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ABSTRACT

This study investigated learner participationin the language classroom in four

secondary schools in Blantyre district two years after the implementationof the CLT

syllabus.The data revealed that the interaction patterns in these classes were still

dominated by teacher talk. Although the new syllabus emphasized learner involvement

through pair and group discussion, among the prescribedtextbooks there was only one

textbook—Senior Secondary Integrated English Book 3 which would have promoted

such interaction if used effectively. However, most of the teachers were using the other

prescribed text, Step Ahead: New Secondary English Book 3 which in effect promoted

teacher talk. Those who used Integrated English Book 3 were selective in their choice

of the activities. In addition, there was no enough time for the learners to participate

interactively. The pressure to ?nish the syllabus in order to prepare the learners for the

national examination led to the dominance of lecturing. During the lessons, the

teachers mostly asked closed questions, which drew short responses but when the

teachers asked open—endedquestions, the discussions either ran out of time or resulted

in a lot of noise. The teachers and the learners agreed that the approach was affected by

a number of problems, including less participation, noise, poor English and time

constraints. Despite these shortfalls, effective learner participation in the language

classroom could be achieved if the teachers were quali?ed enough to adopt the

?exibility in the teaching required in this approach. The time for the language teaching

has to be increased too to meet the demands of the activities.

vi



_

Table of Contents

ABSTRACT .........................................................................................................................
..VI

ABBREVIATIONS .....................................................................................................................
.X

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

,_..__._.._.4-&»»l\>>--
1.5

1.6
I.7

1.8

2.1

2.2

2.3

2.4

2.5

2.6

2.7

Qauawznwuau
aua

OO\lO\U-l-
L»Jt\.)»-4.1

4.2

4.3

4.4
4.5

4.6

4.7

4.8

5.1

5.2

5.3

5.4

. Q Q - Q ¢ . . Q ¢ ¢ Q » . ¢ ¢ ¢ o o ¢ - Q Q ~ n - Q o o a - ¢ ~ o o o ¢ ~ o u n Q o o o o - n ¢ o o ¢ n - o Q ¢ ¢ u u - Q ¢ ~ - - ¢ ¢ o o - ¢ Q o ~ - ¢ ¢ ~ ¢ o ¢ - - Q o - ¢ - ¢ e o - - Q Q ~ - ¢ - ¢ o . - ¢ ¢ so O o - - o o ll

7.1

7.2

7.3

INTRODUCTION .............................................................................................................
..1

CHAPTER OVERVIEW .................................................................................................
..

BACKGROUND .................................

.....................................................
--

STATEMENT OF THE PROBLEM . . . . . . . . . . . .
. . . . . . . . . . . . . . .

. .
. . . . . . . . . . . .

. . . . . . .
. . . . . . . . ..

I

RESEARCH QUESTIONS........................................................................................
..

SIGNIFICANCE OF THE STUDY........ ...............................................
..

6

LIMITATIONS . . . . . . .
. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .

. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .
. . .

. . . . . . . . . . .
. . . . . . . .

. . . . . . . . .
. . . . . ..

CHAPTER SUMMARY ...........................................................................................
..

DEFINITION OF TERMS .........................................................................................
..

LITERATURE REVIEW ...........................................................................................
..

12

CHAPTER OVERVIEW ...........................................................................................
..

THE AUDIOLINGUAL METHOD . . . . . .
. . . . . . . . . . . . . . .

. . . . . . . . . . . .
. . . . .

. . . . . . . . .
. . . . . ..

THE COMIVIUNICATIVE APPROACH . . . . . . . . .
. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .

. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .
. . . . . . . . .

. .

LANGUAGE TEACHING IN MALAWI ..................................................................
..

I

THEORETICAL CONTEXT . . . . . . . . . .
. . . . . . . . . . . . .

. . . .
. . . . . . . .

. . . . . . . . . . . . . .
. . . . . . . . . ..

PARTICIPATION .............................................................................
..

CHAPTER SUMMARY .............................................................................................
..

RESEARCH METHODOLOGY ...............................................................................
.. 33

CHAPTER OVERVIEW ........................................................................................
..

RESEARCH DESIGN . . . . . . . . .

. . .
. . . . . . . . . .

. . . . . . . . . . . . .
. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .

..

SA1\/IPLING
. . .

. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .
. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .

. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .
. . . . . . . . . . . . . . .

. . . . . . .
. . . . . . . . .

. . . ..

PILOT STUDY
...........

......................................................................................
..

DATA COLLECTION................... . . . . . .

. . . . . . . . . . . . .
. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .

. . . . . . . . . . ..

DATA ANALYSIS .................................................................................................
..

VALIDITY AND RELIABILITY ...............................................................................
..

CHAPTER SUMMARY ................................................................................................
..

DATA ANALYSIS AND DISCUSSION OF RESULTS ................................................

CHAPTER OVERVIEW .........................................................................................
45

BACKGROUND OF THE CASES .............. ............................................
..

THE NEW FORM THREE SYLLABUS .....
............................................................

..

46

THE TEXTBOOKS ..................................
.............................................................

..
48

TEACHER-LEARNER INTERACTION .........................................
..................... ..

54

LEARNER TALK DURING GROUP DISCUSSIONS ...........................................
69

PROBLEMS AFFECTING THE IMPLEMENTATION OF THE CLT . . . . . . . . . . . .
. . . . . . . . . . . ..

74

CHAPTER SUMMARY ................................................................................................
..

81

CONCLUSIONS AND RECOMMENDATIONS ................................................................ ..
83

CHAPTER OVERVIEW ...............................................................................................
..

83

CONCLUSIONS .................
. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .

. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .
. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .

. . . . . . .. .
..... _.83

RECOMMENDATIONS .....................................................................................
..

87

SUGGESTIONS FOR FURTHER RESEARCH .............................................................
..

88

REFERENCES .....................................................................................................................
.. 90

\
OOC\l

C
\J>—---

L,
J‘vJ>-->—-—-
>-—>—-

l
\J-—'C‘\JbJl\J\\)4
-4-4-p);,)
<,.>uJpJ

w
'JJr\2OCO4—
wL,J

45

95

APPENDIX 1 ....................................................................................................................
..

95

APPENDIX 2
. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .

. . . . .
.

. . . . . . . . . . . . . . .
. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .

. . . . . . . . . . . ..
96

APPENDIX 3 ....................................................................................................................
..

98

vii



iii

List of Figures

FIGURE 2.1 A FRAMEWORK FOR THE ANALYSIS OF LINGUIsTIc THEORIEs ............. ..
17

FIGURE 2.2 A FRAMEWORK FOR THE ANALYSIS OF LANGUAGE LEARNING ................... ..
18

FIGURE 2.3 A SYNTHES1S OF THE FRAMEWORKS FOR THE ANALYSIS OF LEARNING ..... ..
23

FIGURE 4.1 LEARNERS‘ REsPONsEs ON TI IE T1iX'[‘BOOKS UsEO IN THE CLASSES ........... ..

51

FIGURE 4.2 TEACHER-LEARNER INTERACTION .........................................
........ ..

54

FIGURE 4.3 LEARNER-LEARNER INTERACTION (GROUPACTIVITIES)............................ ..
69

FIGURE 4.4 NATURE OF GROUP ACTIVITIES .................................................................. ..
70

FIGURE 4.5 NUMBER OF RESPONDENTS ON THE PROBLEMS AFFECTING GROUP

DISCUSSIONS ........................................................................................................
..75

viii

I

I la
-

Y I

V

5

IIII
1

1

F i

1



i

List of Tables

TABLE 3.1 PROFILE OF THE TEACHERS IN THE STUDY ...................................................
..

35

TABLE 3.2 PROFILE OF THE LEARNERS IN THE STUDY ........................................ ..
36

TABLE 3.3 FIAC ADAPTED BY ROST_ (2003: 3) ........................................................... ..
37

TABLE 3.4 FLANDERS’ (1970) INTERACTION ANALYSIS CATEGORIES ADAPTED FOR THE

STUDY. .................................................................................................................
L37

TABLE 3.5 D1-ITAILS OF TIII: LESSON OBSERVATl()NS AND RECORDINGS. .......................... ..
39

TABLE 4.1 AN ExTRACT FROM THE SCOPE AND SEQUENCE CHART FOR ENGLISH FOR

FORM 3 (ENGLISHLANGUAGE SYLLABUS FORM 3 AND 4, 2002:8) ......................
..46

TABLE 4.2 AN EXTRACT FROM THE SENIOR SECONDARY TEACHING SYLLABUS FOR

FORM 3 (ENGLISHLANGUAGE SYLLABUS FORM 3 AND 4, 2002:9) ......................
..47

TABLE 4.3 ACTIYITIES IN UNITS 6 AND 7 OF SENIOR SECONDARY INTEGRATED ENGLISH

BOOK 3 ................................................................................................................
..49

TABLE 4.4 NATURE OF THE ACTIVITIES IN UNITS 6 AND 7 OF SENIOR SECONDARY

ENGLISH BOOR3 ......................................
..................................................

..49

TABLE 4.5 THE ACTIVITIES IN UNITS 7 AND 8 OF S'l'15/’AHE.»1[)NEWSE(‘0I\’l).»1R)'E.\‘(jLlSH

S'l'(//)/i.\"ll\;' B()(')I\' 3 ................................................................................................
..

50

TABII; 4.6 AMOUNT OF TALK IN TI-;ACI II:R-I.I;ARNIzR INTERACTION ....
..................... ..

55

TABLE 4.7 AMOUNT OF TALK IN LEARNER-LEARNER INTERACTION ............................. ..
70

TABLE 4.8 NATURE OF GROUP ACTIVITIES ................................................................... ..
71

TABLE 4.9 NUMBER OF RESPONDENTS ON THE PROBLEMS AFFECTING GROUP .............. ..
75

ix

I
I

I



j

ABBREVIATIONS

BICS

CALP

CLT

F IAC

L1

Ll, L2, L3

L2

LL

MANEB

PBL

SLA

T

UDF

VICS

Basic Interpersonal Communicative Skill

Cognitive/AcademicLanguage Pro?ciency

Communicative Language Teaching

Flanders’ Interaction Analysis Categories

First Language.

In the examples these stand for ?rst learner, second

learner and so on.

Second Language
Denotes a group of learners

Malawi National Examination Board

Problem-Based Learning

Second Language Acquisition

Teacher

United Democratic Front

Verbal Interaction Category System

X



CHAPTER 1

1 INTRODUCTION

1.1 CHAPTER OVERVIEW

This chapter traces the developments in the teaching of English in Malawi. It

shows that initially,the teaching was based on the audiolingual approach which was

later changed due to the dissatisfaction with the performance of the learners who

passed the examinations but were unable to use the language, in their communication.

The new approach [the communicative language teaching (CLT)] was implemented in

secondary schools in 2002. It was expected that effective implementation of the CLT

approach would result in interactive learner participation in classroom discourse. The

interaction would in turn enable the learners to use the language in their

communication. However, the new approach was implemented in an education system

with a lot of challenges which are discussed in this chapter. The challenges in the

education system provide a point of departure for this study on the extent of learner

participation in the implementation of the CLT approach.

1.2 BACKGROUND

In Malawi, English is a second language used for all official communication and

as a medium ofinstruction in schools and colleges. Consequently, effective use ofthe

language is essential to a student’s success both in school and at work. The learning of

English starts in standard one as a subject, but from standard five to secondary school

and colleges, it is learned as a subject and used as a medium ofinstruction. The

centrality of English in Malawi’s education system is re?ected in the curriculum,

where it is a passing subject for all examinations in which a certificate is awarded.

Despite the importance of English in the curriculum, there were observations

about primary school graduates who had achieved low levels of comprehension and

were unable to communicate effectively in English (Khomani, 1996). The failure of

the learners to use the language was blamed on the structural approach to language

teaching, hence the need for change. The Education Development Plan (1985) spelt out

the need for change in the teaching methods from pure structural approach in the old
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primary school Englishcurriculum to the development of basic effective

communication skills through the communicative approach (Khomani, 1996). These

recommendations led to the introduction of the new primary school English language

syllabus in 1992, which was learner centred. (The terms Curriculum and syllabus will

be used interchangeably). This impetus for the revision of the English language

syllabus led to similar changes in the secondary school syllabus The new syllabus,

which was based on the CLT approach was implementedin secondary schools in 2002.

In addition to the developments in language teaching in Malawi, the revision of the

primary and the secondary school syllabuses should also be considered in the context

of global changes in the views on language teaching which started among American

linguists and in?uenced the work of British linguists, who later developed the CLT

approach. Crystal (1986) has termed the development as a widespread reaction that

started in the 1970s against methods which stressed the teaching of grammaticalforms

without paying attention to the use of the target language.

The old syllabus was based on the structural view of language, which according

to Richards and Rodgers (1988) considers language as a system of structurally related

elements in terms of phonologicalunits, grammaticalunits, grammaticaloperations

and lexical items. When teaching these aspects, classroom interaction was mostly

teacher centred with very minimal learner participation.

However, the new secondary school syllabusemphasizes the integration ofthe

four language skills, namely; listening, speaking, reading and writing. These skills

were to be taught through learner interactive participation in classroom discourse.

Consequently, it was anticipated that the interaction patterns in the classroom would

re?ect a reduction of the traditional teacher talk to create leeway for learner interactive

participation. Learner involvement in the classroom is aimed at developing what

Hymes (1972) called ‘communicative competence,’ which refers to the underlying

systems of knowledge and skill required for communication. This knowledge is in the

form of grammatical competence, discourse competence, sociolinguistic and strategic

competence. Therefore, the introduction of the CLT approach required realigning the

roles of both the teacher and the learners in the classroom.

According to Richards and Rodgers (1988), in the audiolingual approach,

language learners are looked at as individuals who can be trained to produce correct
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responses in the target language. Due to the in?uence of the behaviourist learning

theory, the interest is on how the learner uses the target language, not the internal

processing.The teacher is seen as the model of the target language whose role is to

control and direct the pace of learning.

However, in the CLT approach, the teacher’s role is more as a facilitator of

learning than a provider of knowledge. According to Breen and Candlin (1980) cited in

Richards and Rodgers (1988), in the communicative classroom, the teacher has three

main roles. The ?rst is to act as a facilitator of the communication process, the second

as a participant and the third as an observer and learner, while the students are

expected to participate actively in all the activities in the classroom. This would in turn

promote the knowledge of the language system through controlled performance

(Widdowson, 1981). The approach emphasizes that when learners use the target

language in their interaction in the classroom, opportunitiesfor language learning are

increased. As Allwright (1988) has pointed out, the process of classroom interaction

determines what language learning opportunities are available for the learner.

Therefore, the implementationof the new language syllabus in secondary schools in

Malawi in 2002 necessitated an adjustment of the interaction patterns in the language

classroom. Learner interaction is aimed at developing the learners’ ability to listen,

speak, read and write through involvement in classroom discourse in the form of pair,

group and class discussions. Consequently, this would mean a reduction ofthe

traditional teacher talk, which is mostly associated with the teaching ofthe structures

of the language.

The implementationof the CLT approach in secondary schools in Malawi has

implications for the teacher, who has to play various roles according to the nature of

the learning tasks assigned to the learners. As the learners are required to interact in

pair and group discussions, the teacher’s role is expected to shift from an authority to a

facilitator of learning. Nevertheless, Khomani (1996) forecast a problem among the

teachers in Malawi when he pointed out that the generation of teachers currently

teaching in schools was taught through the methods and materials ofthe old

curriculum. In fact, citing Mchazime (1993), Khomani alluded to the possibility of

resistance to the implementation of the new syllabuswas likely to encounter among

practicing teachers when he argued that the teachers saw themselves as examples of

3



the success of the methodology and the materials in the old syllabus. Although

Khomani was referring to primary school teachers, the same problem applies to those

in secondary schools. These teachers, who were taught using the old method and had

been teaching using the same method were expected all of a sudden (most of them

without induction) to adopt the methods in the new curriculum, where the teaching was

to be learner-centred.

The abilities of both the teachers and the learners were another challenge facing

effective implementationof the CLT approach in secondary schools in Malawi. It

should be appreciatedthat these changes were being implemented in an education

system where most of the students were not proficient in English and some ofthe

teachers did not have the prerequisite quali?cationsto teach effectively. The former

could be inferred from the Chief Examiner’s report, which stated that most of the

candidates’ scripts were full of mistakes of grammar, poor vocabulary,

incomprehensible sentences with mother tongue interference and so on (MANEB

2001). As Yordanova (2000) has rightly noted, in the CLT approach, students are

required to use language that they have imperfectly mastered to negotiate meaning.

The learners’ inability to use the L2 effectivelywould negatively affect their

contributions to classroom activities. It can be argued therefore that such learners

would make a lot of errors in their interaction. These errors would constitute

detrimental input to the other learners and consequently limit the contribution of such

learner involvement to effective language learning.

On the other hand, research had revealed that the low performance of students in

schools in Malawi was partly due to the unqualified teachers teaching in most ofthe

schools (Malunga et. al 2000; Kuthemba-Mwale, 2000). These teachers therefore

would have problems adopting the ?exibility in teaching required in the CLT

approach. It appeared very unlikely that the teachers would let the learners interact in

pairs or groups and also accommodate the learners’ opinions on the content without

undermining their own self-con?dence.

In situations where the teachers had the necessary qualifications and experience,

their teaching was constrained by the need to prepare the students for the external

assessments (Kholowa, 1999). In fact, the education system in Malawi measures the

effectiveness of the teacher depending on how well the students pass the government

4
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examination. However, learner involvement in the classroom requires a lot of time if

the learners are to do a good job. As a result, the teachers would view the interaction as

a waste of the time available to ?nish the syllabus and prepare the learners for the

examination. 1n addition to these constraints, the absence of an oral element in the

examinations mean that the learners are not compelled to develop effective use of the

language, and the teachers do not see their duty as developing the learners’ speaking

skills but rather the reading and writing skills on which the learners’ success or failure

is measured.

The learners themselves are not motivated enough to appreciate the importance

of using English in their interaction in the classroom. The education system is such

that English is used in the classroom but the learners are not compelled to use it in

their social interactions. This shows that the education system in Malawi emphasizes

the instrumental rather than integrative function in the teaching and learning of

English. As Ellis (1987: 1 17) has pointed out, instrumental motivation occurs when the

learner’s goals for learning the L2 are functional. ‘For instance, learning directed at

passing an examination. . .
.’ Since English is a passing subject in all the examinations

for which a certi?cate is awarded, it means that both the learners and the teachers

consider it as vital only as key to passing the examinations. According to Gardner

(1979), cited in Ellis (1987), motivation is the primary determinant of L2 pro?ciency;

those who have high motivation attain high pro?ciency in the language. l\/lotivation is

also central in Accommodation Theory (Giles and Byrne, 1982, cited in Ellis, 1987)

where it is stated that high motivation results in a high level of pro?ciency.

Unfortunately, in Malawi, the learning of English is associated with the instrumental

motivation since most of the students are geared towards passing English as a subject,

but not acquiring the skills to use it in their speech.

1.3 STATEMENTOF THE PROBLEM

The circumstances surrounding the implementation ofthe CLT approach in

secondaiy schools in Malawi posed a threat to the achievement of interactive learner

involvement in classroom discourse, which is a key determiner ofettectiveness in the

implementation of the approach. In fact, Mchazime (2001 :75-76) aptly stated the

5



problem created by the promotion of learner participation in the implementationof the

communicative language teaching approach when he says that:

The new curriculum represents a major paradigm shift for the practicing

teachers in Malawi. It is known that whenever paradigms shi?,. .

there is

a seeming loss of self-confidence, authority and power in the classroom.

This is because the long experience that teachers may have gained over

many years of teaching is challenged and perhaps even shaken... The

transition from the structural approach to communicative language

teaching has.
.
been too swift for many teachers to internalise. ..CLT may

be viewed by many as too demanding...Some of them might be falling

back on their old practices while using the new communicative materials.

Mchazime’s (2001) observations present some of the threats facing the effective

implementation of the CLT approach in the classroom. It was against these challenges

that the study was meant to investigate the extent to which the implementation of the

CLT approach had promoted learner interactive participation in classroom discourse

and to find out the problems which both the teachers and the learners were facing in

the implementation of the approach.

1.4 RESEARCH QUESTIONS

The research analysed the interaction patterns in the language classroom to find

answers to the following questions:

1. What interaction patterns are teachers using in the language classroom?

2. To what extent are the learners participatingin classroom discourse‘?

3. What problems do teachers and learners face in the implementation of

the CLT approach?

1.5 SIGNIFICANCE OF THE STUDY

This study was important as an evaluation of learner participation in the language

classroom, a prerequisite to the effective implementation ofthe CLT approach. As

Murphy (1993) has rightly noted, sometimes innovations in English language teaching

have not produced the expected results. He argues that a theoretical proposal based on

principles from a relevant ?eld is not a guarantee of operational success in language

education. Therefore, it is necessary to evaluate what is going on in order to make the

6



necessary adjustments. This study, therefore, is meant to provide some information on

how the new approach was being implemented by analysing learner panicipationin

four form three classrooms in Blantyre district. The information is vital to educational

planners as a prototype to be used to evaluate the effectiveness of the implementation

of the new approach. The results will also provide the momentum to other researchers

to ?nd out if similar results could be found in other areas not covered in this study.

These collective results will be very important to educational planners as an evaluation

of how the approach is working in the classroom. Such information will be used to

determine the necessity of introducing interventions where pitfalls in the approach will

be highlighted.

1.6 LIMITATIONS

One of the limitations in this study was the use of classroom observation and

recordings. During the first few days, the presence of the researcher in the classroom

made both the teachers and the learners’ w sensitive to what they were saying. The

recording of the interaction in the classroom compounded the teachers’ and the

learners’ sensitivity. In fact, in the ?rst lessons there were some learners who were

whispering when answering questions. Fortunately, the recorder was very sensitive and

it picked up such utterances. However, in the subsequent lessons both the teachers and

the learners got used to the observations. The use ofthe questionnaires also provided

the researcher with some information beyond what was observed. The resources in

some ofthe schools in the study constituted another limitation. In one ofthe schools,

the three form three classes were using the same set of textbooks. Therefore, when the

lessons in two of the classes followed each other, the teacher had to wait for the

textbooks to be brought, thus reducing the time for the lesson. ln another school, three

learners were assigned one textbook. Therefore, it was difficult for some ofthem to

read properly. Both of these situations were beyond the researcher’s control but they

had very little effect on the results because the teachers’ plans to involve the learners

were apparent, regardless of these limitations.

One ofthe key words used in the study was ‘participation.’ However, the word

was used in a narrow sense to refer to the learners’ involvement in the lesson in terms
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of interaction. The covert forms of involvement like silent reading, writing an exercise

and so on were le? out.

1.7 CHAPTER SUMMARY

This chapter has shown that the decision to introduce the CLT approach in

secondary school in Malawi, although viewed as a panacea to English language

teaching and learning by policymakers might not have been producing the anticipated

results due to the prevailing circumstances. Therefore, this study was aimed at

investigating learner participation as a way of determining the effectiveness in the

implementationof the approach.
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1.8 DEFINITION OF TERMS

Accuracy:

Approach:

Audiolingual method:

Automatic processing:

Code switching:

Comprehensible input:

Competence:

Communicative Competence:

Curriculum:

Controlled processing:

Declarative knowledge:

Error:

Feedback:

Fluency:

The correct use of the target language.

A manner/method of doing something.

The teaching of the formal systems of the target

language in terms of grammar, phonology and

lexis through listening and speaking practices.

Ability to use a [second] language without active

control or attention.

Refers to alternation between one or more

languages, dialects or language register in the

course of discourse between people who have

more than one language in common.

The input which the learner can understand.

Learner’s mental knowledge of the rules of the

target language.

The learner’s knowledge ofthe rules ofthe

language including when, where, and with whom

to use them.

Content of what students learn, how they learn it,

and how teachers help them learn, using

particular supporting materials.

When the learner pays active attention to what is

said and the number of features used is limited.

The learners’ knowledge ofthe rules ofthe L2.

Learner language which deviates from the rules

of the target language.

The response to the learner’s communication

efforts. It can be acknowledgement or correction.

The ability to speak in the target language and be

understood by speakers ofthe language.
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Hypothesis:

Input:

Interaction analysis:

Instrumental motivation:

Integrative motivation:

Interlanguage:

Language acquisition:

Language learning:

Language pro?ciency:

Learning:

Likert scales:

Method:

Output:

Participation:

Performance:

The learner’s internalised rule that is used in L2

communication.

The language to which the learner is exposed. It

can be written or spoken. Input serves as the data

which the learner must use to determine the rules

of the target language.

A research procedure used to investigate

classroom communication. It involves the use of

a system of categories to record and analyse the

different ways in which teachers and students use

language.

Occurs when the learners’ goals for learning the

L2 are functional.

Occurs when the learner uses the L2 to socialise

and identify with the L2 speech community.

It is the term which refers to the systematic

knowledge of a second language which is

independent of both the learner’s first language

and the target language.

Picking up a language through exposure.

The conscious study ofa [second] language.

The learner’s knowledge ofthe target language

measured in relation to native speaker

pro?ciency.

The internalisation of rules and formulas which

are used to communicate in the L2.

The set of responses in a questionnaire.

A way of doing something, especially according

to a de?ned plan.

The language produced by the learner.

The act oftaking part or sharing in something.

It consists of the production oflanguage.

10



Procedural knowledge: Learner’s knowledge of how to use the L2.

Target language: The language that the learner is attempting to

learn.

Reliability: The dependability of the information. Sampling:

A represent sample of the target population.

Second language: An additional language which the learner

acquires a?er acquiring the mother tongue.

Second language acquisition: The subconscious or conscious process by which

a language other than the mother tongue is learnt

in a natural or untutorecl setting,

Tally: A score recorded when counting sets ofthe

utterances in the lessons.
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CHAPTER 2

2 LITERATURE REVIEW

2.1 CHAPTER OVERVIEW

This chapter starts by tracing developments in linguistic theory and their impact

on language teaching as a background to the initiation of the CLT approach which was

later introduced in Malawian schools. The developments provide the necessary context

to the CLT approach, which emphasizes learner participationin the classroom. The

language acquisition theories are presented in light of the tenets of the CLT approach.

2.2 THE AUDIOLINGUAL METHOD

According to Stern (1984), the audiolingual method was a result of the work of

American structural linguists in the early



i

The audiolingual theorists based their learning theory on the view that language

was a ‘system of structurally related elements being phonemes, morphemes, words,

structures and sentence types’ (Richards and Rodgers, 1988149). As a result, language

teaching involved teaching the structures of the language mostly disregarding both

meaning and context. According to Mchazime (2001164), ‘In Malawi, the audiolingual

method was in use for over 30 years.’ He further states that the aim of the English

course was to ensure that ‘pupils could understand and produce the basic sentence

patterns of the English language.’ Although the teaching was based on the structures of

the English language, the learners developed pro?ciency in the language. This was

mostly due to the high quality of the teachers who were teaching the language at the

time. These acted as models for the learners who were also motivated to use English in

their social interactions. However, the problem arose from the unquali?ed and under-

quali?ed teachers who entered the system as the government responded to the need for

more teachers in the schools.

2.3 THE COMMUNICATIVE APPROACH

In the 1960 and 1970s, there was a change in the nature of the demand for

language teaching in Europe. This was mostly due to the change of emphasis by

British applied linguists from the teaching of structures of the language to the teaching

of communicative pro?ciency. According to Tudor (2001), the demand coincided with

a change in perspective on the nature of language itself and Hymes’ (1972) Theory Q/'

communicative competence in?uenced the thinking of linguists at the time. The theory

played an important role in introducing a new perspective on language which also

in?uenced language teaching. The main criticism was that language teaching led to

what Cummins (1979, 1980) calls cognitive/academiclanguage pro?ciency (CALP).

The learner only knows the structures of the target language as is mostly required for

academic purposes, but is unable to use it in social interactions. CALP refers to the

aspects of pro?ciency in which the learner re?ects on the surface features otithe

language but not the interpersonal abilities. This scenario was blamed on the

audiolingual approach to language teaching. Hence, there was a need to adopt an

alternative approach to language teaching. The approach came to be known as

13



communicative language teaching. CLT developed from the work ofa British linguist

Wilkins and the Council of Europe. From the 1970s, CLT became the approach to

language teaching aimed at making communicative competence the goal of language

teaching. The goal was to develop procedures for the teaching of listening, speaking,

reading and writing skills. The approach focuses on the learners’ knowledge of the

functions oflanguage and their ability to use it. As for language pro?ciency, it leads to

what Cummins (1979, 1980) calls Basic lnterpersonal Communicative Skills (BICS).

At the centre ofCLT is a theory of language as communication, and the goal of

language teaching is to develop ‘communicative competence’. According to Hymes

(1972), communicative competence refers to what a speaker needs to know in order to

be communicativelycompetent in a speech community. On the other hand, Hal1iday’s

theory of communication is based on the functional account oflanguage use (Halliday,

1970). As regards the theory of learning, there is very little that has been written, but

some elements ofthe approach can be discerned from the CLT practices. According to

Johnson (1982), the learning is based on three pflI1Clpl€SIcommunication, task and

meaningfulness.In another analysis, Johnson (1984) considers the acquisition of

communicative competence as skill development, which is both cognitive and

behavioural. Hence, communicative language teaching involves using activities

through which the learners are expected to communicate by sharing information,

negotiating meaning and interacting. In the new syllabusthese activities mainly

involve pair and group work. When the learners are engaged in the tasks assigned to

them, the teacher is expected to be a facilitator. For this reason, classroom learning is

aimed at creating conditions for genuine communication among the students. Tudor

(2001) has rightly noted that students’ learning depends on the teacher’s choice ofthe

samples of the target language and the learning activities in which the students eng ~ U JG(D

However, the emphasis which the CLT approach places on ‘genuine interactions"

in the language classroom has not gone without criticism. Widdowson (1981) has

argued that it is not possible to link learning activities directly to the target uses of

language. Tudor (2001) has also pointed out that it is difficult to set up conditions that

fully replicate the realities of communication in particular situations. Van Lier (1998)

also says that although the CLT approach emphasizes interaction in the classroom, it

should be appreciated that part of the time there may be private and covert activities
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such as reading a text, writing an exercise and so on. In fact, the study of learner

participationin this research centred only on the overt aspects of participationin the

form oflearner talk.

Despite the elusive nature of some forms oflearner participation, CLT has

remained an approach, which stresses students’ overt participation in classroom

discourse. Widdowson (1981) stresses that the assumption in the approach is that

learning a language involves associating the formal elements of the language with their

physical realization. Despite the high prospects of learner language use created by the

CLT approach, it was still debatable whether such approach contributed to effective

language learning in secondary schools in Malawi.

2.4 LANGUAGE TEACHING IN MALAWI

Chimombo (2003) has presented a comprehensive picture of the developments in

the teaching of English since the inception of formal education during the colonial

period through Banda’s 30-year rule up to the ?rst ?ve-year term of the new

multiparty regime in 1994. Citing Alpers (1972), S. Chimombo (1980) and Matiki

(I991) M. Chimombo (2003) has pointed out that the teaching ofEnglish was not a

priority in the koranic schools established by Arabs in Yao speaking areas. The aim of

the koranic schools was the promotion of literacy in Arabic in order to read the koran.

On the other hand, the mission schools in the northern region were using

Chitumbuka as a medium of instruction. Chimombo (2003) citing Kayambazinthu

(1995161)says that the mission schools ‘had a substantial English language

component.’ The Henry Henderson Institute, founded by the Established Church of

Scotland in Blantyre, southern Malawi, in the late 19"‘century started with Chinyanja

as a medium of instruction and moved on to English as a medium of instruction (K.

Ross 1997, personal communication cited in Chimombo, 2003). Citing Vail and White

(I989) Chimombo (2003) has summarised the missionaries’ position on the teaching

of Englishby saying that in central Malawi, the French-speaking Roman Catholics and

Africaans-speaking members of South Africa’s Dutch Reformed Church were both

committed to policies that de-emphasised the use ofEnglish.
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The differing mission/religious language policies had an impact on the value

accorded to the English language. According to Chimombo (2003342) ‘the late

President Banda insisted that English must be taught from standard 1, not as was

recommended by the Ministry of Education’s Primary Curriculum Review English

SyllabusCommittee in 1988, from Standard 3. On the other hand, the UDF

government eased the ban of vernacular languages other than Chinyanja in primary

education early 1996. Therefore, the promotion of learner participation in the

implementationof the CLT approach should be seen in the context of the unstable

language policies in Malawi’s education system.

Since the inception of formal education in Malawi, the English language syllabus

was based on the audiolingual method. However, the need for a change of the syllabus

was spelt out in the Education Development Plan (1985-1995). The plan emphasized a

new approach to language teaching in Malawi. In fact, one of the goals articulated in

the plan stressed the acquisition and development of permanent language literacy

(Ministry of Education, 1985). The plan was used as the basis for the review of the

primary school language curriculum which was implemented in 1992. This was

followed by similar changes in the secondary school English syllabus as the then

Principal Secretary for education pointed out in the foreword to the new syllabus. The

Secretary said: ‘The review of the primary education curriculum has also made the

review ofthe secondary education necessary’ (Language syllabus, 2002:i). The CLT

curriculum was implemented in secondary school in 2002. The need for the

achievement of interactive learner participation as required in the CLT approach

should be seen in the light of the dithering language policy in Malawi.

2.5 THEORETICAL CONTEXT

2.5.1 Language Teaching and Learning Theories

In order to understand learner participation in the implementation of the CLT

approach, it is necessary to look at language theories and how they relate to language

teaching and learning. In fact, English language teaching methods have an implication

on the role of both teachers and learners in the language classroom. As Chimombo

(1984: 1) has put it, ‘Language teachers need to know what they consider language to
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be, because their view will affect how they teach language and.
.

.how their students

learn it.’ Despite Chimombo’s (1984) theoretical view of language teaching, it should

be appreciatedthat in practice, language teaching is determined by the motivation

behind it. Kholowa (1999) has rightly stated, the teaching of English in Malawi is

aimed at preparing the learners for the national examinations. Therefore, the

requirements ofthe examination (s) determine the areas of focus in the teaching and

learning of the English language in Malawi.

Chimombo (1984) has stated that the relationship between language theories and
I

language learning theories can be properly analysed by using Mackey’s framework.
1

Chimombo’s (1984) adapted version of Mackey’s framework is presented in ?gure 2.1 i

below.
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Figure 2.1 A framework for the analysis oflinguistic theories

(Adapted from Mackey 1976: 8-10 by Chimombo, 1984:2) 1

According to Chimombo, (1984) the framework in figure 2. 1 gives a

comprehensive definition of language (Brown 198015 cited in Chimombo l984:2). ln

i

the de?nition, language is an essentially human form of behaviour ((A2,
'

@

Experience—Content)which makes use of a system (BD, Form) of communication <

(AB, Content, and probably CD, Expression, too) consisting of arbitrary symbols, both

%
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vocal and visual (C, Expression—Substance),which have been assigned meaning (BD,

Form) by a speech community (Al, Phenomena—Content).

However, in order to understand the implications of the di?ierent language

theories for language learning, it is necessary to discuss the language theories in

relation to the language learning theories. The language learning theories are presented

in ?gure 2.2 below.

Affect Physical Socialisation

Development
Cognition

Z >_____11>M 5 U3l\J
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A
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Q _““'?')Q l\I U

D

D2

Figure 2.2 A framework for the analysis of language learning

theories (Chimombo l984:7)

Chimombo (1984) has said that the framework in ?gure 2.2 relates to learning

theories in the following way: Area Al (Cognitive—Internal—l\/leaningful)is that area

of learning which is seen as purely mental and it re?ects the rationalist’s view of

learning or the cognitive view which advocates the role of the innate Language

Acquisition Device. The Gestalt view covers Areas A and B (Meaningful-Learning).

Area DI (Physical—Learning—Rote)is the area of learning which is seen as observable

like the stimulus—response or empiricist’s (classical behaviourist’s) view oflearning.
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The neo-behaviourists have attempted to add Areas Cl and C2 (Cognitive—1nternal

Rote + A?ective—Internal—Rote)and D2 (Social—External—Rote)to D1 in order to

account for language learning and the role of motivation in learning. The humanist

psychologist’sview of learning embraces all areas of the framework, cognitive,

physical,and social.

The next section presents a synthesisof the language theories in figure 2.1 and

the language learning theories in ?gure 2.2.

Different language theories have revealed different views of teaching and

learning methods. Inescapably each ofthe teaching and learning methods has a bearing

on the roles of both the teacher and the learners in the language classroom. The

discussion will start with audiolingualism,then cognitive approach and end with the

more recent humanistic approaches to language teaching,

Counselling—Learning/CommunityLanguage Learning and the Silent Way and the

Notional-Functionalism. This approach is similar to the one adopted by Chimombo

(1984) and is relevant to the current study because it will assist the reader to appreciate

the developments in language theory and their implicationsfor language learning.

Audiolingualismwas based on the descriptive, structural, and contrastive

linguistics of the ??ies and sixties. Language learning was considered as stimulus and

response, and reinforcement with an emphasis on error-free learning. According to

Fries (1945: 3) cited in Chimombo (198413), the learner has learned the foreign

language when he has ‘within a limited vocabulary mastered the sound system. . . [and]

made the structural devices.
. .

matters of automatic habit.’ In this approach the learner

leams the language and not about the language. As Chimombo (1984) has noted, the

audiolingualview of language belongs in Macl<ey’sarea D, Expression—Form(Figure

2.1). Audiolingualismdoes not pay attention to Expression area C, D, because that is

not directly observable in the system of the language. As a result, the learning in the

audiolingualismbelongs in Area D (the behaviourist view of learning). lt involves rote

learning, Area C2, D1, in ?gure 2.2. The learning is mechanical since it involves

repetition and imitation and the students do not have to understand what they are

learning. The mechanical nature of the learning diminishes the role of the teacher in

the lesson. As a result, a tape in a language laboratory could easily replace the teacher.
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The learner ‘learns’ the target language passivelyby merely responding correctly to

the stimulus.

The cognitive approach developed as a reaction to audiolingualism’s emphasis on

teaching the structures of the target language. Therefore, the cognitive approach

emphasizes the teaching of the rules of the target language. The learner is required to

use the rules of the language to analyseand understand the sentences s/he is presented

with. Consequently, the cognitive approach is based on meaningful learning Area A,

B. Chimombo (1984) has cited Chastain (1976) and Ausubel (1968) as distinguishing

between rote and meaningful learning and reception and discovery learning.

Meaning?il learning involves the integration of new material into the learner’s

cognitive structure, covering Areas A and B (Meaningfullearning) ?gure 2.2. Unlike

in the audiolingualism, in the cognitive approach learners are required to understand

what they are required to do. The learners apply rules they have been taught and the

learning moves from competence to performance. Learner errors constitute the

developmental process of language learning. Nevertheless, the cognitive approach

emphasizes skill-getting activities in which the learning is still at cognitive level in

Areas Aland C1 in ?gure 2.2. Such learning results in learning in which the learner

passes examinations but is unable to use the language in social interaction. The

problem is that the learner has not yet moved to skill-usingactivities, which require

genuine social interaction, Areas B2 and D2 in ?gure 2.2.

The humanistic approaches. Counselling—Learning/CommunityLanguage

Learning and the Silent Way emphasize the development of the learner’s abilities

through the use of the target language. During language learning, the system of the

language emerges spontaneouslythrough the use of the target language. According to

Chimombo (1984) Curran’s view of language presented in

Counselling—Learning/CommunityLanguage Learning covers Mackey’s Areas A and

B, Content and probably Areas C and D, Expression in ?gure 2.1. In terms of language

learning, the two theories give the learner control over the learning. Chimombo (1984)

has cited Gattegno (1972) as emphasising the need for the learner to develop his own

‘inner criteria,’ thus covering Areas A and C, Internal learning in ?gure 2.2. In

addition, by emphasizing the learner’s use of the target language, the two approaches

pay attention to the affective aspect of language learning found in Areas A2 and C2.
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Finally, notional-functionalism emphasizes the learner’s communicative

competence. The notional-functional view oflanguage covers Areas A and B

(Content) and areas C and D (Expression) because it is concerned with total language

behaviour and not the structures of the language. Therefore, notional-functional is

concerned with all the four areas in ?gure 2.1; namely areas A, B, C, and D; Area A

represents the situation, Area B the context, Area C the material sign, and Area D the

formal sign. Areas A and C (Substance) thus represent use, and Areas B and D (Form)

usage.

However, the notional-functionalism has no clear view of learning due the

overriding concern with language. The teaching is expected to respond to the

communicative needs of the learners. Language learning is viewed as socialization

covering areas B2 and C2 in ?gure 2.2.

The foregoing discussion of the language theories and the learning theories has

revealed variations in the role of the teacher and the learners. Audiolingualism

concerns itself with Area D of both the language framework and learning framework.

In the teaching and learning the teacher is the provider of information while the learner

is the recipient of the content which s/he repeats without understanding. The cognitive

approach’s view of language covers Area D, but its view of learning covers Area Al

and Cl. Due to its concern with communicative competence, it also covers Area B of

the language framework and Areas B2 and D2 of the learning framework. ln the

classroom, the teacher assists the learner to understand the rules ofthe target language.

Therefore, the approach focuses on meaningful learning. The view of language in

Community Language Learning covers Areas A and B (Content), it also extends to

areas C and D (Expression), while the view of learning covers all the four areas ofthe

learning framework. For this reason, the teacher has to assist the learner to know how

to use the target language while the learner has to use the language in his/her

communication. The Silent Way’s view of language matches that of audiolingualism,

but its view of learning is similar to that of Community Language Learning. Then, it

means that while the teacher is expected to provide the learner with information about

the language, the learner is expected to use the language in his/her communication.

Notional-functionalism covers all the areas of the framework like Community

Language Learning but its view of learning is similar to that of the cognitive approach.
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Although the teaching focuses on the functions of language, the learner is expected to

know the rules of the language without any emphasis on the use of the language. In

CLT approach,both the views of language and learning conform to those of the

Community Language Learning.

2.5.2 Second Language Acquisition (SLA)

Interaction in the language classroom is aimed at language teaching on the part of

the teacher and L2 learning for the learner. According to Ellis, (1987) ‘second

language acquisition’ (SLA) refers to the subconscious or conscious process by which

a language other than the mother tongue is learnt in a natural or untutored setting. The

study of SLA is directed at accounting for the learner’s competence by investigating

how a learner performs when he/ she uses a second language. In this research the

interest was to explore how the implementation of the CLT approach promoted learner

participation in classroom discourse in the cases in question. Second language

acquisition is sometimes contrasted with second language learning (Ellis, 1987). The

term ‘acquisition’ is used to refer to picking up a second language through exposure,

while the term ‘learning’ is used to refer to the conscious study of a second language.

Chimombo (2003) has said that second language learning can be explained using

a contextual framework adapted from Mackey (1967) by Chimombo (1986). Figure

2.3 below presents Mackey’s framework adapted by Chimombo (2003) as the

framework for the analysis of learning and contextual theories.
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Figure 2.3 A Synthesis of the frameworks for the Analysis of Learning

and Contextual Theories

The framework in ?gure 2.3 has implications for the learning theories that have

been discussed below.

2.5.3 Reception Based Theories

There are two hypotheses which account for language acquisition based on the

input to which the learner is exposed. In the ?rst place, input refers to the target

samples to which the learner is exposed and it contains the raw data which the learner

has to work on in the process of language construction (Ellis, 1990). The ?rst

hypothesis states that the learner acquires those structures to which the learner is

exposed frequently. Among these are formulaic expressions. These consist of

‘expressions which are learned as unanalysable wholes’ and employed on particular

occasions, for instance greetings and their responses. In the early stages of language
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acquisition the learner uses a strategy of pattern memorization after attending to the

input. This is possible because the patterns are frequent and each pattern is linked to a

communicative function which the learner is motivated to perform (Lyons, 1968, cited

in Ellis 1984). The pattern practice was typical ofthe audiolingual method. The second

is the input hypothesis. Krashen (l98la; 1982) and Long (1983b; 1983c) cited in Ellis

(1986) argue that SLA depends on the availability of comprehensibleinput before the

learner’s internal processing mechanism can work. In ?gure 2.1 the internal language

processing presented in Areas A1 and A2 as internal learning/ receptive learning.

Krashen (1982) argues for comprehensibleinput in the form of the Input

hypothesis. According to Krashen (1982), comprehensibleinput is central in the

Monitor Model. He argues that for SLA to take place, the learner needs input that

contains exemplars of the language forms which according to the natural order are due

to be acquired next. However, Krashen’s (1982) rejection of the contribution of output

in SLA weakened his argument and it has been a source of intense criticism. Swain

(1983) cited in Ellis (1986) argues that the Input hypothesis fails to recognize the

importance of comprehensibleoutput as an important factor in language learning. In

effect, Krashen’s position is in sharp contrast to the ideals of the CLT approach, in

which learner output (External Learning in ?gure 2.3) is considered very important in

language learning.

On the other hand, Long (1983a cited in Ellis, 1986) argues in favour ofthe

Monitor Model. The argument is presented from three standpoints: firstly, access to

comprehensibleinput is characteristic of all cases of successful language acquisition;

secondly, greater quantities of comprehensibleinput result in better acquisition; and

thirdly, lack of access to comprehensible input results in little or no acquisition.

Research has shown that the quantity of the input contributes to learning. Nells (1979),

quoted in Ellis (1986), in a study of L2 acquisition, found that the amount of adult

speech addressed to the learner helped rapid learning. However, in the classroom this

depends on availabilityof comprehensibleinput. Another important aspect in language

learning is the quality of the input. Therefore, the language addressed to the learner

should be a model of the target language. Nevertheless, the low linguistic performance

of most of the learners would compromise the input during group discussions. Another

factor which contributes to the use of the input for acquisition is the need to
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communicate. Unlike the Ll learner who needs to communicate in order to understand

his or her environment, the L2 learner’s need to socialize in the target language is

reduced due to the availabilityof the Ll. However, in situations where the target

language serves as the medium of communication and the target instruction, there is a

strong need to communicate for transactional purposes, and this facilitates L2

acquisition. The use of the target language for socialization is found in area B2 in the

framework presented in ?gure 2.3. The use of the target language is, according to the

framework, an external manifestation of learning. Unfortunately, in most secondary

schools in Malawi, English is used in the classroom only while the learners use the L1

in all their social interactions outside the classroom. This diminishes the need to

socialize in the target language and impedes effective language learning.

2.5.4 Production Based Theories

The proponents of the output hypothesis consider learner utterances as an

important factor in the acquisition of the L2. In figure 2.3 learner output is presented in

area B1, B2 as productive performance which is an external manifestation of learning.

Learner output is the theory on which the CLT approach is based. Swain (1985), cited

in Ellis (1990), argues that the learner needs the opportunity for meaningful use of her

linguistic resources. In this connection, Swain (1985) outlines three roles of output:

The ?rst is that the need to speak in a precise, coherent and appropriate manner

encourages the learner to develop the necessaiy grammaticalresources. Secondly,

output provides the learner with the opportunity to try out hypotheses to see ifthey

work. This view supports learner strategies in L2 acquisition (Ellis, 1986). Ellis has

presentedhypothesis testing as manifested through learner performance. The process

of hypothesis testing begins when the learner attends to L2 input and compares it with

his own hypothesis. Then the learner produces L2 utterances containing rules

representing the hypothesis he has formed and assesses their correctness in terms of the

feedback received. This shows the impo?ance of error correction in the language

classroom, which is done by the teacher, but is not encouraged in the CLT approach

due to the need for the learners to use the target language in their communication

without interruption.
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Secondly, through interaction, the learner elicits a repair from his interlocutors by

either con?rming or rejecting an initial hypothesis. So, the revision of the language

rule is a result of the learner responding to evidence that requires modi?cation of the

hypothesis. Swain (1985) also says that production may help to force the learner to

move from semantic processing to syntactic processing. As Hatch (1978b: 404) quoted

in Ellis (1990:93) has put it: ‘One learns how to do conversations, one learns how to

interact verbally, and out of this interaction syntactic structures are developed.’ Swain

(1985) has exempli?ed the argument on the output hypothesis by referring to the study

of the Development of BilingualPro?ciency Project (Swain et al., 1989, quoted in

Ellis, 1990) where French—L2 immersion students failed to achieve native speaker

grammaticalcompetence, not because they lacked comprehensibleinput, but because

they had limited opportunities for speaking in the classroom and were not pushed in

the output. The conclusion drawn from this argument is that production will aid

acquisition only when the learner is pushed—opportunitiesto speak in themselves may

not be suf?cient. However, the assumption in the implementationof the CLT approach

is that the pair and group discussions used create the opportunityfor ‘all’ the learners

to participate in classroom interaction. But it remains to be proved if the learners are

pushed to participate in the discussions.

2.5.5 Cognitive Theory and Second Language Acquisition

While the input and output hypotheses consider the language data available to the

learner and the learner’s utterances respectively, the cognitive theory attempts to

explain how information is processed and retrieved in the mind of the language

learner. (Area A1 Cognition, Internal learning in ?gure 2.3). The theory has three basic

principles, which explain language learning. The ?rst is the representation of new

knowledge. According to Weinstein and Mayer (1986), in Ellis (1990), new language

is acquired in two stages. When exposed to the target language, the learner selects

which features to pay attention to and transfers this information into the short-term

memory. However, this depends on the availabilityof comprehensible input. Then, the

learner acquires some or all of these features by transferring the information into long-

term memory for permanent storage. Still, it can be argued that this depends on

whether the information is new or not. On this point, Ellis (1991) says that this stage is
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aided by the availabilityof ‘models’ in the target language. At this point, it is arguable

whether the learner interaction during pair or group discussion promoted in the CLT

approach provides the learner with the right models.

The second principle of cognitive theory involves developing the ability to use

the knowledge. The information transferred into long-term memory is not available for

use in all performance conditions. This is due to two factors. The ?rst is the distinction

between controlled and automatised processing. Learning involves automatisation of

memory nodes so that information which is available through controlled processing

can be handled spontaneously.Automatisation is the ease with which the learner uses

the L2 and it happens when the learner has internalised the rules of the target language

So, unless automatisation has been achieved, the learner will depend on controlled

processing to use his/her knowledge of the language. The learners who have not

reached the automatised stage will not participate effectively during group discussions

since they will not be ?uent in the language.

The second factor involves declarative and procedural knowledge. According to

Anderson (1980; 1983; 1985, cited in Ellis, 1990) declarative knowledge involves

‘knowing that—and it consists of information like definitions of words, facts, rules and

so on. On the other hand, proceduralknowledge involves ‘knowing how’—and is

represented in memory in terms of ‘productionsystems’ consisting of a condition and

an action. In this case, the learner’s ability to use the language effectively depends on

the knowledge of the language system and how to use the rules effectively. Anderson

(1985) identifies three stages in the learning process in line with the cognitive theory.

The first is the cognitive stage where the learner makes use of a conscious activity to

acquire the L2. As such, the learner can describe the knowledge verbally. This is

followed by the associative stage where errors in the original declarative knowledge

are detected, corrected and the knowledge is procedurized.In the autonomous stage,

performance becomes totally automatic and errors disappear.

The third principle is the integration of the knowledge. Karmiloff—Smith (1986)

cited in McLaughlin (1987) describes how the acquisition of new information leads to

a restructuring of the learner’s knowledge system. The organization of the content

learnt is achieved as the learner attempts to simplify,unify and gain control over the

internalised knowledge. The third stage is when the learner has achieved balance
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between the environment and the mentalist in?uences without threatening the

knowledge system. This could be when the interlanguage rules are independent of

input. It is also at this point that corrective feedback will not have any effect on the

learner’s language. According to Ellis (1987) this is when the interlanguage has

reached the fossilization stage. Therefore, it is imperative that the learners should be

provided with input of the right quality which might not be available during group

discussion as most of the learners struggle to express themselves in the target

language. Hence the learner’s language could reach the fossilization stage before s/he

has internalised the mles of the language.

The preceding theories challenge the contribution of learner participationin

classroom discourse. All of them emphasize the role of the linguistic input available to

the language learner for language acquisition and the learner’s performance shows

his/her ability in the target language. The teacher’s contribution is central in providing

the input and feedback on the learner’s performance. Therefore, the emphasis the CLT

approach places on learner participationin pairs and groups plays down the

contribution of the teacher in the development of the learners’ competence and

performance.

2.5.6 Studies Based on Interaction Analysis Categories

This study used the adapted version of Flanders’ (1970) interaction Analysis

Categories. According to Newman (2001) Flanders’ Interaction AnalysisCategories

(FIAC) consist of 10 categories of communication, which include all communication

possibilities.These are broadly divided into ‘Teacher talk’ with seven categories.

‘Pupil talk’ with two categories and ‘silence or confusion.’ However, these categories

were too broad for the purpose of the current study. An adapted version of Flanders’

system (1970) used by Rost (2000) was the one readapted for this particular study.

It is worthy noting that there are a number of studies which have been carried out

using Flanders’ Interaction AnalysisCategories, but in each case, the categories had to

be adapted for the particular study. According to Rozycki (1999) the adaptation of the

system depends on the aims of the research, the research questions and the theoretical

framework of the study. Daud (1994: 1) proved the need for adaptation of the system

by showing that the system in its original state ...may not be adequate for the purpose
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of observing teachers who are using computers as an aid in teaching’ Therefore there

was a need to add some categories to incorporate the computer.

Rost (2000) adapted the Flanders’ Interaction AnalysisCategories and called it

the Verbal Interaction Categories System (VICS) and used it to analysed teacher

learner interaction in Satellite-Delivered Extension Educational Presentations. The aim

was to ?nd out if the distance between the instructor and the students led to a reduction

of instructor-student interaction. According Rost (2000) the distance had no effect on

the interaction interactions as he says that: ‘The ?ndings show that the interaction

levels of a distance-delivered Extension Service educational class session can

approximate the interaction levels of a traditionally delivered class’ Rost (200016).

The system was also used in the study of differences between expert and non-

expert problem based learning (PBL) tutors at the University of Michigan medical

school, (Davis et al., 1992) where it generated information which proved that although

the curriculum was learner centred, the teaching was teacher/tutor centred.

2.5.7 Analysis of Classroom Discourse

Discourse analysis aims to discover speech rules and to describe the conversation

structures that the speech rules generate. Coulthand (1985), cited in Griffiths (2002)

emphasizes that discourse analysis is also concerned about the relationship between the

discourse and the speakers and hearers by and for whom it is produced. The interest in

discourse analysis is to examine how speakers take and relinquish the role of speaker,

how social roles affect who speaks when and what they talk about, how non-verbal

signallingworks and the form of utterances is conditioned by the social relationship

between the participants. These forms of discourse can be applied to the classroom

situation and can provide information on the interaction patterns in the classroom. ln

this study the aim was to determine the extent of learner involvement in classroom

discourse.

According to Chimombo and Roseberry (1998) classroom discourse is a form of

education discourse which takes place in a school context. An analysis of classroom

discourse reveals the inequality in the power relations between the teacher and the

student. Chimombo and Roseberry (1998) have discussed a number of factors to be

considered in the analysis of the interaction patterns between the teacher and the
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students in the classroom. Some of the factors which are relevant to this study are

discussed brie?y in the following section. In the classroom, the teacher and the

students are the discourse participants. Although the teacher can be said to be the

producer of the lesson. he is not the sole producer because he/she uses various

textbooks which were written by other people. the authors are co-producers of the

lesson. On the other hand, the students are the interpreters of education discourse.

Chimombo and Roseberry (1998) have quoted Hechman (1987166) as pointing out

that many teachers still perceive students as passive recipients of the knowledge which

the teachers impart. However Hehman (1987) reported on a study of a school system

where there was a major shift in perception of students. The shift in the role of the

students has to do with learner active involvement in the classroom as is required in

CLT approach.

People’s perception of the teaching-learning process is two dimensional. Some

people see the teacher as all-powerful and controlling all the knowledge imparted to

the learner, such a view is the one in the audiolingual approach to language teaching.

The other view of the teaching-learning process considers the students as active

participants in the construction of knowledge as is the case in CLT approach. Purpose

and intent are other aspects re?ected in classroom discourse. In the classroom, the

purpose and intent of the lesson are communicated through structuring moves. Bellack

et al. (1966), cited in Chimombo and Roseberry (1988) identified four specific moves

used by teachers in the classroom, namely: structure, solicit, respond and react.

Some studies of classroom discourse have focused on move structures. Griffiths

(2002) has said that Sacks studied question and answer sequences in the classroom

and discovered that the pattern of exchange between the teacher [T] and pupil [P] was

not T-P, T-P, T-P as initially believed, but rather T-P-T, -P-T, T-P—T. Griffiths (2002)

citing Coutlhard (1985) has said that the T-P-T pattern explains the fact that teachers

talk for an average of 75% of the talking time within the frame of typical classroom

discourse.

According to Sinclair and Coulthard cited in Griffiths (2002) the interaction in

the classroom can be divided into initiation options [informative directive and

elicitation] and the appropriate pupil responses [acknowledge react, and reply] with

further opinions to be expressed where required [accept evaluate and comment].
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Another aspect of classroom discourse is turn-taking, where teachers may nominate a

child to answer a particular question, or a child may bid for the chance to answer the

question by raising his/her hand and/or shouting ‘Sir/Miss.’

Galton et al. (1980) cited in Tann (1991 :16) and recited in Grif?ths (200215)

revealed the precise nature of teacher-talk by providing a detailed analysis of the

ORACLE Project. They state that the discourse is mostly task-oriented, such as giving

informalion (generally to the whole class), 1'nslrucIi0n (usually to a group) and

feedback (most often on an individual basis). The project found that 44.7% of teacher

utterances were statements of which 15.4% were information giving 28% were task

directions or instructions, while 14.5% related to classroom routines.

The foregoing discussion has shown that in an attempt to understand the

interaction between the teacher and the learners, researchers have focused on different

aspects of classroom discourse. As for this study, the focus was on the extent of

learner participation in classroom discourse.

2.6 PARTICIPATION

One of the key terms in this study was ‘participationf the term is also found in

the title. The Longman Dictionary of Contemporary English (1984:780) defines

participation as ‘the act of taking part or having a share in an activity or event.’ And

the Thesaurus: English (U.S.) on line de?nes it as contribution and it is similar to

‘chipping in’, ‘input’ ‘involvement’. and ‘share’. When taken to the classroom, the

‘activity‘ or ‘event' is classroom interaction in which the teacher and the learners take

part. According to Van Lier (1988:92) ‘when observing the behaviour ofthose present

in the L2 classroom, one of the salient characteristics is the participation in the

interaction that goes on there.’ However, participation in language classroom can

either be covert or overt. Despite this evasiveness ‘it is useful to describe active

participation in the classroom, since it is a prerequisite for interaction and hence

communication.
. . ‘(Van Lier, 1988193).

Learner participation in classroom interaction is central to the CLT approach.

According to Johnson (1982) learning in CLT approach is based on communication.

task and meaningfulness. In this case the learning activities in the C LT approach are
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expected to... ‘engage learners in communication, require the use of such

communicative processes as information sharing, negotiation of meaning and

interaction’ (Richards and Rodgers, 1988376).

ln this study, therefore, participation was taken to mean learner talk in the

classroom, the other activities which did not involve speaking (eg. writing an exercise,

silent reading) were not considered as ‘learner participation’ simply because they did

not involve the production of utterances which were the basis for quantifying learner

participationin the classroom. Nevertheless it was felt that the other covert forms of

participationcould be analysed outside this study by focusing on time as a factor rather

than utterances. However, due to the nature of classroom interaction, learner talk

cannot be discussed in isolation because of the presence of the teacher who plans and

controls classroom interaction. Therefore, learner talk is discussed in relation to

teacher talk.

2.7 CHAPTER SUMMARY

The foregoing literature review has put learner participation in classroom

discourse in the context of language teaching and learning. The theories have shown

that learner participation in the language classroom is the learner’s physical linguistic

manifestation of the L2 knowledge. Prior to this, the learner requires input to activate

the language processing mechanism. In the language classroom, the teachers play a

central role in shaping the learners’ L2 knowledge. Therefore, such a role cannot be

transferred to the learners as purportedin the CLT approach.
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3 RESEARCH METHODOLOGY

3.1 CHAPTER OVERVIEW
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?l%.; This chapter outlines the methodology used in this study including the data
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collection methods. The study was based on a multiple case approach and the data was

collected from four form three classrooms in secondary schools in Blantyre district.
‘

V

The case study approach was used in this study with full knowledge of the weaknesses,

but it was ideal due to its strengths. The data was both qualitative and quantitative.

1 .

3.2 RESEARCH DESIGN . .

The study used a multiple case study approach to investigate whether the _
}' s
é implementationof the CLT approach has led to increased learner interactive .1,
;

' L
‘J

participationin the language classroom and find out the problems both the teachers and ;
_ l-

14

the learners were facing in the implementation of the approach. The use ofthe case
l

study approach was due to the need for data gathered in a real-life context, in this case,

the language classroom. As Yin (1984) puts it, the case study research method is an

empirical inquiry that investigates contemporary phenomena within the real-life

context and uses multiple sources of evidence to gather data. The emphasis is on the

contextual analysis of a limited number of events or conditions and their relationships.

Therefore, in order to obtain a comprehensive picture of the interaction patterns in the

language classroom, a multiple case approach was ideal for the study. The data

gathered from the classrooms in the four cases providedinformation for a comparative
1

analysis on the implementationof the approach in the cases in question. The classroom

observations and recording of the lessons provided in-depth information on the actual

interaction between the teachers the learners during the lesson.

‘ However, the case study as a research design has been criticized from a number
l

of viewpoints, one of them being that the dependence on a single case renders it ,

l

incapable of providing conclusions which can be generalized.Gidden’s view presented
‘

by Yin (1993) is that case methodology is ‘microscopic’ because it lacks a sufficient
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number of cases. But Hamel (Hamel et al., 1993) and Yin (1993; 1994) have argued

forcefully that the relative size of the sample whether 2, 10 or 100 cases are used, does

not transform a multiple case study into a macroscopic study, but the goal should be to

establish the parameters which should be applied for interpreting similar cases.

Consequently, even a single case is acceptable. Therefore this study used the multiple

case approach (4 classes taught by 4 teachers) to get a picture of effectiveness of the

implementationof the CLT approach. The case study has also been criticized for

lacking reliability as different researchers might come to different conclusions. In

addition, the critics have argued that it is difficult to check the observer’s analysis.

Despite these and other criticisms, researchers have used the case study research

method for many years across a variety of disciplines.This derives from the strengths

of the case study research regardless of the criticisms. In fact, Anderson (1999) argues

that the criticisms are not tme, because the case study method is valid and rigorous.

This position is similar to what Yin (1989a) states that the applicabilityof the results is

due to the set of methodological qualities of the case and the rigor in the construction.

In this study, lessons were recorded using a portable tape recorder, and ?eld notes

were taken to capture all aspects of interaction during the lessons. Questionnaires were

also administered to get information on different aspects of classroom interaction. The

use of multiple methods in the data collection was meant to gather detailed information

required in the study. In a nutshell, the case study approach was appropriate because of

the need to gather data in the classroom in order to analyse the extent of learner

participation in the implementationof the CLT approach.

3.3 SAMPLING

In the data collection the researcher used purposefulsampling and the sample

which was used is what Palton (1990), quoted in Anderson (1999), calls ‘convenience

sample.’ This is a sample, which is accessible to the researcher and has the required

characteristics. In this study, the interest was on form three classes. So, secondary

schools in Blantyre district were convenient and had the characteristics sought in the

study. Out of the ten government and grant-aidedsecondary schools in Blantyre, four
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were chosen randomly as a sample for the study, three from the urban and one from the

rural area. Table 3.1 presents the pro?le of the teachers in the study

Table 3.1 Pro?le of the teachers in the study

Experience

Case

No.

Textbooks

used

Nature

of school

Sex & Age Qualifications Primary Sec. Subjects No. of

periods

__per wk.

One Step Ahead

Integrated
English

Govenmient

(Urban)
Male, 34 Diploma—Domasi

2002

8years 4 years Chichewa

&

English

23

I

Two Integrated
English

Government

(Rural)
Male, 32 Diploma—D0masi

2003

15yrs l year Chichewa

&

English

23

Three Step Ahead Grant-aided

(Urban)

Female, 46 Diploma—Domasi
2003

l9yrs 1 year Chichewa

&

English

22

Four Integrated
English

Grant-aided

(Urban)

Female. 4l Dipl0ma—Domasi
200 l

17yis 3 years Chichewa

&

English

24

In table 3 .1 the reader will notice that out of the four schools used in the study,

three were from the urban and one from the rural area. There were four teachers, two

were male and two female and their age ranged between 34-46 years. All the teachers

were initiallyteaching in primary school before they went for a three-year diploma

course and started teaching in secondary.

being a senior class, the learners would probably be receptive to participationin the

The choice of form three classes was due to three reasonsi firstly, it was felt that

language classroom. Secondly, since it was a senior class, it would create a picture of

how the learners were being prepared for effective communication in tertiary education

and employment opportunities.The other reason was that in this class there is little

pressure of national examination, so the probabilityof using non-traditional teaching

methods, in this case, the CLT approach would be higher. Table 3.2 presents the

pro?le of the learners in the classrooms in question.
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Table 3.2 Pro?le of the learners in the study

Case No. Nature of school Number of students Age range

One Government (Urban) The enrolment was 54 but

attendance ranged between

38-43 pupils.

16-21 years

Two Government (Rural) The enrolment was 43 but 4

pupilswere present.

1 16-22 years

Three Grant-aided (Urban) The enrolment was 46 and

all were present.

15-20 years

Four Grant-aided (Urban) The enrolment was 48 but 4

pupilswere present.

5 15-21 years

In ?gure 3.2 the reader will see that the enrolment ranged between 43-54 pupils

per class. During the observations most of the pupils were present. The age range of

the pupils was 15-22 years.

3.4 PILOT STUDY

Before embarking on the study, the research instruments were ?rst piloted to test

their efficacy in revealing the aspects being sought. Although the researcher

administered the questionnairefor the learners, it was discovered that most of the

learners had some problems understanding some of the items, especially responding to

those questions that required explanations. As a result, in the actual study, there was

only one item which required the learners to give the problems they face when they

held discussions in pairs and groups.

As for the recordings, there was a technical problem at one of the schools where

it was piloted. The lesson had not been recorded because the microphone was not

inserted properly into the tape recorder. When this was done, the next lesson was

recorded clearly. After transcribing the lesson it was noted that the framework adopted

for the coding of the utterances, could not cater for all the interactions. This was the

original version of the Flanders’ Interaction AnalysisCategories (Flanders, 1970).

Then the researcher had to explore other analysiscategories, which were exhaustive,

hence, the re-adaptation of Rost’s (2000) adapted version. The adapted version of the

Flanders’ system is presentedin table 3.3.
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Table 3.3 FIAC adapted by Rost, (2003: 3) l

I

* . . .

r

1. Lecturing—presenting information;
2. Giving instructions;

Teacher 3. Asking a question;
talk 4. Respondingby acceptingan idea from a student"

5. Responding by rejecting an idea from a student.’
6. Learner initiates talk with teacher;

7. Learner initiates talk with another learner;

Learner 8. Learner respondsto question or comment from the teacher; L

talk 9. Learner respondsto questionor comment from another learner;

10. Silence-no talking in the classroom;

Silence ll. Confusion—everyone talking at once. ;§

The categories in table 3.3 were readapted to include some aspects, which

emerged from the data and were important in the analysis. The readapted version is

presentedin table 3. .'
T_“"Io-'Y':<a

T317‘

-.

(.
!;

Table 3.4 Flanders’ (1970) Interaction Analysis Categories Adapted for the

study.
'

TEACHER-

LEARNER

INTERACTION

l. Lecturing: where the teacher provided information to the learners
'

i,

2.Teacher questions: all the questions the teacher asked during the ,

~ i

5. Learner code-switching: where the learner used Ll in his/her
A

utterances.

6. Correcting learner language errors: the teachers feedback aimed

at correcting the learners” errors.

7. Learner initiates talk with teacher: where the learner asked a

questionto the teacher or ‘commented’ on what the teacher had said. ,

LEARNER-
LEARNER

INTERACTION

l.Learner initiates talk with another learner: Where the learner

asked a question to another learner

2.Learner responds to questionfrom another learner.

3.Regulated talk: where the learners were giving,each other chances

to speak-controlledturn taking.

4. Disorderly talk: where 2 or more learners were speaking at once.

V4
’

l

- l
I

l
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4 below.
,

Ix
‘\
i?,

aimed at language teaching.
_~

‘Iv.

lesson.
..

3. Learner responses

4 Learner language errors: the learners’ utterances which deviated
T1;

from the niles of the target language.
1 i’ i

l

»

5.Language errorsi the learners’ utterances which deviated from the 1
H

rules of the target language. 5-
,,

6.Code switching: where the learner used Ll in his/her utterances.
i

4
w
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However, the adapted version in table 3.4 shows that the last two categories viz.

silence and confusion/noise were le? out because they were beyond the scope of this

study although they can be a subject for further research to investigate what preceded

and followed the silence. And for the confusion or noise, one would be interested to

investigate the causes and how normalcy was restored.

3.5 DATA COLLECTION

As Yin (1984) has said that a case study uses multiple sources of evidence to

gather the data, the current study used four techniques of data collection. This was

done to ensure triangulation in the data collection. Cohen and Manion (1998: 233)

have de?ned triangulation as “the use of two or more methods of data collection in the

study of some aspect of human behaviour”. In this study, considering the effect the

presence of the researcher might have had on both the teachers’ and the learners’

behaviour, it was necessary to triangulate the data collection methods. In fact Cohen

and Manion (I998) have stressed that the complex nature of human behaviour and

interaction necessitate the use of multiple sources of data in research which deals with

any of these phenomena. For this reason the data collected was both qualitative and

quantitative.

3.5.1 Access and Acceptance

Before going into the classroom to collect the data, the researcher ?rst sought

permission from the Regional Education Of?ce for the South West Division where an

acceptance letter was obtained (Refer to Appendix l). This was in keeping with what

Cohen and Manion (1994: 354) call the principle of informed consent which is

important in the initial stages of the research project where ‘access to the institution

organisation where the research is to be conducted should be accepted by those whose

permission one needs before embarking on the task.’ On arrival at the schools, the

researcher met the head teacher who then introduced the researcher to the head of

languages. After knowing what the researcher was looking for, the head called the

teacher whose lessons were later observed. The discussion with the teacher in question

was meant to ensure that there was informed consent, which Diener and Crandall
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(1978,cited in Cohen and Manion, 19941350) have de?ned as ‘the procedures in

which individuals choose whether to participate in an investigation or not after being

informed of facts that would be likelyto in?uence their decisions.’

Although the teachers were told what the researcher was looking for and assured

of the con?dentiality of the information, one teacher got suspicious and wanted to see

the researcher’s notes. When the researcher showed the teacher the notes in questions,

s/he even appeared fascinated to discover that in addition to writing what both the

teacher and the learners were saying, the researcher was also attempting the exercises

the learners were doing. A?er this incident, there was no other problem.

3.5.2 Collecting Qualitative Data

3.5.2.1 Recording of Lessons and Field notes

The data for this study were collected in the month of June 2004. At that time,

the schools were in the second term (the middle of the school year) of the school

calendar. The speci?c dates for the visits to the schools are presented in table 3.5

below.

Table 3.5 Details of the Lesson Observations and Recordings.

lCASE
i0NE

DATES Length
of lessons

Number of observations & recordings

Weilnesday9tl'T]une 301)-1 40 minutes

l hursday l Rh une Z00-5 80 minutes

—FYld3§‘llh ]une ZOO-l 40 minutes
Wednesday 5th June Z004 40 minutes
l bursday l 7th une Z004 80 minutes

_Ffld8§' 315 June 2004 40 minutes

Five observations and ?ve recordings.

CASE

TWO

W@nesday' 9th_1une 2004 80 minutes
_T\7londayZlst June 2004 40 minutes
_Tuesday 22ndTune 2004 40 minutes

Wednesday 23r<Uune 2004 80 minutes

Four observations and four recordings

lCASE

‘THREE

Tlonday 7th lune 2004 40 minutes

Wednesday 9tlTTune 2004 40 minutes
_'Fndayl th une 2004 40 minutes

_Tuesday 22ndTune 2004 40 minutes

Four observations and four recordings

CASE

FOUR

Monday Ffnurie 2004 35 minutes

—Tuesday8th lune 2004 35 minutes
W/'e1nesday 91h_Tune2004 35 minutes

“Thursday ??fflune 2004 70 minutes
_Tnday Tlihfiune 2004 70 minutes

’
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In table 3.5 it should be noted that the length of the lesson did not translate into a

similar length of recording because when the teacher was writing on the board, when

the learners were reading silently or doing an exercise and so on the tape was put on

pause. ln other words whenever there was an activity which did not involve speaking,

the tape was put on pause.

During lesson observations in the classroom, the researcher had a portable tape

recorder, which was used to record the lesson. The recorded lesson was later

transcribed.The aim of the recording was to capture all the utterances by both the

teacher and the learners. These recordings were important considering that people

speakmuch faster than the normal writing speed. So, the recordings provided the

researcher the opportunityto record all the interactions in the lesson, which would

otherwise have been impossible to write in the notes. During the observations, the

researcher was also taking notes. The notes included the aspects which were important

in the interactions but could not have been capturedin the recording like the items

which the teacher wrote on the chalkboard; the number of learners in the classroom

and how many were active; the number of groups formed during group discussions and

the number of those groups which presentedtheir answers to the whole class and those

that did not. During the data collection, the researcher used a non-participant approach

bysitting at the back of the classroom without saying anything throughout the lesson,

but taking notes on the interaction and attempting all the exercises during the lesson

while ensuring that the tape recorder was working.

3.5.2.2 Collecting Quantitative Data

The quantitativedata in the study was collected through the use of

questionnaires.This method was chosen bearing in mind the advantages, regardless of

the disadvantages. According to Anderson (1999) questionnairesare ef?cient for data

collection with a large number of respondents,as was the case in this study. The other

advantage is that the data can be analysedquantitativelyusing statistical methods

which are reliable because they are not susceptible to bias. They also enable the

researcher to ask a large number of questions.This characteristic was important in this

Studyas a way of collecting information on a number of aspects in relation to learner

participation in the classroom.
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However, questionnaireshave weaknesses (Anderson, 1999). Where the

questionnairehas many questions some people do not respond to all of them due to

‘questionnairefatigue.’ Bearing this in mind, the questions were limited to the

essentialaspects of the study. The other problem is that the reliabilityof questionnaires

dependson planningand pre-testing. The former was taken care of by considering the

comments made by the supervisor while the latter was sorted out during the pilot

study.Then the ‘danger’ of respondents not understanding the questions meant that the

researcher had to administer the questionnaires in the classroom by going around

assisting those who had some problems.

3.5.2.3 Questionnaires

There were two sets of questionnaires,one for the teachers and the main one for

the learners. The items in the questionnaireswere set in three main areas: the textbooks

beingused, the teacher behaviour, which either promotedor limited learner

participation,the learner behaviour when given an opportunity to interact, and the

problemswhich both teachers and the learners were facing in the implementationof

the CLT approach.

Since the questionnaireswere to be administered to students in secondary school,

it was appreciatedthat their level of language might not be high enough to understand

complexexpressions, so, the statements were simpli?ed. Of course, some adjustments

were made after noting the problems the respondents had in the pilot phase.

Furthermore, the number of items where the respondents were required to write

sentences was deliberately limited. (Refer to Appendix2).

The statements in the questionnairewere phrasedbearing in mind how the results

would be interpreted and presented.Therefore, the Likert scales were the most

appropriate as they render the results easy to code, interpret and present (Bell, 1999).

In fact, Anderson (1999) confirms the usefulness of the Likert scales when he says that

the Likert scale is one of the most useful questionform which providean excellent

means of gathering opinions and attitudes in a shoit periodof time and they lend

themselves to simple and effective analysis.

The researcher used twenty questionnairesper school. Among the learners in the

Classroom ten girls and ten boys were chosen randomly to complete the questionnaire.
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The students’ questionnairewas backed up by the one for the teachers which each of

the four teachers completed (Refer to Appendix 3). The questions in the two

questionnaireswere similar, but the only difference was that they were asked from two

different perspectivesin order to capture the views of each of the two parties on learner

participationin the classroom. The questionnaires were administered on the last day of

the observation. This was meant to act as a conclusion and to avoid in?uencing the

interactions had the teachers and the learners known in advance what was being

sought.

3.6 DATA ANALYSIS

The responses in the questionnaires were physicallycounted for each of the items

and the quantitiespresented in a graph using Excel spreadsheet.The data from the

transcribed lessons were analysed using the classi?cations in the adapted version of the

Flanders’ (1970) Interaction Analysis Categories system (Refer to table 3.4).

Accordingto the proponents of the Flanders’ Interaction Analysiscategories (1970)

(FIAC),the system involves assigning a number (code/tally) to every 3 second span

ie. l min. will have 20 tallies/scores. (Newman, 2001). Rozyki (1999) says that since

all the behaviour occurs in real-time, then, there is a need to samplethrough time i.e. to

account for the interaction every three seconds throughout the lesson. He suggests that

the researcher should aim at coding 10-20 scorings per minute. Daud (1994) says that

the coding for every three seconds gives how much time is spent on teaching language.

This study therefore adapted the coding of the tallies, instead of coding every 3

seconds, the researcher decided that in order to focus on the actual utterances which

gave a clear picture of the nature of participationbeing sought, the emphasis should be

on the number of words uttered per minute by both the teachers and the learners. After

a number of trials, the researcher discovered that the number of words ranged between

54-79 per minute. This dependedon the amount of silence between the utterances.

Then, considering Rozycki’s (199912)suggestionto ‘try for a constant coding of 10-20

scoringper minute’ the researcher decided to use every three words to represent 1

score/tally.Two words were counted as a score, but not one word, however, when the

learner code-switched, each word was counted as a tally/score to avoid mixing the
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utterances in the L2 and those in the Ll. The latter were usually 1-2 words. Such code

switching was still considered as participation since it was the learner’s strategy where

the Ll word was more readily accessible than the L2.

3.7 VALIDITY AND RELIABILITY

Although critics have attacked case study research for low validity, Cohen and

Manion (l998:24l) have indicated that triangulation is important in a case study to

ensure the validity of the ?ndings. They write ‘triangulation can be a useful technique

where a researcher is engaged in a case study of complex phenomena.’ In this

study,the validity of the ?ndings arose from the four sources of data used, namely;

recordingsof lessons, ?eld notes, teacher questionnaireand learner questionnaire.The

face validityof the questionnairesarose from the pilot test and the revision of the

questions.

On the other hand, the ?ndings are reliable due to the methods of data collection

and analysisemployed. According to Anderson (19991165) ‘straight-forwardmultiple-

choice questions are answered consistently.’ These were the ones, which were used in

this study. The recorded data were analysedusing one of the classical models for

interaction analysis. Flanders’ Interaction AnalysisCategories (1960/1970)has been

used by a number of researchers due to the reliability of the results generated.In fact

Bell (1999) has referred to the FIAC as one of the best methods of classifying

classroom behaviour. The set of responses in the questionnaireswas constructed using

the Likert scales. Hence, the scoring was objective.Therefore, the reader is assured

that the ?ndings of this research are both valid and reliable. On the other hand, the

codingwas valid because the words were counted for at least three times in order to

verifythe correctness of the coding.

3.8 CHAPTER SUMMARY

This chapter has shown that multiple case study approachwas used in the data

collection. The reliability and validityof the data was basically in the triangulation

used in the collection of the data. The multiple sources of information were important
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CHAPTER 4

4 DATA ANALYSIS AND DISCUSSION or RESULTS

4.1 CHAPTER OVERVIEW

The study analysed learner panicipationin classroom discourse in four language

classrooms in four secondary schools in Blantyre district following the implementation

of the communicative language teaching approach in 2002. The investigation centred

on the following three questions:

l. What interaction patterns are teachers using in the language classroom‘?

2. To what extent are learners participatingin classroom discourse?

3. What problems do teachers and learners face in the implementationof

the CLT approach’?

The discussion of the findings is divided into the following sections: the syllabus;

the textbooks used; teacher-learner interaction; learner-learner interaction (group

activities); and the problemsthat both the teachers and the learners face in the

implementationof the CLT approach.

4.2 BACKGROUND OF THE CASES

The data for this study were collected from four third form classes in

government-fundedand grant-aidedsecondary schools. All of them were in Blantyre

district, three in the urban and one in the rural area. Among them were two full

boardingsecondary schools, while one was semi-boarding(some learners were in the

boardingwhile others were day scholars) and the last a day secondary school. The

minimum number of learners in the classrooms was forty-three and the highest was

?fty-eight.(Refer to table 3 .2). All the teachers had diplomas obtained from Domasi

Collegeof Education. (Refer to table 3.1). However, this was a mere coincidence

because the study targetedForm Three classes in all the schools regardlessofthe

quali?cationsof the teachers.
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4.3 THE NEW FORM THREE SYLLABUS

The Form Three syllabus is divided into two sections. The ?rst is the scope and

sequencechart which outlines the general content areas to be covered under each of

the four language skills namely listening, speaking, reading and writing. The sequence

chart reveals that in each of the nine content areas, the teacher has to focus on all the

four language skills. Table 4:1 shows an exampleof the presentationof a particular

topic,(Identi?cationof the main idea(s) in an expositionor argument) under each of

the four language skills.

Table 4.1 An extract from the scope and sequence chart for English for

form 3 (English Language Syllabus Form 3 and 4, 2002:8)

iliistening g

Speaking gReading p

Writing

ildentifythe central
i

Stating orally
i

Identifyingthe Noting in writing the

idea from the title, the central idea central idea from central idea from the

the beginning,the from the title, the title, the title, or the end of an

middle, or the end of the beginning, beginning, the oral or written

an oral expositionor the middle, or middle, or the exposition or

argument
the end of an end of a written argument, using an

t
oral or written expositionor appropriatenote-

l expositionor argument taking/summary

l argument
f0fm&t

In table 4.1 it can be noted that in the language classroom the learners are

requiredto practiceeach of the four Sl(lllSInamelylistening, speaking,reading and

writingusing the same topic.

The second part of the new Form Three syllabusis the teaching syllabus and (it)

is divided into seven sections as illustrated in table 4.2 below.

46



FrmSub3H

y)’Sm”g20_m0‘H7-C’%4_TMW3M3HmO0
C

€FSSPU_m_DnCSChtmmftC

aHYSegaugH3LahB

r“Iewbll
IAm134mkm_wFT

rN:N
=Nm@

Og_
®g<gwV

00:32

Q;
BBN58_
m?mmgga

wcmmgé?a

ma:

wggga
mgca
g

mogm

8%
?:m\_g_‘3 8gE
_)_m\_0g

gg
6

Sm

m_g<§
m %?

gm

Géggg

HQWOEAUWW

m?mmg??a 30%

Om

mwmmwmmanwa

:§__m__
m .

$85
Hg

.

O5_

00:82
om
M5

oi

$68505
mag
:6

E5

$6

Em"
2

EM"

Eamag

E303
gm

.

gm;

gang
83$

WOWEDOG

:3w@§__5mQ0303wddww
Ba583505

_

_

F

u

>g_€5m35%Q82_w£g__m
8

E0

ma"
on

FE“Madman:
om

ND

on;98350:Ua?cgam
5

Uaa\ma_(__a
?g

35
omm;BagS_520%

5
335%:3

8582
Q‘
ms

oi963303
Ham“
E0

Em”
Ea

gm"Hggmgg
W

Q‘

0:;mXUOw:
OJ\

8%“
Qm3&O\_H<

.

gmggsm
BCEUE
OTQOQ

OH

qgqgw?pggosw
O:

?agggm
.

Bg?gsmwacgaqUag?ggw2::
Hg8:82

om

O2;
96830:



Y’

In table 4.2 the teaching syllabuspresents various ways of achievingthe stated

languageskill. Such an arrangement gives the teacher most of the required information

startingfrom the preparationin terms of the objective (s) and the resources, the

grammaticalfocus, the teaching/learningactivities and experiencesduring the delivery

of the lesson and the mode of assessment. These details would assist the teacher to

focus properlyon the skill in question. In fact, one can be right to say that the

arrangementof the various aspects of the language skill is like a scheme of work which

can be handy to the teacher.

The ??h column in table 4.2 gives an indication of how the learners should be

involvedduring the lesson. Throughout the syllabusthis column has a lot of activities

which have to be done in pairs or groups. For instance there are a total of 29 activities

to be done in pairs or groups out of a total of 77 activities set for the second term. This

was the periodwhen the research was conducted. It meant that 37.7% of the total

interaction in the classroom was supposedto involve the learners in pair or group

discussions. In the other activities (62.3%),the onus was on the teachers to decide how

to involve the learners. Nonetheless, this decision was not open-endedbecause the

activities in the textbooks also determined the extent of learner involvement in the

classroom.

4.4 THE TEXTBOOKS

Since interaction in the language classroom is a form of institutional talk based

on textbooks, then the choice of these textbooks and the activitystructures determined

the interaction patterns in the classroom.

Although there were four recommendedtextbooks in Form Three, the

observations revealed that in all the four cases in this study, the teachers were only

usingtwo of them. The textbooks which were used were Senior Secondary Integrated

EnglishBook 3 and Step Ahead: New Secondary EngliS/1Students
' B001‘ 3- Table 43

below presents activities from units 6 and 7 of IntegratedEnglish and table 44

presents the ways through which the learners are to be involvedwhen teaching the

activitigg in unit 6 Of the Same textbook. Table 4.5 presents the activities from units 7,
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Sand9 of Step Ahead. Some of the lessons during the observatigng came from these

units

Table 4.3 Activities in units 6 and 7 of Senior Secondary Integrated

English Book 3

TH:&

‘Jheme

Listening Reading Oral/Aural Work
i

Improving your
it

,

writing

Grammar

l
~ 6
iCooperation

l .Cartoons

from play:
Survival
3. Excerpts:
Concubinc,
God‘s Bits

Wood. Thin

_

Fall Apart

2. *Excerpts character

Our Role play: Theme from

of Read aloud speech from

Game: Name this Write a Qharactgr

study
Write about

theme

a

Our Survival

The Dramatise scene from

Our Survival

ss play

Language of

drama: Similes,

metaphors,
personi?cation;
use of proverbs
emotional

language

~

7. Choosing

1a career

*TV

interview:

calling the

youth

l l

L J

l..lob

3 .More job
advertisem

interview

ews

6.Excerpt:

r from Eyes o

night

advertisements boy, Thonga,

2.Matching jobs Chichewa, and

with applicants Chilomwe songs

er

4.Excerpt: The

5.Excerpt:lntervi

‘Unemployment’

Poems: Vocation, Turn-
i Write ajob

advertisement
Write a letter of

applicationand

Order speci?cs
Prepare a

questionnaire
Write a song
Summarise a

story

Sentence stress

its

fthe

Idioms

l _»_
—

—

* Activity done by the class during the observation period in Case Four

Table 4.4 Nature of the activities in units 6 and 7 of Senior Secondary

English Book 3

T P
‘ G

T

Class

lUnit6 Individual
C

Pair YGroupClass w;UnitIndividual air roup

'>

l Comprehension 2 2 4 5
2

5 4 “

i *

l

l Composition i?____

._a

l l l

l Summary
i Grammar

1
2

C

i l l *

‘ Note taking

iTotals
O

exercise work work :Xdiscussion 7 exercise
work work discussion

r
i C

I i 91 8 7 7

5 3 7 8

*Activity done by the class during the observation period in Case F01"

49



>

Table 4.5 The activities in units 7 and 8 of Step Ahead New Secondary

English students’ Book 3

?it 7 Reading y
Writing

I

Listening
I

1"" *Who killed Summary writing
i

Kangamiti Guided writing

1 Developing Note-taking practice

,
sensitivity to

style
Reading practice

Speak
Lookin

diction

Teleph
practic
*Discu

points
Expres
opinion

ing Grammar

g for Transformation
i

one Punctuation

e Word formation

ssion Subject: verb agreement

sing

Using ‘if and ‘might“

Writing better sentences

The

propose
mime

LUnit8 Scanning for Summary writing- The dangers

t speci?c writing tabulated of DDT

i Information notes

1 *Felida: Cat Comparing and

i family contrasting

Literature Composition
Desiderata Describing a well-

known animal

Types of school in

Zimbabwe
_

Expressingfrequency

Joining sentences

‘If’ sentences

Spelling
Word formation

-Adjectives
-A word game

Confusing words

Writing better sentences

d

nit9 Magazine
i

Answering
i

Listening Discuss

article-Heads I comprehension practiceto

Newspaper practice

i
article **‘And Composition-A

I then along came humorous article

I

my sugar“ Guided writing

i Giving instructions

Win (And You questions
Proverbs-

Lose $ I) **Suininary writing
discussion

I

ion Rewriting sentences

Completingsentences

‘If sentences

**Punctuation
Word fomiation
**A word game

Writing better sentences

Transitive and intransitive

verbs

* Activity done by the class during the observation period in Case One

** Activity done by the class during the observation per iod in Case Three

In tables 4.3 and 4.5 the contents of the units in both textbooks are organised

alongthe language skills. However, in IntegratedEnglishthere is an indication of how

the learners are to be involved during the lesson (Refer to table 4.4). For instance the

activities in unit 6 presentedin table 4.4 show that there are ?ve activities in which the

learners are expected to work individually,three for pairwork, seven for group work

and eight for a class discussion. Such an arrangement is in line with the suggested

h llabus (Referto column 5 in table

teachingand learning activities proposedint e sy

4.2). Therefore, the use of the activities in IntegratedEnglishwill

interactive participationin the classroom as requ

promote learner

ired in CLT approach.However, the

d f individualexercises and class

activities in Step Ahead are mostly designe or

d'
'

' it‘ in this text can promote teacher talk typicalof the

iscussion. As a result, the activ ies

audiolingualapproach.
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The ?rst objective in the study was to analyse the interaction p3\1C|11§{hg

teachers were using in the language classroom. For this reason the ?rst question in the

questionnaireasked both the learners and the teachers to indicate the frequency in the

use of each of the four prescribedtextbooks. The leamers’ responses in all the foul-

cases are presentedin ?gure 4.l below.
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Figure 4.1 Learners’ responses
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on the textbooks used in the classes

The learners’ responses in the chart rank the frequency in the use of the

prescribedtextbooks in the following descendingorder: Step Ahead: New Secondary

EnglishStudents’ Book 3 used very o?en; Senior Secondary IntegratedEnglish

Students’ Book 3 used often; Secondary EnglishBook 3 used sometimes; and English

for Communication Book 3, rarely used

4.4.1 Teachers’ Responses on the Use of Textbooks

ln the questionnaire,the teachers’responses in three of the cases were similar to

those of most of the leamers who said they used Step Ahead very 05¢", but Som??mes

they used IntegratedEnglish.However, one
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Althoughsome of the learners indicated that they sometimes used the other two

textbooks,the teachers’ responses showed that none of them used those textbooks.

During the two-week observation period,some of the lessons in case one came

from units 7 and 8 of Step Ahead but others came from sources outside the prescribed

textbooks.However, these were outside this discussion because they varied from one

teacherto another. Unit 7 of Step Ahead Book 3 has a total of 16 activities (Refer to

i?ble45) but there is only 1 ?ctivity (speakingpractice)preciselyset out to be done in

pairsand for a class discussion (Discussionspoints on the comprehensionpassage)

whilethe rest are to be done individually.Consequently,these activities would have

promotedteacher talk with individual learner contributions. On the other hand, unit 7

in IntegratedEnglish Book 3 (Refer to table 4.3) has almost twice (30 activities) this

number of activities to be done in pairs, groups and class discussions, which if used

elfectively,would have resulted in more learners’ interactive involvement in the

classroom. In case three, the class did activities in unit 9 of Step Ahead (Refer to table

4.5)in which the activities were set for individual exercises and class discussion. The

class read a comprehensionpassage and answered questionsindividually(in writing)

later there was a class discussion.

In case two the learner responses showed that the most populartext was Step

Ahead: New Secondary EnglishBook 3, but, during the two-week obsen/ation period,

the teacher used IntegratedEnglishBook 3. Three of the six lessons came from this

text, two from unit six and one from unit seven. Althoughunit six has a total of

twenty-two activities (Refer to table 4.4) the class did one of them only as a class

discussion and the teacher used the same passage for a group discussion. Nevertheless.

the class did not do the other exercises in the unit designedfor group work. The other

lesson came from the next unit, an exercise done individually.On the other hand, in

case four, the learners indicated that the most frequentlyused textbook was also

IntegratedEnglishBook 3 and the teacher used the same textbook during the

observations. As in case two, the teacher also chose onlythose activities in which the

learners were involved individually.

es showed that in addition to these tw

etheless the textbook had been used even before

b l< ,th l

The learner respons

O text O0 S ey a so

used Secondary EnglishBook 3. Non

the syllabuswas reviewed, so the continueduse of such a textbook indicated that the
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‘new syllabus’was being taught using a textbook prescribedfor the old syllabus.

However, none of the teachers used it during the observations.

At this point, it can be said that the teachers were using the prescribedtextbooks

selectively.Two ofthem were using Step Ahead, in which the activities had to be done

individuallyand class discussions. ln the other two cases where the teachers used

SeniorSecondary lntegrated linglish the activities done were only those set for

individualtasks (Refer to tables 4.3 and 4.4) and as class discussions, none of the

teachersused those activities designedfor group activities. In fact both teachers

designedtheir own questionsfor group activities. Althoughthere was nothing wrong

withsuch a set up, the only setback was that such questionswere less challengingthan

those providedin the textbook. Therefore, it can be stated that the popularityof Step

Aheadin two ofthe cases and the selective use of IntegratedEnglishin the other two

cases showed that communicativelanguage teaching in terms of elfective learner

participationwas not effectively implementedin the cases studied. The choice of

textbooksand the activity structures did not promote effective learner participation.As

Littlejohnand Windeatt (1989:165) have rightlypointedout: ‘the construction of

teachingmaterial is a deliberate attempt to bring about certain kinds of interaction in

the classroom. ‘it is important to consider materials in terms of what they may suggest

for.
.
.classroom roles.’ Therefore, these teachers were choosing those textbooks and

activities which gave them full control of the classroom discourse.

4.4.2 Summary on the Use of Textbooks

From the precedingdiscussion the followinghave been noted:

' Although there were four prescribedtextbooks, not all of them were being used

in the cases studied.

' Most of the teachers were using Step Ahead: New Secondary EnglishStudents’

t them at the centre of the interaction

ior SecondaryIntegratedEnglishBook 3
Book 3 because it pu

in the classroom.

' Those teachers who were using Sen

. .

.
.

- ' '

ti if

were selective in their choice of the activities such that they chose those ac ivi ies

which promotedteacher talk. '

h f r

' The choice of textbooks and the activitY Structures among the teachers mt e Ou
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cases studied did not promote effective leamer participationin the classroom

discourse because the activities promoted teacher centred interactions.

4.5 TEACHER-LEARNERINTERACTION

The extent of leamer participationin classroom discourse (as expressedin the

secondquestionin the study which read ‘To what extent are leamers participating in

classr00m discourse? ') W85 determined by analysingthe interaction patterns in the

four cases in questionusing the adapted model of the Flanders’ (1970) interaction

AnalysisCategories(FIAC) (Refer to table 3.4). In the language classroom, interaction

is aimedat language teaching and learning. Hence, it involves the teacher on one hand

and the learners on the other. in this study, the interaction between the teacher and the

leamers was called teacher-learner interaction while that among the learners was

learner-learner interaction.

Figure 4.2 and table 4.6 present teacher-learner interactions in all the lessons

observedin each of the four classrooms.
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Table 4.6 Amount of talk in teacher-learner interaction

ix
Amount of talk as a % of the talk in each of the

i

,
cases

C856 Z
V

Case 3 i,Case 4 i,Average
l

l Case l

iTLecturing f l5 ‘,53.4
‘

66
‘

515 46,

l?Teacherquestions l0 22 p
22 ‘ip18

l 18'

iglreamerresponses if47 18 g‘7 13 “T225
\

L4.Learnerlanguage errors Q,8.7
l 1.05

g

2_(, ‘

l 5. Leamer code s\\"itcliing
_

l K0
‘ () ()3

p

L .

l6.Errorcorrection
0 0.3 p

0 ‘N0,03
‘C C‘

1.5

W.Leamer initiate talk with 0.7 0 3_()4

‘Lteacher J
A

L

_

i_r0mi§* y

82.4 f 94.7 f 100 90.6 91.9 j

!"o""<>e
t\J

0

* In cases one, two and four the other utterances appear in ?gure 4.4 and

4.5 under learner-learner interaction. (Group activities).

The following can be deduced from ?gure 4.2 and table 4.6: Time spent on

lecturingwas greater in all the cases except in case one, where it was only 15 % of the

total interaction. ln all the cases the lecturing was complementedby the teachers’

questions,but there were few questionsin case one. Much of the time in case one was

ons. These accounted for 47% of the

taken up by individual learner contributi
onses. Although the learners in

interaction, but the other cases had fewer learner resp

three of the cases made some language errors, in case one, where the learners spoke

more, there were also more errors. Only in two of the cases did the learners code

switch. Although not clearly noticeable in the graph,there were a few error corrections

in case two (0.3%)but none in the other cases; and in three of the cases the learners

initiated talk with the teachers but it was very low in case one: 0.7% only. In general,

lecturingdominated the interaction in three of the cases and it was complementedby

the learners’ responses to the teachers’ questions.

4.5.1 Lecturing

In ?gure 42 and table 4,6 it is apparentthat lecturing was the dominant features

of the teacher talk in three of the cases. The exte

?oor during lecturing determinedthe level of leamer involvementin the classroom. As

l s that the student and the teacher adopt control

nt to which the teacher maintained the

Ellis (1984) has rightlynoted, the ro e 'bed

the nature of the linguisticenvironmentin the classroom. The data from the transcri

'n the form of elaborations after the

lessons showed that much of the lecturing WaS1
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learnerresponses. This is the teacher evaluation/elaboration,which is part of what

Lgmke(1993)calls the ‘triadic dialogue’ involving teacher question, student answer

andteacherevaluation elaboration. So, the elaboration oifered the teachers further

Opportunityto make knowledge publicby linkingvarious concepts or reformulating

knowledge.The interactions in extracts l, 2 and 3 show how the teachers elicited

learner responses in order to explainsome particularpoints.

Extract: 1 (Case one)

T1 Let’s go to line 93, ‘my inside collapsed’what does it mean‘? Yes!

L1 It means that person was afraid.

T1 Yes. You know, sometimes when you catch a thief and you are taking him to the

police,the moment he sees the police, he can wet his trousers. That is an example

of collapsing inside

Extract: 2 (Case one)

T: What do we mean when we say that their habitat is being destroyed?

L1 Their habitat is being destroyedby peoplewho cut trees.

T: Yes. In places where these animals live trees are being cut and sometimes people

set the bush on tire.

Extract: 3 (Case three)

T: Today we are going to loo

L" When you want to join sentences.

k at the use of commas. What are commas used for?

T" To join sentences, to separate sentences. If you have two or more sentences in

a. ..If ou have two or more sentences in a row. If you have two or more

Y

sentences you use a comma to separate them, especiallyin a compoundsentence,

yes that’s true.

In extracts l, 2 and 3 it was apparentthat the teachers were using the questionsto

draw out responses aimed at developingthe lesson. Althoughin case three the teacher

started with an explanation,still, questionswere employedto develop the lesson as

illustrated in extract 4.

Extract: 4 (Case three)
M

.

.

t

Ti Today we are going to read, ‘Then along came my $1189" Thls PassageJug

have read in our

looking at the topic is like one of the passages that we
'

_

have ot such articles in our

newspapers. In our local newspapers We g
_

newspapers. Articles which when we read them We Just laugh-

1 Articles like which ones?

Zabweka.

Yes. What else‘?

Dobadoba.
F7'f".'7.l'.“"'*
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In extracts l, 2, 3 and 4 the teachers elaborated the learners’ res Qnses b

providingmore information in the form of lecturing. As a result, it cari)be said Thatthe

l??luilngwas not Providing‘?ew information’ but buildingon ideas solicited from the

learners. These examples conform to the generalinteraction patterns in most language

classroomsas described by Burton (I981), cited in Ellis (I986), whg Says that the

int6r?0ti011in IHOSI language classrooms is characterizedby ‘informativ¢g_elicitations

anddirectives’which he has termed the ‘ritualised structure.’ Althoughit is practically

impossibleto avoid such moves in the classroom, the problemarises when they

become the predominantfeature of the discourse. Therefore, the prevalenceof this

‘ritualisedstmcture’ in the observed lessons signalledthat communicativelanguage

teachinghad not been effectively implementedto promote interactive learner

participation.
The observations showed that in case three, the teacher did much of the talking

than the other cases. However, lecturing was the least in case one in which it

constitutedonly 12% of all the talk in the lessons observed. Nevertheless,one would

not be correct to conclude that this minimal lecturing denoted more learner interactive

participationbecause the teacher asked a lot of questionsthat sought individual

responses. These responses were 47% of the total utterances. Therefore these learner

responses did not connote the learners’ interactiveparticipationin the classroom

discourse. As a matter of fact, in addition to the teacher questionsthere were two

debate sessions where one of the leamers was in control and in a way assumed the role

ofthe teacher. In spite of this, the talk of the learner in q

another learner ’. So, these factors explainedthe amount ot
uestion appearedunder

‘learner initiating talk with

lecturing,which though small, did not signifyt

group discussions. Therefore, lecturing was one of the domi

four cases in the study. This scenario shows that the

d in terms of minimizingtraditional

hat the learners were involvedthrough

nant features of the

Classroom discourse in all the

CLT approachwas not effectively implemente

teacher talk in order to increase learner interactiveparticipationin the classroom.

In short, the lecturing in the study showed that the teachers assu

ers. For this reason, after brief explanations

med a certain

amount of shared knowledge with the learn

theystarted asking the learners some questionsand used the responses to develop the

lessons. As such, learner participationwas determinednot by the amount of lecturing
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btitthe learner F6819011565.Whether short answers or explanations.The short answers

resultedin minimallearner talk while the explanationsenhanced learner involvement.

2.5.2Teachers’ Questions and Learners’ Responses

Askingquestionswas the other dominant feature of the teacher talk in these

lessons. ln fact, the teachers were using the questionsto draw out particularresponses,

whichwere in their plans for the development of the lessons. Apparently,this is the

realityof learner talk in the language classroom. lnteractions of this nature providethe

teacherswith a way to develop the lesson through the learners’ answers and in some

cases it assists the teachers to discover what the learners do not know in order to

providethe information. According to Tann (1991) cited in Griffiths (2002:13)

‘questionsaccount for a considerable amount of teacher talk, especiallythe use of

closedquestions—i.e.questionswith only one possibleanswer-to check for

understanding,testing knowledge and gainingattention.’ Although,the interactions

resultingfrom such questionsare criticized in the CLT approachas not resulting in

‘genuinecommunication’since the learners providethe information alreadyknown by

d ble in the classroom as a way of testing the

the teachers, these questionsare unavoi a

leamers’ current knowledge before providingnew information.Such questionsare

presentedin extracts 5 and 6. However, the mention of the teachers’ questionscannot

be completewithout considering the learners’ responses to the questions.It should be

noted that the type of question the teachers asked shapedthe learner’s response.

Therefore,the closed ones led to short responses which were not creative in nature.

Extract: 5 (Case two)

T1 Who can give us the meaning of superstition?

Ll: 1t is a traditional belief.

TI What else’?

L2: It is a belief about ancestral spirits.

T1 Who can give examples of cats‘?

Lli Lion.

Extract: 6 (Case two)
T1 Who can spellthe word “down”?

L11 D-o-w-n.
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T; What can be the title of passage?

L; Forms of lightning.

T; What are these words‘?

Lli Verbs.

The closed questions in extracts 5 and 6 limited learner responses hence they did

notpromotecreative use ofthe target language. This type of communicationdid not ?ll

theinformationgap, which Larsen-Freeman (1986) says is a prerequisitefor true

communicationin the CLT approach.The learners were givingresponses alreadyknown

bytheteachers.

In addition to the closed questions,the teachers in all the other cases except in

case two asked open questionswhich sought creative responses in the form of the

learners’opinionsor their personalunderstanding of the issue(s). However, as different

learners gave their answers the discussions either ran out of time or resulted in noise as

some of the learners shouted in disagreement. For instance in extract 7 the discussion

ran out of time as most of the learners wanted to express their opinions,while on the

otherhand, in extract 8 the discussion degeneratedinto chaos.

Extract: 7 (Case one)
_

' Should we have land reserved for wild animals when most Malawians do not

T.

have land’? Should we have land for the elephantswhen our parents do not have

land‘?

L2: Sir we can’t be l in suffering for land while animals are being somewhere. So

Y g

the best way I think is just remove the animals,send themmaybe to another

country or transfer them to places which cannot be cultivatedlikemountains

maybeclose to the tip of that mountain, (pointingat a mountain) somewhere

constructing a reserved land so that peopleshould be happy»Should,“ _

cultivating freely rather than givingmore space to the animals. That s my point.

Ti Okay.Who says we should have the land no matter what?
1 h

-

‘
' t em

L2: They must have a spare land for these animals, because if we JUSI eave

roaming around while entertaining our grandfathersor grandpeoplet0 h?v? l??d

for cultivation these animals, these same animalscan be going around

vandalisingthe crops and may be killing the people.So we have at lea“ to have a

place to be keeping these a- a reserved land to be keeping the animals
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Extract:8 (Case three)

T; You have read the book, you have read with me and you-whatthe story is about

but what is the writer exactly saying?What is he exactlyexplaining?
i

L1; He is not the only one who likes sugar his boss... (The rest was just a summary

of the passage)
T- Yes. Someone else’?

L2: At the age of six he wished he were in a house made of bread.
. . [This one too

gave a summary not the meaning]

In extracts 7 and 8 the learners were expressingtheir opinions. Such

interactionsare the ones encouraged in the CLT approachsince they promote creative

use of the target language. However, in extract 8 most of those learners who did not

agreewith what their colleagues were sayingprotestedloudly.This created a noisy

atmosphereso the teacher had to appealfor silence several times. The chaos was a sign

ofthe learners’ unwillingness to listen to opposingviews. If such behaviour continued,

thenthose who would be afraid of being booed would be discouragedto participatein

thediscussions.

4.5.3 Learner Language Errors and Corrective Feedback

Learner involvement in the language classroom results in learner output for

whichthe learner requires feedback, which could be acceptance of the utterances or

disapprovalfollowed by correction. Error correction is the teachers’ feedback on the

learners’language that deviates from the n1le(s)of the target language. So, the

correction is meant to provideguidanceto the learner on correct usage. As a result,

error correction contributes to the revision of the learner’s interlanguage rules.

res 4.2 and

However, despite the numerous errors that the learners made (Referto frgu

4.3)the teachers in two of the cases (one and three) did not correct any of them, but

there were some corrections in case two. Extract 9 shows

’ errors Unfortunately,in the example the teacher

corrected some of the learners

repeatedthe errors in the course of correcting them.

Extract: 9 (Case two)
Lli They*separate.
Ti Theyseparatednot they *separate, but they separated-

LZI *Man caused fire.

Ti Man made, not ‘caused’ man made ?re.
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The error correction in extract 9 was not effective since the errors were repeated.

Therepetitionof the errors had the weakness of makingthe errors becoming input to

theother learners. On the whole, the teacher’s attempt to correct the learners’ errors

was the necessary feedback for the learners to review their interlanguage rules but the

problemwas in the approach.Nevertheless, the rest of the errors remained uncorrected,

whetherby design or default. This scenario was in line with the CLT approachin

whichthe teacher is expected to exercise restraint towards learner errors in order to

promotecommunicationamong the learners. It is worth noting however that in case

four,the learners did not make any errors in their interaction with the teacher, but they

madeerrors during group discussions. On the other hand, the learners in all the other

cases made numerous errors some of which are presentedin extracts l0 and ll.

Extract: 10 (Case one)

Ll: So what can you tell *to those teams who are preparing*themselves to play

againstyou’?
L21 ln the story, almost everybodywho was involved in the snake was feeling

*somethingin *the body, *to my pointof view it is a frighteningstory. . ..
*That

to my point of view. ..

Extract: 11 (Case one)

Lli Ask parents the reason why children *does not go to school.

L21 ...as you know Malawi *is very-very poor country, one thing that we can o in

order for us to improve is to send our children to school. Education is very important,

' ' '

*
' * h h ols so

*us as *the arents, we have a responsibilityto take our childrens to t e sc o

P

that they should have good education and as result they also lookalter

L3 ...when they are working, there will be *tax removed on their money...

The learner errors presentedin extracts l0 and ll should be consideredin the

context of the transitional nature of the learners’ knowledgeof the target language.

Althoughthe emphasisthe CLT approachplaces on communicationamong the

learners leads to the tolerance of errors in favour of uninterruptedcommunication

among the learners and not fluency, the teachers shouldhave had an interest in these

%rrors as a way of knowing the learners’ linguisticperfOfm?n¢eW hich would have

ce level along the language learning

continuum. This information was very importantin determiningthe teachers i??dba?k

The teachers shouldhave pf0\/ided

an error had been made. For example in

created a picture of the learners’ compet?n

,

corrective feedback

on the learners performance.

in situations where they spoke soon after
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feedbackin situations where they spoke soon after an error had been made. For

exarrrplein extracts ll) and l l the teacher appeared to have been interested in getting

thecorrectresponse, therefore he/ she did not say anything about the errors made.

Extract:12 (Case one)

T; What is the differerrce between these two sentences?

L; The ?rst sentence *is meaning to say they played and they stopped, while the

second sentence *is meaning they always-they plays.

l: Anyone with a diilererrt suggestion‘?

Extract:13 (Case one)

T: Okay.Who says we should have land (Game Reserves) no matter what?

L: lthink ...the tourists *came and see how and see those cats they pay money to

the government and those money...

l: Yes. You have a dillererrt view‘? (Pointing at another learner)

Ellis (1991) has emphasizedthe value of error correction when he points out that

error correction is very important for the revision of the leamers’ language rules. Ellis

(l986)has also stressed the need for the teachers’ error correction when he says that

error correction is very important for the learners" hypothesistesting. Actually error

correctionsupports the output theory of language learning in which according to Ellis

H986)the learner produces the lfl utterances containing rules representingthe

hypothesishe has formed and assesses their correctness in temrs of the feedback

received.For these reasons. the absence of error correction could have been construed

to mean an approvalof the learners‘ utterances which unfortunatelymight have

constitutedinput to the other learners. On the other hand. it seemed that some of the

teachers were not paving attention to the errors in the learners’ utterances. In one

Situation,the teacher in case one repeatedthe learner’s error in his/her own utterance.

ln extract 14, at a point when the least one would have expectedwas where the error

W33 ignored,the teacher himself/herselfendorsed the error by repeatingit.

Extract:14 (Case one)
I What do you think?

. . .

L1 The land should be spared for the animals. People should *m1mm1S¢ the number

of children the are having.
. . .

T1 Qkay.She has>broughtin another topic saying ‘*Ih6 P¢°Pl6Shmlld mmlmlse the

number of children they are having’. D0 YO“ agree?
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The situation presented in extract l4 showed that the teacher did not realise that

thelearner had made an error. Therefore it can be said that the error, which the teacher

repeated,could constitute input to the other learners. This state of affairs raised doubts

as to how this particularteacher could assist in shaping the learners’ interlanguage

skills.ln fact, it was noted that even when s/he was summarisingthe learners’

activitiesalter role-plays and debates s/he never mentioned any of the errors made.

Theabsence of error correction therefore was a sign of the teachers’ failure to assist

the learners by providing them with the much-needed corrective feedback.

havebeen in situations where the teacher spoke soon after the learner who had made

an error. This then would have involved correcting the error. The indirect feedback

wouldhave been those corrections the teachers would have made when summarising

learner activities like debates or role-plays. These two approachesto learner error

correctionwould not have had any negative effect on the learners’ participationin the

classroom. In actual fact Seliger (1977), cited in Ellis (1984), has shown the

contributionof error correction to language learning as follows: ‘Corrective feedback

can help to overcome the essential attributes of the new linguisticforms.’ However,

in some situations feedback which is vital to enable the learner to decide which

hypothesisto accept as the correct use of the target language, was absent in most of the

C3S€S.

4.5.4 Code switching

Code switching was another aspect in the analysisof learner talk in the

classroom. Learner participationin the language classroom requires the learners’ use

of the target language in their interaction. Since the learners use the L2 when their Ll

is alreadywell developed, then code switching is inevitable. Some of the Ll

expressionsthe learners used in their interaction with the teachers are presentedin

extract 15.
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Ertract:15 (Case one)

L11*Akuri'it is a funny story. ..

L21Then we meet tomorrow *eri?

L1: Ihave got my own *nifimd0.

LL: *Akunama (chorus)

LL: *Aaa *Talinibiku.

The most notable in extract l5 was that the Ll expressionswere limited to Short

expressionswhile the other expressionswere in English. At one point in one of the

lessonsone of the learners told fellow learners ‘This is I?nglishtime, it 's' not time for

(hichewa.
' This was an indication that even the learners themselves knew that

speakingthe Ll was out of order in the Englishlanguage classroom. At this point, it

can be inferred that without such checks the discussions could easilyhave degenerated

intothe Ll instead of the target language. In case three, some of the Ll expressions

whichthe learners used are presentedin extracts I6 and l7.

Extract: 16 (Case three)

LL: *Palibe. (Chorus)
Lli *Mwalembans0yolakwa
L21 *Ap0palii mmodzi

L3 *MwaIemba mai *awiri

L4". Madam*ndiyeyanibiraninsoriwonelu

Extract: 17 (Case three)

Li *Ayipalibe chimene wapanga

L2 *Iy0
L3: *ly0ns0madam

L4: Photocopy*imeneyo madam

In extract I6 the learners were reacting to the teacher’s wrong answers in a

spellingexercise. In extract I7 the learners were commentingon the responses,
Which

n the board. The common feature

thelearners were using the Ll when making generalcomments, not where they Wale
other learners had written o

in bath of these was that

respondingto the teacher’s questions-
.

'

'
' their

However, in cases two and four, the learners did not code switch 1n

' '
' ' rt ire in

the learners used their linguisticrepe 0

theL2 without using the Ll. Althoughcode switchingwas not desirable,in Case KWO
interaction with the teacher. In both cases
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thisstatus quo was likely due to the length of the learners’ responses Vt/highdid not

straintheirlinguistic°°mPet¢"<>¢. In fact most of the responses were between I-3

W55 long (Refer to extract 6 under closed questions). In case four, most of the

teacher’squestionswere directed at a few learners, which created an impression that

thosefew were the bright ones.

4.5.5Learners Initiating Talk with the Teachers

In the CLT approach learners are expectednot onlyto respond to the teachers

initiatingmoves, but also to initiate talk with the teacher. Traditionally,the learners

initiatetalk with the teacher through questions,but effective learner participationin the

CLTapproachinvolves the learners not only asking questionsbut also expressingtheir

opinionson what the teacher has taught. Nevertheless, the teachers’ perceived

intellectualsuperiorityin the classroom reduces the learners to mere respondents who

onlyask where they do not understand and abide by the teachers’ wish on what they

are requiredto do in the classroom. Moreover the social and cultural dictates in the

classroom also place the learners on the receiving end in classroom discourse. In

addition,the promotionof learner initiation in the classroom should be viewed in the

context of what Gremm et al. (1978), cited in Ellis (I990), call the teachers’ rights to

controlall the transactions in the language classroom. The teachers’ powers limit the

learners’liberty to initiate talk in the classroom. The differences in the status and roles

ofthe teachers and the learners explainthe few learner-initiatingmoves in this study.

Duringthe observations, in three of the cases, the learners initiated talk with the

teacher once in each case. In case one there was only one initiative when one learner

asked about the conduct of a debate session as expressedin extract I8.

Extract: 18 (Case one)

Li Can we just give our points or should we use the proceduresin a debate?”

In extract I8 the learner in questionwas designatedto chair a debate session,

therefore s/he wanted to be sure about the teacher’s expectatiOnSSW56 the debate was

beingconducted during one of the English16SS0I15-
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In case three. one learner also initiated talk with the teacher. Althoughthe

{earnerwantedto express an opinion, the teacher appeared to have been expecting a

question.The teacher's expectationswere not surprising consideringwhat Van Lier

(1988)describesas the characteristic of classroom interaction where the teacher is the

instructor‘and the learner is the ‘instructcdf The conversation between the teacher

andthelearner in questionpresented in extract l9 shows how the teacher was caught

Offguardby the learner‘ s opinion.

Extract:19 (Case three)

l: Yes. You have a question.

L: lwant to say that somehow l feel that the sentences are not correct because it’s

not completebecause the sentence is much talking about his usage of sugar so

have not included it there.

l: We have not included what‘? (Lookingsurprised)

The interaction in extract l9 went on for quite sometime between the teacher and

thelearner and when the other learners came in to support their colleague, who

apparentlywas right. the teacher did not want to admit it. So, s/he merely ended the

interactionby saying that there were many ways of summarisingthe ideas in question.

Theteacher's reaction is presentedin extract 20.

Extract: 20 (Case three)

it Thus why 1 say we are seventy [not true, they were forty-three]so we can come

up with seventy different sentences.

Li But l just want to say that addiction is givinga proper meaning than usage.

lt So it does not matter l have said that because we are many, we are diffcf?nt

W6 think differently so we can come up with seventy different sentences
and all

those sentences can be correct. We are not restricted to come up with only one

sentence.

id not want to accept that the learner’s point

e when s/he said that it wasIn extracts 19 and 20 the teacher d

was correct and s/he ended up givingan incorrect respons

f h 'deas in the long

Wssibleto generate seventy correct sentences as a summary O t 6 1

of learner initiative in classroom

Sentence in question. This appearedto be the fate

discoursewhere the teacher would feel that the learners were challenginghim/her

lntcllectttallywhen they expressedtheir opiniOnS-
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ln case four one learner initiated talk with the teacher twice. The ?rst was when

theleamerin questionand another one had copied their answers on a summary

exerciseon the board. So, this panicularlearner was arguingthat her/his colleague did

notsummarisethe passage correctly. The argument between the teacher and the learner

ispresentedin extract 21.

Extract:21 (Case four)

L; On the quali?cationsshe says that you must have a good command of written

andspokenEnglish;I do not think that she is correct.

T; Mmmh [Didnot say anything,looking rather uneasy as she looked at the two

passageson the board]

L: Onlythat she is saying a good grade in communication but it does not say about

his command of written and spoken language.

Mmmh [Stillher eyes ?xed on the board]

So there (Pointing at the line, the teacher cut her short)

Good communication skills. (Making a generalstatement)

Yes.

In extract 21 it was clear that the teacher was at a loss and the interaction ended

whens/he admitted that the learner was right. However, the teacher was a bit hesitant

because s/he was not sure what to say. The teacher’s predicamentwas apparent in that

slie did not give a direct response to the learner. Normallyone would have expected

her/himto have stated the idea preciselyrather than waiting for the learner’s

con?rmation.

The same learner stood up againto pointout that there was a wrong spellingin

her/hiscolleague’s answer. Unfortunately,the teacher could not spellit correctly

either.The word was ‘pursue’ and was spelt as ‘persue.’When the other learners

laughedat the teacher’s dilemma s/he just ended the talk abruptlyby asking the

learnershow many marks they would have awarded to such answers.

Althoughcommunicative language teaching encourages leam6f5 I0 express the"

Opinionson what they have learnt, it could be arguedthat the status, the role

differencesand the intellectual disparitybetween the learner and the teacher make such

interactions unfeasible. The learners’ sense of respect and the teachers’ lack of

Con?denceto deal with such challenges hinder learner initiative in the sense of the

CLTapproach.The precedingdiscussion has shown that there were some problems

associatedwith learner initiation as requiredin the CLT approachbecause thg learners
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?skedfewquestionsand expressedfew eplnions. The few questionsasked could have

meantthat the teachers had explainedeverything thoroughly, but it could also have

beenthat the learners were not sure what to ask. The learners might also not haw; been

Smehowto phrase the questionsconsidering their languagepmblemsdiscussed in

othersectionsofthis study Another reason could have been that most of the learners

weretoo scaredto take the lead for fear ofbeing booed, as was the situation when

someof them disagreedwith their colleagues. As a matter of fact, the few learners who

initiatedtalk with the teachers were the extroverts. Of course, the teachers themselves

neverinvitedquestionsfrom the learners. Therefore, by not initiating talk with the

teacher,most of the learners did not fulfil their participativerole in the classroom as

requiredin the CLT approach.ln actual fact, Ellis (l984:29),discussingthe value of

learnerinitiation, says ‘Only if the learner has the chance to initiate as well as respond

incommunicativeexchanges will he be able to performa full range of illocutionary

meanings.’This argument shows that both the teachers and the learners have to

appreciatethe need for the latter to initiate talk with the teachers for them to benefit

more from the interaction in the classroom. However, learners’ initiating moves can

succeedonlyif the teachers are also ready to accommodatesuch initiatives.

4.5.6Summary of Teacher—Learner Interaction

From the foregoing discussion the following have been noted:

' ln three of the cases, lecturing was a predominantfeature of the teacher-learner

interaction.

' Most teachers’ questionswere the closed type aimed at developingthe lessons.

Hence learners’ responses were short. When the teachers asked open questions,

there was hardly enough time to accommodateall the views and the learners’

divergentviews resulted in noisy disagreements-

‘ ln their responses to the teachers’ questions,the learners made a lot of errors‘ most

of which were not corrected and in addition to the errors most of the learners

utterances had Ll expressions.
commodatelearner initiations,especiallywhere

theyappearedto challenge their intellectualauthority during the 16550“ Seme et
° The teachers were not ready to ac
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me teachersappearedto have low language competence and this limited their

abilityto givethe right answers without dithering.

0 Whateverwere the reasons, the learners did not ask questionson what the teachers

hadtaughtand there were few instances when the leamers expressedtheir Opinions

on the content.

ln short, the analysis of the teacher-leamer interaction provedthat effective

iwner participationin classroom discourse had not yet been achieved in the cases in

question.

4.6 LEARNERTALK DURING GROUP DISCUSSIONS

The CLT approachstresses the need for leamer interaction in the classroom.

Groupdiscussions enhance such interactions. These discussions promote the three

fundamentalprinciplesof the CLT approachnamely communication,task and

meaning?llness.The leamer-leamer interactions in the four Form Three classrooms in

thisstudyhave been presentedin Figure 4.3 and Table 4.2.
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Table4.7 Amount of talk in learner-learner interaction (Group activities)

L
Amount of talk as % of all talk in each case

1

11
1 1 1

Case \ _Ca$¢2 Case 3 Case‘; A
’

l.Learner initiates talk 11. \1.27
it

0"
is ‘§"""

7*

Lwithanother learner L p

‘

1

6 3
‘

\
9 4 s 17

\
:11\1

Qoooo
Q

_oo..°.°u-to‘I
2. Rgulatedtalk i 4.5

3_Disorderl\Ltalk
0.9 0.3

g

1.4 0.7
7

4_Language error
0.l 0,93

17 6 5 35. Codeswitching
0.7 l ,2

Totals* 7

.
7

.

7

* ln cases one. two and four the other percentages are in ?gure 4.2 and table 4,3

“ There was no group activity in case three.

i

The data in ?gure 4.3 and table 4.7 show that: ln all of the cases except case

threethere were group discussions. The leamers in case one had more group

discussionsthan the other two. ln the three cases there was a mixture of organised

(regulatedtalk) and disorganised(disorderly)talk; in three of the cases the leamers

codeswitched,and in two of them they also made some language errors.

4.6.1Nature of group discussions

To understandthe nature of group discussions, the leamers respondedto a

numberof questions in the questionnaireand their responses are presentedin Chart 4.3

and table 4.8 below.
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Table 4.8 Nature of group activities

DJJI\,| \lr—-C\

,______l\J

4. ls there enoughtime for discussions‘?

5.Doall groups present their answers‘?

\ Always V. O?en
'

.

l,Do all leamers participatein the \ \5

i
15

i izmenmcsT8‘/er

discussions‘?
1_Arediscussionsorganised‘?

13 21

3.D0all learners speakin English‘? _

35 13

ll 28 J 35

8 45 35

i8 l 9 i39____i_’.DC

v—-

‘J:

,_.

6.Do group representativeschange‘?

Learner responses to the questionwhich read: ‘During group dis'cussi0n do you

giveeachother turns to speakI?
’ ln their responses to this questionthe learners in cases

oneandtwo indicated that the discussions were very o?en well organisedwhile those

iicasesthree and four said that the discussions were never well organised.In general

thelearnerresponses in the four cases gave the impressionthat the group discussions

werealways/veryoften organized(Refer to item 2 in ?gure 4.4 and table 4.8). In

?gure4.3 and table 4.7 the organizedtalk was termed regulatedtalk. However, during

theobservations,there were no group discussions in case three againstwhich the

learnerresponses could be measured. In spite of this, the teacher also indicated that the

learnerswere very o?en organisedduring group discussions.On the other hand, in

casefour,the only group discussion which was conductedwas a mixture of orderly

aiiddisorderlytalk. The conduct of the discussionscon?rmed the teacher’s response

thatthediscussions were only sometimes organised.
ns that the discussions

n both ofIn cases one and two it was also clear during the observatio

were arnixture of organisedand disorganisedtalk. In actual fact the teachers i

tlm?cases had said that the discussions were sometimeswell organised.In these

diwilssionsthe vocal ones out spokethe others and dominatedthe group. This set-up

Wasdueto the absence of leaders in the groups, so each learner was free to speakat

anytimeand those who could not stand the competitionjust kept quietand li5ie1‘l6d~

The idea of disorderly talk during group discussionswas also highlightedl“ one

M16problemsof group activities presentedin ?gure 4.3 and table 4.9 in the Y\¢Xt

Won. The learners in two of the cases gave argumentsas the Pmblems
encountered

d‘-‘Tinggroup discussions. Essentiallythis shouldnot be seen as a problemas the

-

' nce of

‘mm Put it, rather as a sine qua non of gY°“P
dlscusslon due to ‘he diverge
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opinionsandunderstanding.Consequently, it was more likelythat the vocal learners

ppretheones whose ideas took centre stage.

pp;Learner Initiating Talk with another Learner

Whenlearners interacted in pairs or groups it was expected that they would both

pitiatetalk as well as respond. This made a learner initiatingtalk with another learner

mimportantdimensionof CLT sought in the study. ln ?gure 4.3 and table 4.7 one

pptipesthat although there were group discussions in three of the cases, there was more

tamerinitiativein case one. The learner initiative depended on the interactive nature

ofthetopic(s) set for the group discussions. For instance in case one there were group

discussionswhen the learners had to prepare for a debate session and plan a group

partand such an activity promotedcreative learner talk as required in the CLT

approach.The learners were seeking contributions from colleagues and checking the

pointsgivenas shown in extract 22. The other activitywas a role-playwhere ‘a sports

reporter’was interviewing ‘a football coach’. This too promotedlearner creativity in

rhtinitiationof the talk as exempli?edin extract 23.

Extract:22 (Case one)

ll: Okay.So how do we see. . .

*how will it be our points to oppose the other group?

l2: The questionis are we to blame that our standard is going low because and. .are

we supposedto be blamed or not’?

L3: So are you ready to argue with them’?

L4:Sowe have to back up that point. What is the other point‘?

L5: lt’s our time for discussion *eri. Any other sentence’?

L61Andthe second question, what is our conclusion now on the second question’?

Extract:23 (Case one)
_

Ll; *Your team has grabbedthe cup what did d-i-d-y-o-u-rplans about *ee1 W-h-3-I

your plans.How did you prepare to win this *ee cup?

U1 Do you think that medicine helpedyou during the match’?
_ I

- "
as

L3 Iliad a *commission in my mind that your substitution, Your _5ub5m‘~m°na W

Veryvital indeed. So, what was your plan about the substitution’?

Extract 22 shows how the learners were initiating talk with other learners in a

W19activityin case one. Notwithstandingthe language 61T0f5, The other learners

Wfespondingto the questions, showing that they understoodwhat W85 asked O“

M?lerhand,the questions Set for group discussions in case two did not pr0m0i6
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mativelearner participationbecause they were of the closed type. For instance’ in one

activitythe learners had to answer questionsfrom a readingpassage. These questions

WtfebasedO“ iwha a’ "1 W,"N
3

so they had ml)’ one Fightanswer. Therefore the

Wars were initiating talk with each other by merely repeatingthe teachgfs

questionsas shown in extract 24. ln the other activity, the learners were asked to pick

verbsinthe simplepast tense from a passage which they had read. So, they were

initiatingtalk by seeking approvalofthe verbs they had pickedas illustrated in extract

25.

Extract:24 (Case two)

Ll: Who?

L21*Chiuta

L3: The creator

L4: Lived*eri

L51Chiuta *eIi?

L6: *Ee

L7: What can be seen there’?

L8: The footprints.

Extract: 25 (Case two)

ll; What about would’?

L3: Would *eee.

L4: *Tamulembe.

L5: *K0di came *bwa?

lb: *Camens0 umulembe.

Althoughthis discussion did not intend to underminethe interaction resulting

fromquestionssuch as those in extracts 24 and 25, but it was obvious that these

questionslimited the extent to which the learners initiatedtalk among themselves.

Theseclosed questionssought clear-cut responses. For this reason, they limited learner

participationduring group discussions. The result of such interaction was that when

thelearners were reporting to the class some groups had nothing Y0 53% as exeimph?ed

inextract 26.

Eitractz26 (Case two)
T1 Yes, let’s have answers from this group.

LL: [Silence]
Ti Your answers?
L1 Theyhave all been said.

T? $0,you do not have any‘?
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Thestatus quo illustrated in extract 26 was due to the nature of the questionsSet

iii forthe discussion Consequently, it can be arguedthat closed questionsContributed

mylittleto learner participationduring discussions. Hence, regardlessof the group

tssionsin case two, the learners did not interact creatively,which is a requisiteof the

(Llapproach.

$.63Summary of Learner-Learner Interaction

Thediscussionin the precedingsection has highlightedthe followingpoints:

0 The group discussions were a mixture of orderlyand disorderlytalk.

0 ln all the cases the learners initiated talk with each other in relation to the

questionsassigned to them. Open-endedquestionspromotedcreative learner

h CLT a roach but when the questionswere closed
participationas requiredint e pp

which merely required the learners to pick out a speci?cword, then, the learners

justrepeated the questions to seek responses from their colleagues.

4.7 PROBLEMS AFFECTING THE IMPLEMENTATIONOF THE CLT

APPROACH

The third and last question in the studywas on the problemsaffecting the

Wh t roblems do the teachers and the

implementationofthe CLT approach.It read:
‘

a p

learnersface in the implementationof the ('1. T approach
h nd the learners. The

infennationon the problems was sought from both the teac ers a

‘What problemsare there (if any) when

?
' In the questionnaire,the

learnerswere asked the following question:

P011d0 activities in pairs or groups?’On the other hand, the lemlhersiquestionWadi

Whatproblems are there (ifanydwhen you inv

ted in ?gure 4.5 and table 4.9.

Thelearners’ responses to this questionare presen

Althoughthere were 79 respondents,the total responses were 92 because some

However, in case

learnersin cases one two and four gave more than one resP°"5e-

olve the learners in pairs or groups?’

‘hm,one of the learners did not respond.
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;,iicasesthe learners gave low participationas the biggestproble ff

_

_ _

H1 a ectinggroup

itCUSSlOflS.The time tor completing the tasks w

Mi

as not enough;and the learners’

iiiguagelevel atlected the clarity of their contributions and their w'l1'

v
_

_

i ingness to

iiticipateduring the discussion In three of the Case
"

s the learners gave noise as a

-roblemwhich might have been emanatin
' '

-

~

g from within the group itself or from the

.‘lll€l2fOUpSin the room In cases one and four
~

"

learners felt le? alon
'

>

e during the

iscussionssince they said that there was lack
'

~

of assistance" and ar
'

t

, guments were given

iaprobleniin cases three and four. Accordingto the leamers the argument h
,

s weret e

iisaereem??isamong the learners on what the
‘

'

¢lu@5i10n(s)meant or the correctness of

zlieanswers from some of their colleagues

ln their res onse to th
' '

.

P e questionnaire, all the four teachers concurred with most

Jfthelearners that l
' ' ' ' -

-

OW participation and little time were the major setbacks to learner

iaitieiation dur'n
' '

.

.

P 1 g the discussions. However one of the teachers said: ‘most of the

ieachersdo not attend
' '

-

-

orientation courses on the implementationof the new approach,

f h V

'

'

i

a
-

.

leleolei 6) did not know how to implementthe approach.
According to this

carticl
‘

Y

-
-

_

u ar teacher a tew teachers had been oriented with the hope y

theircolle
'

-

agues. but this arrangement was not effective because those who had been

meriteddid not themselves understand what was cove

hosewho had not attended the course.

4.7.
' - - .

. .

1 Pam¢‘P?il0n during Group Discussions

romoting learner participationin classroom

Groupdiscussions were aimed at p

uestion ‘D0 all the members of the

d.1$<><>urse.However, the learner responses to the q

?’0"Pp¢1r!icIpalein the di.sciis.s'i0n?
' showed that in all the cases few leamers

em l in ?gure 4.4 and table 4.8). The basic

pamclp?ledin the discussions (Referto it

e few vocal ones controlledthe

that the would assist

red so they were unable to assist

pmble th th irou s had no leaders. So, th
erem was at 6 s P

dls?ussionwhile the others listened. In fact, in one of the cases, when the groups w

‘ f the groups
d a representativeof one o

presentingtheir answers the teacher stoppe
'

' s to the

h rou during the discussions. In their response

becausehe had dom. mated t e g p
' ave low paiticipatio

cl the teachers in all the cases g

uest
"

q “mnalf?, both the learners an
' ‘ '

' roup discussion
l mer participationduring g

as 0
-

.

.

ne Qfthe ma or constraints affecting ea
'

' lso con?rmeJ

Thismeant that very few learners took part in the discussions. This was a
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‘boththeteachers’and learners’ responses to the item which asked Whether the

liners‘rotatedin representingthe group

the same learners representedthe groups (Referto item 6 in ?gure 4 4 and

medthat

;i.1¢4.8).During the observation it was apparentthat a few individualsdominated the

s.’ The teachers’ and the learners’ responses

pups.Therefore the conduct of group discussions meant that not all learners had a

' h ld b acknowledgedthat the

j;11llC€to participatein the interaction. Of course, it s ou e

eased the number of those who spokebut this was still not

noughto conclude that the learners were participatingeffectivelyin classroompupdiscussionsinci"

iieractionas requiredin the CLT approach.

t.l.2TimeConstraint

ln an attempt to find out the problemsaffectingthe implementationof the CLT

h
'

e for the pair or group

ipproach,the study sought whether there was enoug tim

f l oking at

iscussionsand presentationof the answers to the classes. However, be ore o

ireresponsesto this question,the reader needs to know that the lessons in these classes

l 1 When asked the teachers said that Englishwas taught for

iereforryminutes one. ,

'

' d' relation to the areas

iltfteperiodsper week. Then these periodsshould be considere in

' " h sion,

33i)€covered in the teaching of the Englishlanguage, which were. compre en

composition,grammar, note taking and summary skills.

Another aspect related to the time factor was the number of learners in the

' the studywas

ilassroom.The smallest number oflearners among the classes used in

r to table 3.2). The groups had 8-10

Yb?y-threeand the highest was fifty-eight(Refe

members.These numbers made it difficultfor the teachers to involve all of them

effectivelywithin the forty-minutelesson. The other factor was the structure of the

l°$5°I1S.Prior to the discussions, the teacher spent some time explainingthe task. Then,

whenformingthe groups, some time was spent as the learners movedaround to be

closere eaeh other so that they could start discussing.Given a periodof forty minutes

1d have enoughtime (say7-l0 minutes)to finish

"Wasincredible that the groups wou

uently it was clear from both the

lhediscussion and then report to the class. Conseq ,

dl enoughtime for the learners

learners’and the teachers’ responses that there was hat Y

'

'

ne of the cases the

' the observations,1“ 0

1°°°mP1¢iethe group activities. During

ns in form of role-plays,unfortunately

learnerswere asked to make oral presentatio
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Mewas time for three pairs only to demonstrate what theyhad prepared‘1n their

responsesto the que

resenttheiranswers to the class, most of the learners gave ‘sometimes’ (Referto item

stion in the questionnaireon whether all the groups had the time to

P

in?gure

thiscouldaffect their commitment to similar activities unless the teacher

4.4 and table 4.8). Such a developmentcould frustrate the other learners and

ivstematicallycalled different pairs in subsequentlessons.

Both the learners and the teachers gave unavailabilityof time as one of the

constraintsof learner activities. Since the leamers did not hear contributions from all

ihepaiticipantsin the group, the ideas presentedby the groups came from a few

participants.Such a situation did not do any goodto most of the learners whose ideas

were not heard. For this reason, it can be arguedthat group discussions per se did not

rs who contributed to

constituteeffective lezarner participation,but the number of leame

thediscussion. ln one of the sessions, the teacher asked the learners to make

presentationsafter discussing for less than ?ve minutes. And when some leamers

murmuredin disagreement, the teacher told them to presentw

herefore that in the questionnaire;in response to

thequestionwhich said ‘ls there enough time for the group discussions?’the learners

f to item 4 in figure 4.4

saidthat there was never enough time for the discussions (Re er

'

' l e

it was not feasiblefor the teachers to invo v

hatever they had at that

pointin time It was not surprisingt

andtable 4.8). Due to the time constraint,

thelearners meaningfully.

4.7.3Language Problems

I th st nnaire the learners gave poor Englishas one of the problemswhich

n e que io

hinderedtheir active involvement in the discussions.Poor Englishwas lOOl<¢dat ffom

' h were not

IW0perspectives:firstly, the utterances were in such P°°‘ Enghshthan ey

clear.Secondly, most ofthe learners were unable to make effective contributionsdue

l° ‘hell (ungrammaticalutterances) pOOYEnglish’~ Althoughthe group interactions

'n the learners’linguisticcompetence

We meant to contribute to language learni g,

5 articipationfavoured those

a?wed their performance during group
discussions. 0. P

able them to be

learnerswhose linguisticrepertoirewas devel0Pedemugh to en

understoodby their colleagues. As a result, one could say that for the learners

' e learning, the learners

interactiveparticipationto contribute to effective languag
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mildbe able to use their limited linguisticcompetence to contribute to the

iitussions.The learners’ linguistic problemsduringgroup discussions were also

electedin the lessons observed. During the observations the learners in all the cases

ridesome errors and also code-switched when interactingduringgroup discussions.

iithequestionnairetlie learners indicated that ‘sometimes’ the leamers did not speak

,iEiiglish(Referto item 3 in ?gure 4.4 and table 4.8). On the other hand, extracts 27

iid28 illustrate the learners’ language errors and code switchingduringthe

itservations.

litract: 27 (Case one)

Ll ...so on the *poiiit, students are to blame *on the loweringof education

standards,
‘

...How will *it our points to *oppose the other group‘?

L3 The question is, are we to blame that *0ur standard is *goinglow because and...

ll: ‘That will be our points.
'

'
'

d t ?

l5 "So, these are our points which we are about to argue with our frien s, no so

L6 ..*teachers are not coming and they just say that students should into the library
.

. Yb

and borrow books, students need guidancethey may end up *go into the i rary

borrow the books and read anywhere, so may be

V"

*1 think um when there is um a relationshipbetween a teacher and a student um a

teacher *made pregnant the girl. ..

ll * ln the importance ofthe di?erence.

:1. Whyis it *imponance, the difference’?

Extract:28 (Case one)
lli *1neyol should be included in the members of the press.

ll‘ lwill be *i4jeniGary Chirwa.

L3; lwill be Friday l am meaning *kuti a reporter.

L41*1fe'0 ndi re we will be part ofthe *1;/'e'I1IZ~
} } .

l5i Qohl *chahwin0 *1/ieyo l will be part Offlle audlenw

ll: *1neyoI think we are not supposedto be blamed.

L21NO *ai.se you want to...

L13*/laa tell me my friend *eee...

L4 Ihave got my own *n1fund0
LL51Akunama
L5I *smi0 before we wind up. ..

.

’ I

In extracts 27 and 28 it was obvious that most of the learners ut cran

' ratively,the learners made

g'°"Pdiscussions had errors and L1 expressions.Compa

-

' ssions than when

moreerrors and used more Ll expressionsduring group dlsw
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jdiessingthe teachers, lFor this reason, if the group activities encouragedin the CLT

;ip[08Cllare not properly monitored, then, instead of promotingeffective language

wiring,they arc detrimtental because most of the interaction would be in the Ll. This

aieofatlairs,it‘ not checked, would make learner participationretrogressivein

y|\{U?g€learning.Aiiotlher observation worth notingwas that when addressingthe

iholeclassthe learners icode switched less but made a lot of errors in the target

hat the learners were tryingtheir best to use the target
riguage.This showed t:

the class unlike duringgroup
iiiuage in most ot‘ theiir utterances addressed to

iascussions.Although liillis (1987) has argued that in language learning code switching

iiiievitableas a compeinsatory strategy where the learner uses a form in the non-L2,

iieprevalenceof code §witching during these group activitieschallengedthe

mntributionof learner iinvolvement in pairs or groups to effective language learning.

1.".-lNoiseand Other'Se\‘t5‘a\‘k§

The group discussions were characterisedby noise. This noise was due to a

d' cussions meant that there were many speakersin the

zimberoffactors. The group is

red to the number of students. For instance,

iiliere were six groups, it meant that a minimum of six peoplewould be speaking
. .

S

he hubbub. As a result, group discussion

generateda lot ot‘ noise, which was a sign of either progress or disorder. The noise

couldalso have been due to the presence ofa number of peoplein the gmull an of

time. Therefore, there were instances

classroom,which was usually small, compa

iithinthe same room; this explainedt

themwanted to presenit their ideas at the same

whenthe learners were competingfor turns. Sometimesthose who were not

~
k within the

Participatingformed siubgroups thereby increasing the number of spea ers

9l°uP5-The other sou rce of noise was argumentamong those who had diverse Ideas"

whenthe learners disagreed on the correct answer, each one of them Wanted t0

convincethe other, hence the arguments.
,

.

-

'
r th

The other impedlimentwas lack ot assistance, but this one was 85 611151“?as '5

I k of guidancesince the learners were

"°i$e.However, it coiuld be viewed as ac
'

Y a task on

wmking‘alone’. It apipearedthat the learners lackedconfidencewhen doing

mnipotenceof the teachers in classroom

theirown due to theiir picture of the o
' t 'bution of group

discourse.While this was an undisputablefact, it Ca" hmder the °°“ n
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;;t-ussionsto etTective language learning. This was so because the learners looked at

jglC?CileT§as the providersof knowledge,hence theyunderplayedtheir own

attributions.

Duringthe observations, there were two problemswhich came out of leamer

fl0lV€lll€nlin the classroom. The teachers were not con?dent enoughto

icommodatelearner opinions. Where the learners expressedopinionsin situations

ntl in the wrong, the teachers were at pains to accept
therethe teachers were appare y

nitthelearner in question was right. Such a situation should be understood from the

:achers'positionin the classroom. The teachers saw themselves as omniscient; hence

tithingto the contrary was unpalatable.For this reason when the leamers initiated

allwiththe teachers to say that somethingwas not correct the teachers either tried

l
'

l .On the other
or ended the discussion inconc usive y

and.in situations where the learners were presentinganswers from the group

had different ideas booed the presenters. Such b

hence it wound sti?e active learner

"stirbest to defend themselves

scussionthose who
@l1%1Vl0UYwould

Lxouragethe introverts to represent the groups;

T.\Oll.'€m€?Iin the classroom.

l.'.5Summary of the Problems Affecting the Implementationon the CLT

Approach

The above discussion has shown that learner interactive participationin the

jassroomwas constrained by:

Q Low participation among the learners during group discussions. The avallable

time,the learners’ low language level and 5° Oll

' The teachers themselves had no con?dence to accommodatethe challenges of the

approach.

18 CHAPTER SUMMARY

d' s from the studywhich set out to analyse

This chapter has discussed the ?n mg _

' d r to determinehow effectively
lllmerparticipation in the language classroom In Of 6

' condary schools in

lll°CLTapproach had been implementedin four cases in four se

Blalllyfedistrict. The discussion has shown that althoughlearner mvolvemem was

i



Y”?

spe

However, some o

lt out in the Form Three syllabus,there was onlyone textbook which supportedit.

l“the teachers did not use the text in questionin their teaching.Those

whodid were so stelective that the activities theyused promotedteacher centred

interactions Whem the learners were involved throughgroup discussions, the questions

useddid not promrote creativity. The majorproblemsaifectingeffective learner

participationin the: language classroom were unavailabilityof time and the

participationof feiw learners in the discussions.
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CHAPTER 5

5 CON(Tl,llSl()NSAND RECOMMENDATIONS

5.1 CHAPTER OVERVIEW

The purpose of this study was to determine how effectivelythe communicative

languageteaching approach was implementedin four classrooms in four secondary

schoolsin Blantyre, by analysing learner participationin classroom discourse. The

studywas done two years after the implementationof the new Englishsyllabus.To

thiseffect, the following questionsguidedboth the data collection and the analysis:

l. What interaction patterns are the teachers using in the language classroom‘?

2. To what extent are learners participatingin classroom discourse?

3. What problemsdo teachers and learners face in the implementationof the

C LT approach’?

The study showed that there was more to be done in order to have effective

leamer involvement in the classroom as prescribedin the new syllabus.The ?ndings in

labus, the textbooks used,

thisdiscussion were in five main areas, namely:the syl
blems which both the

tion, learner-learner interaction and the pro

teachers and the learners were facing in the implementationof the CLT approach.teacher~learner interac

5-Z CONCLUSIONS

lt has been noted that C LT approachoriginatedin Europe where U16 leamefsi Ll

is English,therefore the promotionoflearner participationin the classroom could not

havebeen problematic.On the other hand, in the Malawiancontext Englishis an L2 as

result,most learners are not ?uent in Englishhence their Pmlcipatio“1“ Classroom

discourse would be constrained.

In the study, the collection of data from the languag

_

.

~

' l t l sses

Y@S0urce constraints in the schools in question.For instance, in one schoo W0 C 8

-
-

' h l onsinthe

Wet e using the same set of textbooks. Thereforein situations where I 6 655

'

e was spentwaiting for the textbooks to be

two classes followed each other, some tim
h l, th were

brought.In that way the time for the lesson was reduced.In another sc oo ?fe

-
' d from the book. These

ners found it difficultto rea

e classrooms was affectedby

few textbooks so most of the lear
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constraintsmight have had a negative impact on le
'

~

arner involvement in the C ases

toncemed.However, these limitations had little effect on the results b hecause t e

ieacher’splans for the lesson were clear despitethe constraints In add't' t h‘

.

.
i ion 0 t is,

itierobserving a number of lessons, the trend of the lessons became Clear.

ln addition in some situations there wa
'

~
,

s a wide gap between the data collected

fromthe three sources. The disparitybetween some of the responses in th e

questionnairesand the information collected from the observations created a state

whereit was difficult to know which was the real situation In some instanc th
-

es ere

was also a big difference between the learners’ and the teachers’ responses re d
' 'tn eringi

difficultto understand the situation clearly.

Wh ~ ~

'

- -

- -

.

en answering the first question in the studyon the interaction patterns which

ih t h ~

' '

-

-

.

e eac ers were using in the classroom, it was noted that despite the emphasisthe

new Form T hree syllabus placedon learner involvement in terms of participationin

pairsor groups. the time in which the syllabuswas to be completedin readiness for the

tinalexamination was the same as it was when the teachers were using the old

h' th areas the teachers had to prepare
syllabusln addition tot is, e

examination were unchanged; consequently,the teachers used the teaching method

lable time. Unfortunately,this was

aches. Moreover, an

the learners for the

whichenabled them to finish the syllabusin the avai

uate blend of the old and the new appro

wed that it was erroneous to say that there

ion of the CLT approachsimply

an incompleteand inadeq

analysisof the prescribedtextbooks sho

were four recommended texts for the implementat
d En lish Book 3 which

text, Senior SecondaryIntegrate g .

Would have effectively enforced learner participationin the classroom as set out in the

ecommendedtexts it appearedas

Syllabus.Therefore, by saying that there were four r
,

ach ln the end most of the teachers were using

becausethere was only one

ifall of them were ideal for the appro .

.

scribed texts

k 3 which thoughamong the pre

StepA/wad New Secondary EnglishB00 ,
.

' '

'

n on

l rner involvementas is requiredin the effective implementatio
d°e5"OI promote ea

theCLT approach.The teachers were using this text because most of the activities

PT0motedteacher talk which gave them controlover the lesson. The resulting

interactionput the teachers at the centre of the classroom discourse. On the other han

Senior Secondary IntegratedEnglishBook 3 has far too many activities»which if

discourse on the

adhered to faithfully will place too much controlof the classroom
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addition, these activities also appear to have been designedwith the

;g3?l€lS.ln

iisumptionthat the learner’s competence was developedenoughto follow the;

ctionsand do what was requiredwithout inputin the form of lecturing.In fact,

IllSllU

ivitics in this text would necessitate a highlevel of patienceand

tyingallthe act

the activities would generatedivergent views.

con?dencein the teachers because

learners should have a lot of

hexorablythough. these activities would requirethat the

timeto completethem e?"ectively.Therefore, in the prevailingcircumstances, the

teacherswere justifiedto use this text sparingly.

Unfortunately,none of the teachers used the activities set for group discussions

intheprescribedtextbook (IntegratedEnglish)which if used effectivelywould have

tenerateda lot of talk among the learners. In the two cases where the teachers used this

ertheless, in situations

ten,they set their own questionsfor the group activity.Nev

wherethe teachers set open questions,the leamers’active participationwas

zonstrainedby time

ln short. it was obvious that the teaching and leaming of Englishwere based on

.

.

. f 1

instrumentalmotivation due to the emphasison passing Englishin the ma

h Ste Aheadin which the teachers were

eiaminations;hence the teachers were usingt e p

in control ofthe classroom discourse

The analyticalframework for the recordedlessons did not accommodateother

Des ite the adaptationof

aspectsof the lessons in which there was no talking. p

' e forms of learner

Flanders’ (1970) lnteraction AnalysisCategories (F1/\C)»50"‘

involvement like writing exercises and silent reading were le? out. Furthermore, the

Physicalcounting of words to determineleamer participationrenderedsome situations

'nstance it provedproblematicto come up with 11

tli?icultto capture properly.For i

‘b tions in a debate. lt was noted that such

Wegoryin which to place learner contri u

'

‘ ases in response to the opposing

contributions were on a ‘wider’ tople and 1" Some C

1 such talk was

viewsfrom the other party. Due to the lack of a clear category,

»

' th t the

considered loosely and placedunder ‘learner responses on the understandmga

.
-

‘ However, this was a precarious

learners were respondingto the motion in ¢lue5“°“"
F r instance, what about those

categorizationthat left some questionsunanswered.0

-
d aid and those who were

learnerswho were trying to clarifywhat their colleague ha S

‘b tions and so On?

Specificallychallenging the other pants ¢°""‘ “
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The answers to the second question on the extent of learner participationin

classroomdiscourse revealed that teacher talk was still the predominantfeature of the

classroominteractioin due to the choice of the textbooks and the activitystructures. In

theclassroom, the tteachers mostly asked closed questionswhich restricted learner

responsesto short atnswers. When the teachers asked open-endedquestions the

interactionran out of time as more learners wanted to contribute. These questionsalso

raisedsome disagreements among the learners, which thoughdesirable to encourage

leamerparticipation,created mayhem as some learners booed their colleagues.

Consequently,it wars only when the teachers were preparedto handle such turbulence

calmlythat the leariners would be encouragedto participatein the interaction.

lt was also IlO)i€Cithat as learners participatedactivelyin the language classroom,

de a lot of errors which were not corrected. Some of these errors would

become detrimentall input to other learners. AlthoughCLT encourages learners to
theyma

initiatetalk by expressing their" c~p.i.'n.io.ris,the studyrevealed that the teachers did not

learner initiatives appearedto promote what would be

e to the status, the role
welcome such moves. Such

termed learner rebellion in the classroom. This was du

difference and intellectual disparitybetween the teachers and the learners.

rner involvement requiredin the

implementationof C LT requireda high level of creativityand con?dence on the part

if d enou h
he teachers in the studywere not qua i ie g

re there was an argument. When

Furthermore the study showed that lea

ofthe teachers. However, most oft

to convince the intelligent learners in situations whe

the teachers in questionw

rners or have the con?dence to accept
the learners expressedtheir opinions,

ere CaughtUna“/ares»

so theywere not sure how to convince the lea

h Tl refore, with such teachers,
that the learners were rig t, ie

this form Ofieamer

imtiative was a non-statter.

Although group discussions were meant to al

h rou discussions did

Participateinteractively in the lesson, in some of the casest e g p

cause the questionsset for the activi
'

low most of the learners to

"OI generate much talk among the learners be
U65

had clear-cut answers.
' h and the learners

blems which both the teac ers

As for the last questionon the pro
'

' l ner

were facingin the impiementanonQf the CLT approach,it was discoveredthat ear

' ber of setbacks.

interactiveinvolvement in the classroom was constrainedbl’a “um

86



Firstly,the number of learners in the classroom resulted in big groups in which just a

fewparticipated.lt was noted that in all the cases the number of learners in the

classroomwas very big. Consequently, it was difficult to involve the leamers

elfectivelywithout prior planning.Secondly,the very nature of group discussions

generateda lot of noise which not only affected the interaction among the other groups

butalso lessons in adjacent classrooms. Thirdly,the amount of time available was not

enoughfor the teachers to involve the learners meaningfullyand still ?nish the

syllabus.Lastly, the learners themselves had problemsparticipatingeffectivelydue to

theirlow linguistic competence which was a constraint on their performance.

Nevertheless, learner participationhad a number of salutary results. The ?rst was

thatwhen the learners were involved during group discussions there was a new

dimensionin language teaching, which was hitherto mostlyteacher centred. The

secondbene?t was that learner interactive involvement assisted those who were

participatingto develop con?dence in using the target language. The participationalso

helpedthe learners realize that the language they were learningwas not just a subject,

but also a medium for communication.

Despite these positivegains from the CLT approach,it can be stated that there is

stilla lot to be done in order for the learners to participateeffectivelyin the classroom

inthe four cases in this study.

5-3 RECOMMENDATIONS

In order for learner participationto be realized as outlinedin the new English

M{
_

.

Syllabus,there ha number ot things that have to

0 Although the syllabus encourages the developmentOfthe four language skins‘

d 'tin only therefore there is aneed to

the examinations test reading an wri g ~
‘

er to compelboth the teachers and

be done.

introduce an oral Englishexaminationin ord

l r talk seriously
the learners to take earne

~

'
' d t realize the

° The list of the prescribedtextbooksshouldbe streamlinedIn Of er 0

.
.

' h'
,

th other three

learner Participationas outlined in the sY"abus"To achlevet ls e

~

' 'th Senior Secondary

textbooks should be removed from the list and remain wt

IntegratedEnglishBook 3.
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o The teachers have to encourage the learners to use Englishin their social

interactionsto improve on their con?dence in usingthe languagein the

classroom.

o lt is imperativethat those employedto teach the Englishlanguageshould be

properlytrained in order for them to be con?dent and ?exible enoughto adopt

the innovative approach.

u ln addition to having the prerequisitequali?cations,all practicinglanguage

teachers need to be trained in the implementationof the approachrather than a

few teachers from various secondaryschools, as was the case when it was

introduced.

0 The teachers should ensure that the groups have a maximum of 5-6 members in

order to ensure the participationof most the members duringdiscussions. In

addition to this during group discussions, group leaders should control the

discussions. but the leadership should rotate in order to avoid situations where

the same learners dominate the discussions.

0 Teachers should systematicallyuse group work and monitor the learners’

participationin the groups, making sure to giveappropriatetasks for disCuSSi0n.

and then svstematically calling on di?erent groups each week.

0 The number of periodsfor language teaching needs to be increasedin order to

accommodate the demands otithe CLT appr0aCh~
sin I views patiently

' The teachers should encourage the learners to listen to OPPO E

to avoid discouraging most of the learners to express their OplI1lO?S-

.

' less it is

These recommendations were not meant to be exhaustive. Neveithe ,

clear that with some adjustmentsthe implementationof the approa?h could contribute

to effective language use in the classroom.

SEARCH
5-4 SUGGESTIONS FOR FURTHERRE ‘

hools in Blantyre district tuither

This study concentratedon some secondary5°

-

' ‘ The other areas could be

research could focus on secondaryschoolsin other d1SIf1¢t5-

~
h l .ln

TheCommunity Day Secondary Schoolsand the Private secondaryso O0 5

h than

C0mmunityDay Secondary Schools the learners attend classes for fewer ours

as



theconventionalsecondary schools where this studywas done. As for the Private

schools,they are based on economic factors and the teachingseems to be focused on

enablingthe learners to pass the examination for the sustainabilityof the school.

Anotherresearch area could be a comparativeanalysisof how teachers with different

quali?cationshandle the CLT approach.The reader will have noted that

unintentionallythis study used four teachers all with diplomasfrom Domasi Collegeof

Education,These teachers had taught in primaryschools prior to attendingthe course

whichqualifiedthem to teach in secondary school. Therefore, another interesting area

wouldbe to find out how those teachers who have been teachingin secondary school

throughouttheir experience handle the approach.In this studythe focus was on form

means that other studies could focus on the other forms. All

three classes. This also

these research areas could provideuseful information to educational planners on the

etTectiv'enessin the implementationof communicativelanguage teachingapproachin

secondaryschools in Malawi.
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7.2 Appendix 2

Learner questionnaire

SECONDARY SCHOOL STUDENTS’ QUESTIONNAIRE ON HOW THEY
PARTICIPATE IN THE LANGUAGE CLASSROOM

This questionnaire is meant to get your views on your and your fellow students’
participation in the language classroom as proposed in the integrated English teaching
approach. I need the information for my MA research which I am pursuing at

Chancellor College. Your responses will enable me to obtain the data I need in the
research and the ?ndings will also provide information on the effectiveness of the
implementation of the language teaching new approach. Please feel free to give your
views on the various aspects which have been outlined below. I assure you that the
information you provide will be handled with utmost confidentiality. I wish to thank

you in advance for taking some time from your busy schedule to respond to the
questions.

l. How o?en do you use the following English language texts?

Tick your response
Never l Sometimes Very often Always

Secondary integrated
English Book 3

English for

Communication Book 3

Secondary English Book 3

Step Ahead Book 3 l

2. Do all the members ofthe group participate in the discussion?

ever

ometimes

ery o?en

ways

3 During group discussion, do you give each other turns at speaking?

ever

ometimes

e o?en

ways
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Do you and your fellow students speak in English during discussions‘?

Sometimes
e often
wa s

Do the groups ?nish the discussion in the allocated time?

—
-
-
-

Do all the groups have an opportunity to present their answers to the whole
class?

Never

ometimes

e often

wa s

ometimes

Y

Do you have the same individuals representing the group?

ever

Always

What problems are there (if any) when students do activities in pairs and

groups’?

THANK YOU
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7.3 Appendix 3.

Teacher questionnaire

SECONDARY SCHOOL ENGLISH TEACHERS’ QUESTIONNAIREON

STUDENT PARTICIPATION IN THE LANGUAGE CLASSROOM

This questionnaireis meant to get your views on how you involve the students in the

language classroom as proposedin the integrated English teaching approach. I need the

information for my MA research which I am pursuing at Chancellor College. Your

responses will enable me to obtain the data I need in the research and the ?ndings will

also provide information on the effectiveness of the implementationof the new

language teaching approach.Please feel free to give your views on the various aspects

which have been outlined below. I assure you that the information you provide will be

handled with utmost con?dentiality. I wish to thank you in advance for taking some

time from your busy schedule to respondto the questions.

l. How o?en do you use the followingEnglish language texts?

Tick your responses
Never Sometimes Very often Always

Secondary integrated
English Book 3

English for

Communication

g

Book 3

Secondary English
Book 3

Step Ahead Book 3

2 When holding group discussions, do students understand what you want them to

do‘?
Tick our resonse

Sometimes -

:Alwa s

3 Do all the members of the group participatein the discussion?

Tick our resonse

Never

Sometimes
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During group discussion, do the students listen to each other?

ever

Sometimes

ery often

ways

Do students s eak in English during discussions?

Sometimes

Very often

Always

Never

Sometimes

Very often

Do the groups ?nish th

Always

Do all the groups hav

class?

-
-
-
—

e discussion in the allocated time?

e an opportunity to present their answers to the whole

Do you have the same individuals representing the group?
Tick our resonse

ever

Om€tlm€S

ways

What problems are there (if any) when students do activities in pairs or

groups?

THANK YOU
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