners are not only helped to respond, lifptrovision of possible answers may
lessen chances of cognitive overload through pmgictlues to the meaning of an
unpredictable question. Offering ARCs also mears the learners do not lose face
before their peers as they are seen to be abkspond promptly. The use of ARCs in
classrooms where learners have previously hae l@dperience of teacher TL may
facilitate its success by providing security to tearners that they will be assisted to

answer leading to a subsequent lowering of théfiecéve filter’ (Krashen, 1988).

7.8 An Alternative Participation Framework

Although the classrooms in the study appeared airtol others in relation to the amount
of interaction which took place within the IRF framork (Sinclair & Coulthard, 1975),
the use of Goffman’s (1981) and Wadensjo's (1998yduction and reception formats
to describe the way the teachers scaffolded therdotion through the provision of
ARCs was particularly helpful. These unconventiofaimats may assist those who
wish to employ an alternative participation framekvto give a clearer picture of ways
ML learners may be supported to move from respantbrdisplay questions to making

their own meaning in response to unpredicted ratetdequestions.

The study aimed to identify strategies which susftégeachers employed to stimulate
TL interaction and create a collaborative atmospheith learners. The TL that the
teachers employed was multi-layered in terms ofagedical and social functions.
Within the structured pedagogical framework tha&ytimposed within their classrooms
they also transmitted an obvious interest in tlaeners and concern that they should not
lose face in the lengthy process of learning taakpee foreign language. They focused
not just on pedagogical features of the languadealso initiated ‘conversation-type’
sequences which allowed learners to hear and es&lttbeing used in a more ‘real’

‘sociable’ context, in which they too revealed pera information. They also employed
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strategies such as humour, constant questioningaaseemingly random selection of
respondents which ensured that the learners weoedoto stay alert. They offered
ARCs to assist learners to respond which at theesame provided other learners with
models of TL interactional language which mightiststhem when they were chosen to

answer.

While it could be argued that it was each teachemaracter which contributed to the
positive atmosphere, the teachers had very diffepmmsonalities and mannerisms.
However, as stated earlier, the findings suggestttie strategies they employed, which
are summarised above, were extremely similar andgbed similar reactions from very
different types of pupils. This appears to be thst fstudy to look at the Scottish
secondary ML classroom with an exploratory focasher than taking a stance which
aims to test hypotheses within a theoretical franrew The contribution that this study
makes, therefore, through its close analysis ofititeraction between teachers and
learners, can be seen as the identification ofarestrategies, employed by ‘good’
teachers which appeared to encourage learnersdnesp while also having regard to
their face. The function of ARCs does not appedrawe been mentioned in the research
literature up to now; it may be that the recogmitaf this important TL strategy which
assists learners to respond will be welcomed bgtii@ers and contribute to their store
of possible interactional approaches, while prowdother scholars with a starting point
for further research.

7.9 Limitations of the Study and Recommendations fo~urther Research

Because this is one of the few studies focusingTaninteraction in the Scottish
secondary school ML context, and may be the fodbok at TL strategies the teachers
employed in order to promote interaction with tearhers a number of decisions had to
be taken about the scale of the research. There wemumber of components in the
lessons which might have merited more scrutinyntiest relevant of which will now be

described.
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Although a large number of tasks the teachers plariar the learners required verbal
interaction the tasks themselves were not exantmedcertain whether they stimulated
more or less interaction; the concentration watherway verbal interaction between the
teacher and the learners was encouraged by thieetsadL. Nor was there a focus on
pupil/pupil speaking exercises. Both these areaghtrihave yielded a rich source of
additional information about pupils’ developmentcoimmunicative TL and may be the

subject of further research activity.

Pursuing the aims of the research meant that neatdivities in the teachers’ classrooms
were not investigated. Exercises which did not meqga verbal response, such as reading
comprehension or writing texts in the TL were notamined. However, the
reinforcement they provide may be influential innsolidating pupils’ language and
could be the focus of a two-pronged approach tdeBlning which could benefit from

investigation.

Because of the focus on TL interaction, it was possible to examine closely the
teachers’ and the learners’ use of English during kessons. Although generally
accepted as a meta-language when the pedagogical feas on analysis of language, it
may be that there were patterns to the teacheesbiEnglish which were not discerned
and may be considered as an area which would beinefin further study. Another
related area for potential future research mightth®e examination of pupils’ use of
English during interaction with the teacher. Altigbuthe teachers in the main
maintained their TL personae during interactiora|uences, pupils were, on occasions,
allowed to respond in English. Research identifyipgssible reasons for these
departures from the accepted mode of communicatiche TL may provide greater

insight into the complex character of interactioritie ML classroom.
The interviews with learners provided a rich furfcdata, however, their evidence was

used for triangulation, to support or challenge fihdings arising from the analysis of

the transcripts which were viewed as the main swifcdata. The pupils’ voice has
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often been ignored in research studies or congsideeeondary, as was the case to a
degree in this research. Further work exploringrtheews of the ML teaching and
learning process is planned so that deeper awaafi¢seir perceptions of what works
best for them might be obtained.

The teachers all appeared very successful in uemgL to engage pupils and position

them to respond in the TL. However, as noted inntreduction to this thesis and in the

review of the literature, it seems that many teeslde not believe that it is possible or

desirable to use the TL as extensively as thostéea in the study did. These teachers
may also be considered successful in terms of exatian results and continuation rates
post compulsory study. Research comparing the tpgroaches may be fruitful in

determining significant commonalities or differeade pupils’ TL output.

Description of the strategies identified which cgmeel so successful in creating an
atmosphere of collaboration where the pupils redpdrreadily to the TL used by the
teachers has, of necessity, been concise. The fubeinoour in the classroom, for
example, or face-saving moves may be the subjetrtier research into the special

nature of relationships within the ML classroom.

The teachers’ use of ARCs within the different typé language sequences to scaffold
learners’ TL use was one of the most significandifigs of the study. However, more
research into ARCs needs to be conducted not anbntble teachers to incorporate
them more systematically in their interactive piceg, but also to investigate whether
there is a correlation between the amount of AR@sred to higher or poorer
performing pupils. In this study the provision oRE&s tended to be predominant in
conversation-type interaction, however, researthtimeir use in interactional sequences
in different pedagogical foci of lessons could offeclearer picture of how pupils’ TL
interactive skills may be developed. A deductiveprapch considering whether
systematic use of ARCs makes a difference in learffé&. communicative competence

may also shed light on their effectiveness or hoaddition, a more generic study may
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determine whether the use of ARCs assists greatratanding of subject knowledge

or not.

The strategies identified in the teachers’ TL iassroom interaction appeared to be
instrumental in stimulating the pupils’ responseshe TL. However, no assumptions
can be made from these findings that real learmag necessarily taking place.
Although in the interviews the pupils’ perceptionsre that they were clearly learning,
no claims can be made that the teacher stratedpesified in this thesis for prompting
interaction can bring about pupils’ learning. Tostowould require a very different type
of study which involved carefully controlled com@ans. Nonetheless, as noted in the
literature review, practice is seen as essentialaioguage acquisition (Ur 1995, Ellis,
2005b, Belchamber 2007) and without the practicehef language instigated by the
teachers’ intiations, the learners may have beamredepportunities for producing and

improving their output.

7.10 Contribution to a Wider Understanding of ML Teaching

In conducting this research the aim was to iderstifgtegies that successful ML teachers
used to stimulate TL interaction with the learnefs.secondary aspiration was to

discover how they created a collaborative atmosphehere adolescent learners
appeared disposed to respond to their initiatiéinem the evidence presented in this
thesis, it seems clear that the creation of a lootlative atmosphere where the learners’
affective filter is low is of considerable value supporting adolescent learners’

contributions in the modern languages classroone. félet that the establishment and
maintenance of such an atmosphere in the classrobtine teachers in the study was
achieved through the medium of the TL is all therencemarkable because of the
limited nature of the learners’ knowledge and thet that all present shared a common
first language.

Measures taken by the teachers to preserve theelsaface, including sensitive error
correction and acknowledgment of the complexitysofe areas of study enabled the
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learners to respond apparently willingly in the When asked to do so. Teacher
revoicing and reformulating of learners’ TL respesienabled individual learners to
retain ownership of the meaning of their responsdenexposing other learners, ‘the

overhearers’, to more accurate or amplified remdgsriof individual output.

The results of the study suggest that the teacAdrsvas multi-functional and used to
communicate to learners not only on an explicitggedjical level but also on an implicit
affective level, sensitive to learners’ possibleseicurities. Teachers also scaffolded
learners’ utterances carefully, providing them wMRCs to assist them to respond, thus
overcoming any barriers they might feel impededrthesponses. TL ARCs have not
been identified in other research studies and afthointuitively employed by the
teachers, if adopted systematically, they may f@genuine impact on the quantity and
quality of TL pupils produce in the classroom. A¢tvery least they can be viewed as an
enabling strategy for pupils which also allows teacher to keep the pace of the lesson
brisk

Goffman’s (1981) and Wadensjo's (1998) productiord aeception formats do not

appear to have been used before to analyse tleeatiffinteractive processes which take
place in the environment of the ML classroom, yethbformats seemed particularly

appropriate to describe the functions of the teathmteractional moves and the

scaffolding they provided to support learners’ mrges. They were also effective in
describing learners’ TL development as they movedhfrepetition of new language

through authoring it in controlled practice sequemd¢o using it to make their own

meaning in ‘natural’ interaction as responders pndcipals. The use of these formats
may be regarded as an important analytical toatha examination of teacher/pupil

interaction, not just in the ML classroom, but ther curricular areas where interaction
is seen as important for learning.
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7.11 Implications for practitioners

The significance of this research lies in the iht8gand strategies that it offers to
practitioners. The results of this study may beulde beginning and more experienced
teachers who wish to stimulate more pupil involvatmm the interactional process
within the classroom, but are unsure of how to gou& it. They may also provide a
starting point for those who wish to explore furttiee very special nature of the ML
classroom environment. As noted in the review ef literature, teachers may lack the
confidence to use more than minimal quantitiehefTL, either due to fear of not being
understood and therefore risking losing controltteé class, or because of a lack of
knowledge of the kind of language which may be aife in engaging pupils in
interaction. This study has identified a numbestoétegies which appeared particularly
successful in stimulating pupils’ responses in @ety of interactional sequences which
occurred during different pedagogical foci in tesdon. Also identified were ways the
TL was used to create and maintain an atmosphewlta#boration, so that learners

responded readily to teachers’ initiations.

Ellis (2005a: 52) states, ‘teachers are concernddwhat works in their own particular
teaching contexts. [C]lassroom research ...is stithate from actual practice’. This
study has explored the practice of successful Michers and analysed the language
they used to involve pupils in interaction. It cdde argued that the results of this study
may have reduced the gap between research andtprétpractitioners, because it has
enabled practical strategies to be identified, Whibey may use to improve TL
interaction between themselves and their pupikhéenML class. It can be assumed that
teachers enter and remain in the teaching profedsezause of two major factors:
enthusiasm for their subject and also because ¢h@gy working with young people.
Practical approaches which have proved effectith aiwide variety of learners may be
seen as particularly valuable to those teachersimgsto increase the quality and

guantity of the TL they use in the classroom teiatt with their pupils.
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Practitioners may also be interested in the intemaal moves that the teachers in the
study deployed which helped to ensure a positiigrdynamic where the learners
collaborated readily with the teacher. This studys hunpacked how the teachers
employed face-saving moves and language designedn@nt collaboration between
them and their learners. This may be consideresl@#Hu support for beginning teachers
and also for those with more experience, who wisldévelop a positive, engaging
classroom ethos. It is envisaged that the findicegs form the basis of pre-service and
in-service programmes which will inform participandf the research outcomes and
offer opportunities to discuss and put into practtbose strategies identified which

appeared to be so effective in the classroomseofaichers in the study.

As this was an exploratory study, the findings ratsp serve as a point of departure for
further research. In discussing the limitationstloé research, a number of possible
avenues worthy of investigation have been idemtjfleowever, teachers may also wish
to use the findings as the basis for action rebegverhaps regarding their own or
colleagues’ TL use in the classroom. Teacher adiganay also make use of the
findings, not only to inform their students, bus@for their own research purposes. The
dissemination of the findings is planned to takecplin conferences and in publications,
not only for educational and ML researchers, bsb &br practising teachers so that the

potential value of the results may be consideredsyide an audience as possible.
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Appendix 1 Interview Questions: Teachers

How long have you been using the TL?

What's your philosophy regarding the use of the TL?

What do you think is the greatest advantage togusia TL?

What do you think is the greatest disadvantagesitoguthe TL?
What do you find helpful to make sure that all phils understand?
What do you find helpful to make sure that all pugils listen?

Do you adapt your TL use for different classes?

Could you talk me through a typical lesson fromibempg to end?

© ©®© N o g A~ DN PF

When do you use English in the classroom?

10.What do you do when pupils speak to you in English?

11.What do you find encourages pupils to speak?

12.How do you deal with pupils’ mistakes?

13.1Is there a tension between using the TL and tegapiammar?

14.Have you found any activities particularly usefulgetting pupils to talk?

15.How do you go about building a relationship witblass?

16.During the observations, | was struck by the f&ett there appeared to be no
discipline issues. Can you comment on that?

17.You appear to ask a lot of questions, but do noicentrate on one person. It
seems that although you talk to individuals it's itee whole class. Is my reading
of this correct?

18.You appear to give quite a lot of personal infoioraabout yourself. Is there a

reason for that?

19.What do you think are the qualities necessary ta eccessful ML teacher?
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Appendix 2 Interview Questions: Pupils

1.

2.

9.

Is the Languages classroom different froneotlassrooms?

When does the teacher speak French/Gernthe tlass?

. How do you feel about the teacher speakinegé¢h/German?

. How does the teacher make sure that evenyoderstands?

. Could you talk me through a typical lessamf beginning to end?
. When do you speak French/German?

. What happens if you speak in English inlimguages classroom?

. What activities do you think help you to dmp your speaking skills in the foreign

language?

What activities would you like to have moffan the languages classroom?

10. What does the teacher do to help you spetlle foreign language?

11. What happens if you make a mistake?

12. How is French/German different (or simjléo English?

13. How well do you think you know the gramméiFrench/German, how it works?
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Appendix 3  3-Minute Extract (1)

1T:

2P1:
3T:

4P2:
5T:

6P3:
TT.
8P3:
oT:

10Ps:

11T:
12P4
13T:

14P4:

15T:

16P4:

17T:

18P4:

19T:

Ich hasse es, wenn ich meine Stimme hére. f2ascht so gut. Was ist das auf
Englisch? Ich hasse es, wenn ich meine Stimme Wae ist das? E.?

You hate it when you can hear your own voice.

Ja, und so kann ich jetzt meine Stimme hdreinnicht so gut, ok? So, das
Badezimmer ist neben meim Schlafzimmer. Ok, sehr gut, ok. Das Badezimmer
ist neben meinem Schlafzimmer. Wer hat hier eoblem? Wer versteht das
nicht? Ist das ok? A., du hast es falsch geschrielst es ok?

Ja.

Ja, du verstehst es jetzt, Dativ, neben emiSchlafzimmer. Was war nun die
N&achste ? Was war nun die Nachste ? M.?

The living room is behind the dining room.

Ok.

Das Wohnzimmer ist hinter dem Esszimmer.

Sehr gut. Das Wohnzimmer ist hinter dem EsseimiVer hat hier etwas
Falsches geschrieben? Alles ok? Sehr gut. Wandadlie letzte Frage?

Nein.

Nein, die Nachste ?

: The kitchen is next to the utility room.

Ok, los!

Die Kuche ist neben dem Waschkiiche.

Die Kuche ist neben ist richtig, und dann Wésiche, pass auf C., Waschkuche
(writing on board). Die meisten Worter, pass alig meisten Worter die mit ‘e’
enden, sind normalerweise ‘die’ Worter. Ok? So wass das sein? Kannst du
das korriegieren?

Das Wohnzimmer ist hinter der Esszimmer.

Nein, Waschkuche.

Eh?

Die Kiiche und ...
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20P4:
21T:

22P5:
23T;

24Ps:
25T:
26Ps:
27T:

28P6:
29T:

Oh yeah, oh yeah, die Kliche ist neben deckikéishe.

Richtig, die Kiiche ist neben der WaschkuclassPauf, die meisten Worter die
mit ‘e’ enden, sind ‘die’ Worter. Was ist das &irfglisch? Die meisten Worter

die ‘e’ als Endung haben, sind ‘die’ Woérter.

Most of the words that end in ‘e’ are feménin

Sehr gut. Also, die Klche ist neben der Wastdigk Ok, und die Nachste, V. ?
War das die Letzte?

Ja.

Ok dann sagt bitte: das war die Letzte.

Das war die Letzte.

V. kann auch das sagen, ok? Sehr gut. WerelmatProblem? Wer hat ein

Problem mit diesem Dativ? Alles ok? Ist alles RI&@k, Passt auf. Hier haben
wir (writing on board) Nominativ. Wir wiederholegin bisschen Nominativ,

Dativ und dann Akusativ, ok. Was ist NominativrdaWwas ist das Wort fur ‘the’

im Nominativ? Wer kann mir sagen? D?

Der, die das.

Ok, das ist entweder der, die oder das (wgithm board). Das ist Nominativ.
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Appendix 4  3-Minute Extract (2)

T:

P4 :

P4 :

P5:

P6 :

P6 :

P6 :

P7:

P5:

P8 :

P8 :

P4 :

P4 :

Il y a combien de questions? Z.?

Eh cing?

Cing? A.?

Six.

Six?

Eh, quatorze.

Bon, il y a quatorze numéros mais je penseailsgpt numeéros et sept réponses,
oui? Ok, regardez les questions. Oui? Commentrditadich area do you live
in’? ‘Which area do you live in'? B.?

Tu habites dans quel that word.

(laughs) Oui, ce mot, comment on pronounce Adhites dans quel?

Quartier.

Quartier.

d’Edimbourg.

d’Edimbourg, oui. On peut voir un peu? Tu habitdans quel quartier
d’Edimbourg? J.?

Ah, habite & Newington.

Uhuh. Et toi A.?

J'habite & Prestonfield.

Uhuh. Et toi F.?

Em, j’habite a Edimbourg.

Ok, la deuxieme question, oui, mais ou a Edumipd Dans quel quartier?

(in posh accent) Morningside.

Oh! Oh! a Morningside. Oh! Tres chic, tres ¢hawi, ok. Comment dit-on en
francais, ‘Where’s that situated’'? Z.?

Ou est situé.

Ou est situé. Par exemple, quel question tuathelas a F.?

Ou est situé Morningside?
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P4 :

P9:

Uhuh. Oui. On peut dire ou est situé ou unereawguestion, c’est ou se
trouve...oui? Ou se trouve? Troisieme. Comment digwrfrancais, ‘Where’s
Prestonfield'? Comment dit-on ¢a en frangais?

Ou se trouve Prestonfield?

Oui, ou se trouve Prestonfield? Et voila voweales possibilités de réponses,
oui? Comment dit-on en francais What's Prestonflddd? (silence, one or two
hands up) Alors réveillez-vous un peu. Wakey waké&omment dit-on ‘What’s
Prestonfield like'?

C’est comment Prestonfield?

Tres bien, ca c’est question cing. C’est comtM@ui? Il y a une autre facon de
demander. There’s another way of asking. Commentauves Prestonfield?

Qu’est-ce que c’est?
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Appendix 5 : List of Original Codes and OverarchingCategory Groups

Actual lanquage:

Simple language

Use of cognates

Short phrases

Repetition of own utterances
Repetition of pupils’ utterances
Rephrasing

Delivery:
Slow speed

Enthusiasm
Humour
Body language/visual aids

Discpline

Interaction language:

Addressing/questioning whole class, while speakirig one pupil
Pupils prompted by name to respond

Pupils offered menu of options for replies

Checks for comprehension

Thinking aloud

TL consistency in bi-lingual conversation with pupis

Personal information/anecdotes

Information about the target culture

Responses to pupil interaction:

Strategically responsive to pupils’ language

Personal knowledge about pupils exploited
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Immediate translation of pupils’ English responses
Face-saving strategies

Phatic comments

Attitude to errors

Praise

Interest in pupils’ responses

Focus of lanquage:

Organisation
Practice of structures
Grammar

Informal/conversation-type
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