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CHAPTER 4: THE TEACHER AS PROVIDER OF 

STRUCTURING 

The analysis of the data is presented in chapters 4 and 5. 

Chapter 4 focuses mainly on the teacher and chapter 5 on the 

students. This somewhat crrificial division between teachers and 

students has been made for the sake of facilitating the presentation 

of the analysis. It âoes not in any way mean that teaching/teachers 

and learning/learners are considered as two isolated entities in the 

classroom. 

The present chapter starts with some preliminary information 

about how the data for analysis was identified from the classroom 

transcripts (4.1.1 and 4.1.2). There follows a brief introduction to 

each teacher teaching style (4.1.3). The rest of the chapter is 

devoted to the description of the teacher as provider of structuring 

and it follows approximately the same organization as the review of 

the literature in chapter 1. The first five sections deal with different 

aspects of procedural structuring (4.2.-4.6). In 4.2. the 

appropriateness of the teachers' directions is examined. 4.3. is a 
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description of the times when the teachers went into detail as to 

what students .needed to do in carrying ou; a task and 4.4. is a close 

examination of each teachers* implementation of group work. 4.S. 

looks at whether students were allowed to participate in the 

planning of classroom activity 4.6.. is an analysis of the teachers' 

announcements of future tasks and reviews of past ones. The 

sections on linguistic and topic structuring are dealt with separately 

in sections 4.7. and 4.8. respectively. Psychological structuring is 

found in 4.9. The last section deals with the teachers" attempts to 

provoke laughter in students during «structuring (4.10). 

4.1. PRELIMINARIES 

4.1.1. First two levels of segmentation: tasks and stages 

Once the recorded lessons were transcribed, a logical step was 

to identify the major instructional parts in each lesson, the tasks. 

This segmentation of classroom activity was carried out because it 

made sense to think that structuring would be mostly found at the 

boundaries between each lesson's major constituents, that is, at the 

shifts from one instructional part to another. Homework 

assignments were also identified. 

The criteria that I followed to identify tasks was pedagogical. 

Each lesson's major constituent, that is to say, each task was defined 

as having a distinct pedagogical purpose. The following types cf 

tasks, a typology emerging from the data, were identified in the 

lessons of the three teachers: 
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- comprensión of texts (oral or written): tasks where 
students read cr listened to a text and had to extract 
information (for example answering questions, reading to 
get the main idea, drawing a plan) 

- reproduction of oral texts: tasks where students listened to 
sentences and reproduced them (i.e., a dictation). 

language exercises: structured tasks for controlled practice 
of a formal aspect of the language. These tasks typically 
consisted in rewriting sentences, filling in blanks, giving 
definitions, matching words with pictures and classifying, 
among otb¿rs. They were usually written tasks but not 
always 

- word games: tasks where students had to do some guessing 
or piayed word association. 

- problem-SoNng LUki: tasks where students were given a 
situation to solve. The solutions would be later on presented 
and justified to the class. 

- class surveys: tasks where students prepared questions and 
interviewed each other. 

- discussions: tasks where all the class or groups of students 
talked about a general issue (i.e. violence in sports) and 
personal arguments where exchanged. 

- roleplavs: tasks where students were given roles to play in 
groups. 

- written, production tasks: tasks where students did some 
writing in class on a topic set by the teacher. 

- oral exchanges: tasks where students in small groups 
exchanged information on personal experiences (i.e.. their 
best friends). 

A further subdivision was identified below the task, the stage. 

A task was subdivided into stages if its performance was preceded 

by instructional content or followed by a correction or a public 

report. Four types of stages emerged from the lessons analyzed: 
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- présentation iMge.: the teacher mainly transmitted or 
provided information and students listened. Two types of 
content have been identified, one where the teacher 
explained grammar (a presentation on grammar) and one 
where the teacher wen: into detail about how to perform a 
task (a presentation on procedure). 

- performance stage: students were given time to prepare a 
task individually or in groups before it was reported in 
public or corrected with the teacher. 

- reporting stage: students presented what they had prepared 
in the performance stage to members of the class either in 
the formal of groups or to the whole class. The major focus 
was on the information that was being communicated. 

- correction stage: students got feedback from the teacher on 
the task that had been previously carried out in the 
performance stage and/or reported in the reporting stage. 

In some tasks there was no subdivision into stages. Others had 

two or more of the above stages, usually in the same order they 

have been presented here. In Appendices K, L and M there is a 

description of the tasks subdivided into stages preceding each 

transcribed lesson. In these descriptions of each stage/task there is 

specification of (a) the material that was used (the input), if any, (b) 

what students were required to do (the activity and grammar focus 

when relevant), (c) about what (the topic, if relevant) and (d) who 

were the interlocutors (the participation mode). In these 

Appendices, the location of the boundaries between stages and 

tasks in the tape is indicated with the number of the tape counter 

(called "location of shift"). 

4.1.2. Third level of segmentation: the preparatory and 

wrap-up segments 
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In order to identify the times when the teacher structured 

language-learning tasks I looked at the openings and closings of 

lessons, tasks and stages. Structuring provided to open one of »hese 

three units has been called preparatory segment», regardless it is a 

lesson, a task or a stage that is opened. The preparatory segment 

covers from the first indicator that "new business" is about to get 

started (a pre-opening) until this "new business" gets going (i.e., 

students start carrying out the task). Structuring provided to bring 

one of the three units (lessons, tasks and stages) to a close has been 

called wrap-up segment. This concluding segment covers from the 

first indication of a pre-closing until the eventual closing. According 

to van Lier (1988), the wrap-up segment is not always present in 

the language classroom, since a common method of closing a task is 

by opening the next one. Consequently the preparatory segment is 

always present. 

The following criteria, especially the third point, helped me in 

the identification of preparatory and wrap-up segments: 

- the length: segments are usually short: 

- the frames (Sinclair, 1990) or decision markers (van Lier, 

i988): segments are usually initiated with them; and 

- the content: they need to make reference to the whole task, 

stage or lesson. 

In the transcripts in Appendices K L a.id M, the preparatory and 

wrap-up segments have been bold-typed. 

In identifying preparatory and wrap-up segments, sometimes 

it was difficult to determine what counted as a task in itself from 

what counted as part of the preparatory or wrap-up segment. 

1 I am not using the term "phase** as Gagné (1992) did. because this 
term is used by other authors to refer to what I call "task." 
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Gapé (1992) had observed in her data the existence of subordinate 

tasks that had a preparatory or wrap-up role. Distinguishing 

subordinate tasks from talk included in a "segment" was a problem. 

Another criterion that I followed to consider a sequence of talk 

within a segment or not was whether it felt incomplete without 

what preceded or followed it. If the talk did not make sense on its 

own, mainly because it was short and not thorough, then it was 

included in the preparatory or wrap-up segment. Instead, if the 

talk with a preparatory function had a degree of autonomy and 

thoroughness, then it was considered a task au its own. 

For example, the interaction in excerpt 56 on pp. 185-6 was 

included within the preparatory segment {and thus has not been 

considered a task in itself). It took plate before students were 

asked to write a recipe and the teacher introduced the topic of the 

stage ("gazpacho") first by telling students what Spanish people 

think to be the typical food in Britain and then by having students 

guess what British people think of as the typical food in Spain It is 

clear that all this introduction was done because the teacher was 

going to "use" this information later on. It had a kind of 

instrumental purpose and that is mainly why it was identified as 

part of the preparatory segment. 

In contrast, a time when the teacher wrote a number of words 

on the blackboard to prepare students for a subsequent listening 

was considered a task in itself (Mark, 23/3, task 3). The decision 

was taken because of the considerable number of words and the 

time that was spent on the task (firsi students worked in groups 

and then the task was corrected). 

Even though structuring is most likely to occur at the 

introductions and ends of tasks, it is also provided at other times 
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during the lessons. That is why once the preparatory and wrap-up 

segments were identified in my transcripts, another look was given 

to identify traces of structuring talk outside these boundary 

episodes. That is to say, during the time th» class was "officially" 

on-task. The times where the teachers explained to students what 

they had to do for homework were also identified. 

The present study did not include the examination of times 

when the class was engaged in purely managerial matters such as 

the distribution of material, the getting of students into groups, 

checking that students had done the homework etc. 

3.1.3. Description of Bob's, Mark's and Sharon's general 

teaching styles 

A brief macro-description of the characteristics of the type of 

tasks that each teacher implemented will be presented next (see 

Table 4) with the purpose of providing contextualization to the 

subsequent analysis on structuring. 

Bob's lessons consisted of few tasks, one or two per one-hour 

lessons and sometimes the same task ran over to the following 

lesson. In part, tasks took long because they usually consisted in 

more than one stage. Students were usually set to work in groups 

for a considerable amount of time, followed by a time when the task 

was presented to the class and/or a time when the task was 

corrected. In any case, group work was *. leading mode of 

participation in this class. 
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Tibie 4 

Bfisfipptioii of tasks by teacher 

t C a t 11151 

Descriptors Bob Mark Sharon 

Number of recorded hours 
Number of identified tasks 

4.h 52' 
9 

9h. 29* 
25 

4h.5S" 
25 

Task types 
Comprehension of texts 
Reproduction of oral texts 
Language exercises 
Word games 
Problem-solving tasks 
Class surveys 
Discussions 
Role-plays 
Written production tasks 
Oral exchanges 

1 

3 

5 

Interlocutors in stages1 

T—C (participate) 
T—C (attend) 
C$5—C 
Group work 
Seat work 

7 
2 
1 
9 

5 
1 

15 

15 
10 
2 
7 
5 

5 
1 
4 

2 

2 
1 

Number of stages 
One-stage tasks — 15 20 
Two-stage tasks 7 8 ~t 

More than two-stage 
tasks 2 2 1 

Distribution of stages 
Presentation 1 2 1 
Reporting 5 2 1 
Correction 4 17 4 

9 
3 
4 

17 
2 
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1 Interlocutors 
- T—C (participate): The teacher addresses the whole class but 

individual students participate verbally in ?he public discourse 
of the classroom. Students may self-select or the teacher .iiay 
allocate the next speaker. 

- T—C (attend): The teacher addresses the whole class and 
learners either mainly attend or participate chorally (i.e., in 
drills). 

- G/S—C: A student or a group of students, usually sitting in the 
front of the class, interact(s) with or presentí s ) information to 
the rest of the students in class. 

- Group work: Students work in groups of two or more people on 
an assigned task. The teacher's participation in the groups may 
vary but his participation is intermittent 2nd secondary. 

- Seat work: Students work on their own on an assigned task. The 
teacher's interaction with individuals may vary and it is 
secondary. 

Tasks in Mark's class were shorter than in Bob's but longer 

than in Sharon's. Mark implemented an average of four tasks in 

two-hour lessons. The most outstanding feature in this class is the 

preeminence of one type of task, language exercises. These were 

very controlled exercises with a focus on form and they were either 

done for homework and corrected in class or were done and 

corrected in class. In fact, it was frequent to spend a considerable 

amount of time at the beginning of lessons correcting as many 

language exercises as the teacher had assigned the previous week. 

Probably connected to the high number of language exercises is the 

fact that there were so many correction stages. A high percentage of 

tasks in this class ended with either the teacher eliciting the 

answers or providing them himself. In contrast to the other two 

classes, group work pk.yed less of a primary role here. In addition, 

when students worked in groups in this class it was usually in pairs. 



4 

whereas in Bob's and Sharon's classes students tended to often be 

asked to work in groups of more than two students. 

Sharon characterized herself by implementing a 

comparatively high number of tasks in one-hour lessons (a average 

of four —double the number of tasks in Mark's). In part, this quick 

pace could be kept up because of the high number of one-stage 

tasks. Tasks would be brought to an end without thorough 

reporting or correction stages. Another characteristic feature in her 

lessons was that tasks were usually thematically related, although 

this feature is not reflected in the table. One day the topic was 

"personality," on another "giving advice," on another "eccentricity" 

etc. And then all or a numbei of tasks in the lesson would turn 

around that topic. An additional trace of that trend to thematize 

lessons was shown one day when 1 was going to take a 

questionnaire for students on learning strategies. Sharon asked me 

if 1 could prepare some task SJ that the whole lesson would revolve 

around the topic of the questionnaire. Neither of the other two 

teachers integrated the questionnaires into their lessons on the day 

they were distributed. A third feature of Sharon's teaching is the 

wide variety of tasks that were implemented, mostly skill-oriented 

(note the few number of language exercises) and with a strong 

emphasis on group work. 

From this "very sketchy" description of the tasks Bob, Mark 

and Sharon implemented, major differences across teachers have 

come out, mainly in the length of tasks, the amount of attention to 

form and in the role of group work. It is clear from here that these 

three teachers implemented tasks differently. What is yet to be 
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seen is if there will also be major differences in these teachers' 

structuring of tasks. The remainder of the sections in this chapter 

will provide the answer to that. 
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4JL THE MATCH ÏETW1EN TEACHERS AND STUDENTS IN 

PROCEDURAL STRUCTURING 

This first section looks at the degree of effectiveness of 

teachers' directions. The teacher(s) that seem to give less efficient 

directions are compared with those who have fewer problems, the 

objective being to see what the latter teacher(s) do that the former 

do not. 

When the teachers provided procedural structuring they often 

took some aspects of the tasks for gs anted which they did :iot 

mention to students during the preparitory segment. They assumed 

that students would make the necessary inferences to fill in their 

instructions. These inferences included (1) what to do, (2) the 

linguistic objective behind a task, when there was one, and the topic 

in receptive tasks. And students used several sources to get this 

"missing" but usually retrievable information: the format of the 

exercise—if it was a writing exercise, the position of the teacher in 

the room, the familiarity of the class with a certain type of task, 

other tasks that preceded the present one, and their experience as 

students, among others. All these sources carried information for 

students to "decipher" tasks and in the three classes these 

inferences were apparently made regularly so that there was not 

usually an apparent mismatch between the teachers' idea of the 

task and the corresponding studen interpretations. 

Nevertheless, there were occasions in the data where the 

procedural structuring given in the preparatory segment had to be 

or should have been complemented in subsequent stages of the task 

because information that the teacher expected students to have 

inferred was not. This lack of inference could be identified in the 
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dita: (a) when students verbalized a lack of full understanding of 

the task2, (b) when the teacher perceived the lack of inference 

himself and added procedural information and (c) when I observed 

students carrying out a task in a way that did not match the 

information provided by the teacher in the preparatory segment. 

The description of those cases of mismatch in the interpretation of 

procedure will be dealt with in two pans (see Figure 2): First I will 

describe misinterpretations about what the students had to do 

(4.2.1.) and then I will describe misinterpretations about the 

linguistic focus and the topic of tasks (4.2.2). 

Figure 2 

Typg? Qi mismatches m procedural nrwmiring 

(a) about what to do 

Mismatches between 
teachers and 
students 

(b) about the linguistic 
focus and the thematic 
thread in tasks and 
lessons 

1 In contrast, students* questions that sought mere repetition of what 
had been mentioned in the preparatory segment were not analyzed in this 
section, because it was felt that the problem fc*.-st likely was the learners* (see 
5.1. and 5.2). 

/ 

\ 
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4.2.1. Mismatches about what to do 

Students from the three classes it some point or other gave 

signs that they were not fully clear about what was expected of 

them. In 13/5 469, Mark told students to prepare a role-play and 

assumed they would write it during this preparation. When he saw 

students were not writing if he had to tell them to do so outside 

the preparatory segment. Mark had made an assumption about 

what students Aould do that was not fulfilled. The same happened 

in excerpt 1, Sharon expected students to be imaginative in a word 

association game but by looking at the students' performance in 

that task, one realizes that they were not aware of that. In the 

wrap-up segment Sharon concluded: 

• exceipt 1 

T OK, All right. Well finish there You- what you said was in 
the house again We could have gone son of like mirror, 
reflection, scene, wind, 

LL Oh! / Oh. / ((Chuckles)) 
T And it could have been so romantic, you know. 

[House, door, windows, table. Yes. ((Claps once)) 
LL [((Chuckles)) 

(31/5 568) 

Similarly, on an occasion where students had to match a list of 

descriptions about ways of listening with a list of purposes in 

listening, a student tsked the teacher if it was possible to have 

more than one answer for each description (field note, 11/11 p. 29). 

This information Bob had not given in the preparatory segment 

because he probably counted on students being aware of that. In 

general, mismatches like these about what to do were not a 

common element in the three classes under observation, but they 

seem to have been more outstanding in Mark's class for a number 

of reasons: 



119 

( i ) Recurrent causes for the misinterpretations occurring in 

Mark's class could be identified. Ho recurrent causes could 

be identified in Sharon's and Bob's class. 

(b) Students in Mark's class sometimes complained about the 

way this teacher structured tasks. Students in Sharons 

and Bob's class never did that. 

(c) Sharon used other devices to give procedural information 

to students with certain regularity. Mark made no use of 

these other devices. 

The above three points will be further developed and illustrated. 

Ca) Reçyrfgm çmscs 

The following causes tould be identified in Marks data: 

(al) the teacher providing misleading procedural structuring; 

(a2) the teacher providing procedural structuring with delay; 

and 

(a3) the teacher applying rules inconsistently. 

(al) Misleading procedural information 

There were times when Mark addressed the students" 

attention towards an aspect of the task that proved to be an 

obstacle in the understanding of the instructions. For example, at 

the beginning of 4/12, Mark announced that students would have 

to write a composition about Marco Polo for homework and that 

they were going to get the information from different sources. 

Students showed concern about the composition on five occasions at 

different times during the lesson, times where the teacher and 

students were engaged in tasks that had little to do directly with 

the composition. The teacher's lack of predisposition to answer 
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questions on specifics about the composition make it clear that 

there was a mismatch between the teacher's intention through the 

announcement of the composition and the students' interpretation 

of the announcement, as excerpt 2 shows, 

• excerpt 23 

M Mark, how many word words? 
T You arc not writing the composition yet I'll tell you later. Now 

ail you have to do is get the information I'll tell you at the end 
of ¿he class . , . how many words. AH right? 

((Students start to get on tarit )) (04) 

M-T ((1 don*t know how many words) 
T [Three thousand, 
M PC 
T ¡Three thousand 
M (Three thousand) 
T Only 

(4/12 062 and 064) 

By making the announcement about the composition, Mark 

probably just intended to introduce a number of thematieally-

related tasks and to let students know that they would be using the 

information from the different tasks later on. The students, on the 

other hand, showed an excessive concern about the assignment 

exclusively, as can be seen in excerpt 2 as well as on three other 

occasions during that lesson. 

(a2) Late procedural information 

These were times when the teacher delayed giving 

information about the nature of the task within the preparatory 

segment. This happened on occasions when the material being used 

as a basis for the task was produced by Mark on the blackboard. On 

those occasions the teacher used not to give the directions about the 

3 Turns have been double-indented to indicate side-talk. 
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task until students had copied the text from the blackboard. For 

example, in excerpt 3 Mark said: 

• cicerpt 3 

T I want you to draw on a piece of paper or in your notebooks two 
. . rectangular squares. OK? . , , Quite big. 

(23/3 665) 

But the teacher was asking students to draw the squares without 

mentioning what they would use them for. As a result, at least two 

students did not draw the square the size it should have been 

drawn. When Mark did tell students what the square was for (see 

excerpt 4 lines 1-2), students reacted with a chain of collective and 

individual complaints in side-talk (see underlining): 

• eicerpt 4 

T-L/G*1 No. Its not sufficient because you need- you are going 
to put information in the squares 

LL âà1 

L-L No ftp tibian. 

L-L (Si ja ho ha dtt big.) 
<23/2 669) 

On a similar occasion Mark started writing an exercise for 

students to do on the blackboard without telling them anything 

about the task. Mark just said: 

• encerpt 5 

T light. Now . . . Let's change this a bit. Now look. 

(4/12 415) 

And then he started writing on the blackboard for almost six 

minutes with the understanding that what he was writing was for 

students to copy. This lack of information for such a long time (the 

teacher was making up the text on the spot) caused «ome students 

to make comments that show that they were copying without any 

understanding. One student was heard saying to another "Saps que 

estic copiant i no sé de què va?." Later on, there was some evidence 
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that a student had copied the exercise wrongly because she had not 

seen that the text had been written in two columns: 

• excerpt 6 

F Al copiarlo no hé visto la (línea) de en medio. 
(4/12 475) 

U3) Inconsistent participation rules 

These were times when what was unclear or infringed were 

the participation rules because students must not hav- perceived a 

consistency in their implementation. On one occasion, a student did 

not know whether or not she was allowed to use Spanish to answer 

the teachers question (23/3 623). In ¡3/5 (078), a student started 

a correction stage by reading the sentences from the language 

exercise in full (not just the answers), while the teacher expected 

the student just to give the answers (without reading complete 

sentences), Another example comes from the several occasions 

Mark responded to students* questions on grammar by telling them 

that was not the time for questions, thus postponing the answer. In 

excerpt 7, a student wanted to know whether "he tried to put** was 

correct (line 2), but Mark postponed the explanation. 

• excerpt ? 

L3 He tried pulling out ihc fire but ii was impossible 
L To (pul 
T ¡To pul Any problems I will answer at the end OK Now 

(let's! just correct first. L4. 
(4/5 m$) 

Sometimes the teacher even seemed to get * little annoyed, as in 

excerpt 8; 

• excerpt 8 

T By is correct. 
L12 Why? 
T Because it is. 
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T They do this by reading. ((Reading from the text» Let 
me— OK LI2 if you don't understand when we've corrected, 
I will explain, 

(13/5 08S) 

AH the above incidents seem to come from the apparent 

inconsistency in the application of some participation rules. In 23/3 

623, the student's doubt about whether she could respond with a 

translation may be explained because earlier in that class another 

student was not allowed to use the LI in response to a similar type 

of teacher question. In 13/5 078, the student's behavior (reading 

whole sentences) is also understandable if we take into account that 

exactly the same type of exercise was corrected in its full form by 

the teacher in the preceding lesson. This inconsistency is also found 

regarding the rule that questions should not be posed until a task 

was corrected. The rule was valid in the correction of some tasks 

but not others, which probably was what caused confusion4. 

To sum up, three recurrent sources of disorientation in Mark's 

students about what they had to do have been presented. No 

similar recurrent patterns nor others could be identified in Sharon's 

and Bob's classes. 

(b) Siwdgnts' çofflplijym 

Another aspect that differentiates Mark's from Sharon's and 

Bob's classes is the* the lack of clarity during procedural structuring 

from the students point of view was never made explicit through 

4 The fact that students kept seeking explanations to their questions 
even after the teacher had made it clear that they should not pose questions 
up until the wrap-up segment may also show that some students may have 
felt this rule/procedure (withholding students* questions) to be unnatural. 
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complaints in Sharon's and Bob's classes. By contrast, Marks 

students occasionally reacted with a complaint (see excerpt 4). 

(c) No use of alternative devices 

Sharon sometimes complemented her initial instructions 

during the preparatory segment with other devices. She used these 

complementary devices in tasks where the teacher addressed the 

whole class. An examination of Sharon's complementary structuring 

follows. 

There were times when Sharon's preparatory segment was 

quite brief. This brevity seemed to be quite purposeful since it was 

during the carrying out of the task that through different indirect 

means she would orient the task towards where she wanted it to go. 

These meat's were: (cl) giving feedback, (c2) narrowing down 

questions and (c3) providing a model. The following are illustrations 

of Sharon putting into practice these three means. 

(cl) Giving feedback 

In excerpt 9 Sharons procedural structuring was quite 

general: 

• excerpt 9 

T All right, now 

LL (((Laughter)) 
T (Were gonna play word association with the word fooa. Right? 

Word association We've played word association before here in 
class. Yeah? ((Writes the word food on the blackboard») Give roc 
an idea. Word association with food. 

(31/3 004) 

She did not explain whether students had to come up with just food 

products or whether they could make free associations. The 

instructions above were followed by a sequence of interactions 
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where the teacher indirectly showed (not told) students more 

precisely "where 1 want to go.' In excerpt 10, she gave negative 

feedback when a student gave an answer that was outside the 

teacher's "plans" for the task (see underlining): 

• excerpt 10 

( I l L Cheese. 
T Cheese OK ((Writes the word cheese on the blackboard)) A word 

association with cheese. 
L i Mouse. 

(5) L Mice (w.p J 5 

Lx (Mouse 
L {Mice, mice (w.p.). 
• ACtmiiy» us opt twBcrx i want to soil us pot—wjtrx i 

wim to yo. OK 1» Lauchs H No. I accept their reason hut n«= 
(10) C I ((Laughter» 

T se:: h no. Noi what 1 want to do there QK. lei s trv again 

ow aw 

Note that the teacher said she rejected the word "mouse** but did 

not explicitly say why. It seemed that u was the teachers intention 

to have students guess what she wanted through a process of trial 

and error ("Let's try again"). One even gets a feeling of playfulness 

(see the laughter from Sharon and the students, lines 9 and 10) as 

if this was a type of game. 

On another occasion of a word game too, she would give 

positive feedback when a student came up with one word that 

fitted perfectly with her "plans:** 

• excerpt l l f t 

F Mirror 
T Good, good, good. Get on ML? ¿Qué ha dicho1 

L7-M Mirror. 
(31/3 562) 

5 The initials "w.p." enclosed in parenthesis stand for wrong 
pronunciation of the word that precedes them. 

6 A Transcription with two columns has been used to distinguish 
public talk from side-talk when the two coexisted or when two simultaneous 
conversations tn aid:-talk were recorded. 
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Íc2) Narrowing down questions 

Sharon also "helped" students to come up with the "right" 

answers by posing questions that lowered the openness of the task 

as in the following excerpt, also coming from the word association 

game on food. In excerpt 10, Sharon's request had been: "A word 

association with food'* (lines 2-3). In excerpt 12, she was going to be 

more specific: 

• ctcerpt 12 

T =e:::h no. Not what I want to do ihere. OK. 1« s try again. So you X 
cheese. What type of X ii ehgeje.? What type of food? 

(31/3 006) 

(c3) Providing a motel 

The third means of showing students the "direction" of the 

task was to give the answer herself, thus providing a model for 

students. This was the case in 7/4 task 1, a task where the teacher 

wanted students to give definitions but did not tell them so 

explicitly during the preparatory segment. When Sharon saw that 

students were not corning up with the definition of tne word 

"strong-willed,** she volunteered it herself (see underlining): 

• excerpt 13 

T What do you think it means'* (04) What do you think it means» 
L6 ¿Lo repites oirá ve«? 
T What docs strong mean? 
L Strong? 
T Aha. strong All right So something strong Do you remember 

the word willing? 
LL ((XX)) 
T We did- we've had it a couple of times in class, yeah? We talked 

about will and willing, aha1 If vou are strong-willed, it is 
yaw spirit, yeah? «roni-willcd, and ypy hive itrowg spirit 
Mhoi"» Strong-willed. (.07). 

(7/4 077) 

The effectiveness of these three means (cl, c2 and c3) varied. 

Sometimes they sufficed, sometimes not. For example, in the task 
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about the word association game on food (in excerpts 9, 10 and 12), 

these techniques were successful. After four exchanges between the 

teacher and students, Sharo felt that students were ready to go on 

with the task with no "procedural scaffolding** and she said: 

• «cerpt 14 

T OK You gel the- you understand the idea of what- give me 
another 

(31/3 013) 

From no- on the teacher would not provide the scaffolding she had 

t-een providing any more because Sharon thought that students 

knew "where she wanted to go" by now. And students' participation 

from then on proved they did. 

On other occasions, these indirect techniques were not enough 

and Sharon sc metimes had to resort to giving direct direction. This 

was the case in 7/4 task 1. the task where students had to give 

definitions. The indirect clues there proved inefficient. First, Sharon 

used modelling (see excerpt 13). However, in the next exchange 

students were still taking their time responding to the teacher's 

request (see excerpt 15 lines 1-2). In seeing this lack of student 

response, she narrowed 1own the request by posing a more guided 

question: instead of asking "What does talkative mean?" she asked 

"What does a talkative person do?" (line 2). Still, L7 gave a "wrong" 

answer since she came up with a synonym (line 3> (the teacher 

wanted definitions, though). Sharon repeated her question again 

(line 4) and Tinally got the response she was looking for: 

• encerpt 15 

( 1 ) T What docs it mein? Wh« does it mean? What s talkative** 
What is it- who- what does a talkative person do** 

L7 Extrovert. 
T They're extrovert. But more than extrovert, what do they do? 

(5) LL They talk a lot. exactly. ((Chuckles)) 
(7/4 077) 
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But even then, not alt students had caught on thai the teacher only 

wanted definitions. In the following exchange students came up 

with an antonym, again an "unwanted" answer (see excerpt 16). Up 

to then Sharon had geared the students towards giving definitions 

in indirect ways (modelling and narrowing down of questions). This 

time, however, the teacher "gave up" and directly »old students that 

she wanted definitions (see underlining). 

• encerpt 16 

T What does it mean1 

l*i* A A X ^ A A . 

T You arc trying to tell me that selfish is the opposite of generous 
L Yeah «Chuckles» 
T Yeah OK Ftne. that« fine 
L7 X. ((Laughing;) 
T What- OK. bu; cm >u give me a dcftni'ign ci u' 

(7/4 01' ) 

In the excerpt above the tisk was finally readdressed and 

ended up being performed according to the teacher's expectations. 

This was not always the case. It seems that depending on the 

importance of the tasks these were or were not readdressed. The 

task ibove (7/4 task 1) may have been readdressed because it was 

a task upon which the rtst of the tasks in the lesson would be built. 

It was part of the teacher's plan. ». was a word association with 

food and later on ihr leacher wanted students to write a recipe. So 

it was important to stick to vocabulary on food. In contrast, 31/3 

task 3 (a task that was not readdressed) was a gap filler, a game 

that was played to "wait" for the time to end the lesson, a task that 

the teacher seemed to have decided on on the spot. That the task 

did not take the direction the teacher wanted would not have any 

consequences, as can be told from ;xcerpt 1 where both the teacher 
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and students laughed when Sharon told them the task had not gone 

where she wanted to. 

4.2.2. Mismatches about the linguistic focus and the topic 

of the task 

There were cases where Mark and Sharon did not explicitly 

identify what the language focus of a task was or did not anticipate 

the topic of a task for students. These omissions seem to come ott 

of an assumption that students could infer these two aspects of 

tasks. But there were times in the datí* where some students did 

not make these inferences By contrast. Bob also skipped at times 

that information during the preparatory segment but a close 

analysis of his leaching reveals that those absences were intended. 

First I will present examples from Mark and Sharon where 

instructions about the grammar focus and the topic proved 

problematic. Then I will describe these same unproblematic aspects 

in Bob. 

Both Ma.k and Sharon at some point set students to do tasks 

with a focus on form but did so without drawing students' attention 

to it. It is possible that, partly because of that, students sometimes 

performed poorly and at others failed to use the grammar item 

embedded in the task. One example of each kind will be presented. 

Excerpt 17 reproduces ihe procedural structuring given by the 

teacher in introducing a grammar exercise from the textbook. It 

needs to be observed that Mark did not even mention that was an 

exercise on aspect, let alone which verb forms were to be used: 
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• excerpt 1? 

T So first «(Simultaneously making noise with an ooject», first, 
the first thing I want you to do is do the grammar exercise, OK? 
All right? So you do this in pain. 

(4/12 059) 

By contrast, the written instructions that preceded that grammar 

exercise from the textbook did specify that students had to decide 

between the progressive and perfect aspect: 

Put in the correct ten» (simple past, past progressive or past perfect) 
(CAMEC p. 31) 

The omission, on the part of the teacher, of the verb forms students 

had to choose from might have contributed to some students' poor 

performances: When the exe/eise was corrected students had the 

tendency of using the simple past instead of the past perfect. This 

poor performance made the teacher decide to change his initial 

plans for that les«on and have students do another grammar 

exercise practicing the same language items. I wonder if students' 

overuse of the simple past might have been influenced by the fact 

that they were not told they could use the past perfect. It is 

possible that some students did not read the written instructions 

from the textbook and were not aware that they could have made 

use of three verb forms. 

A similar phenomenon occurred in 8/4 task 2, an oral 

exchange. Sharon directed studenti to use a number of model 

sentences supplied by »he textbook all of which included frequency 

adverbs. The teacher, however, did ne* draw students attention to 

them nor tell them that that was what she meant them to practice, 

as can be gathered from the procedural structuring provided in the 

preparatory segment (see excerpt 18): 
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• excerpt 18 

T OK. Page 81. Um All right. 
C {(Getting to the page)). 
T . . . OK? . . . Eh. if you got a problem, who do you talk to? Who dc 

you go and talk to? Yeah? . . . If you have a look here, hm? here 
are some examples. 

LI2 ((Comes in)) 
T Hi. (XX LI2 ir). Would you go and sit son of next to L2 or 

somewhere around there? 
Li2 ((Sits down)) 
T XX brilliant, thanks. Aha. Aha, so who do you often ta!*», to?. Who 

would you never talk to? Here arc some sentences, just to give 
you a guide. Yes? You talk about it with i partner, which is 
going to be two, two. three, two three. Come here. Who would you 
go and talk to when you got a problem and why? Yeah? And 
here is just some sentences to guide you. OK? X? 

L Mhm 
T X*» Off you go 

(8/4 062) 

Nevertheless, it is clear that the practice of frequency adverbs was 

an objective because later on in the wrap-up segment. Sharor. drew 

students' attention to them. In contrast to this tacitness as regards 

the grammar focus, the corresponding instructions from the 

textbook made the linguistic focus evident (see underlining), which 

the teacher did not draw the students' attention to: 

Grammar; frequency adverbi r>o you often ask other people for 
advice? Who do you ask? Say how often you ask some of the following 
people for advice, your father, your mother, your husband/wife, your 
boyfriend/girlfriend, your friends, your boss, your teacher, other 
people. Use the words and expressions in the box. Examples; 

"I often ask my wife for advice.*" 
"I never ask people for advice." 
"I sometimes ask my mother for advice." 
"1 have often asked friends for advice." 
"I would never ask my father for advice." 

ilwfiys usually very often afjcj 
quite Qfteo sûm£i'>Qxi oceaiioniUy 
hardly ever never 

CAI^Cp 81 

Not making students aware of the frequency adverbs before they 

practiced them needn't have been a problem in itself; It would just 
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be a way of dealing with the presentation of grammar. However, it 

was going to be a problem if students did not include frequency 

adverbs when they talked about "who you would go and taik to 

when you got a problem," which was what happened to the pair of 

students that were recorded (8/4 09-102). Probably if students had 

been made aware of the fact thy the teacher would be focusing on 

that grammatical area later on and that that was a linguistic 

objective behind the task, students would have tried harder to 

include frequency adverbs in their talk. In their conversation the 

absence of frequency adverbs seems to indicate that these students 

were simply unaware that they had to practice frequency adverbs. 

Another problem that there seemed to be in Sharon's class 

had to do with the fact that she did not make the theme of lessons 

explicit during the preparatory segments, hoping that students 

would see these thematic connections between task«: as the lesson 

progressed. The truth is that students repeatedly seemvd to fail to 

make these connections. Then the teacher would make them overt 

but only after students had shown to be experiencing some 

difficulty during the performance of the task at hand. Excerpt 19 

comes from a whole lesson devoted to personality; however, Sharon 

never made that announcement. That is why in a task where the 

teacher had written several adjectives ou personality on the 

blackboard and students had to think about their pronunciation and 

meaning, L5 wanted to check whether there was a thematic thread 

in the list of words (surprisingly the question was posed 3'44" 

after the start of the performance stage): 

• excerpt 19 

LS Stubborn is about personality? 



T Yeah. They're all about personality. Sorry, I should have told 
that Yeah, they are all about personality. 

(7/4 039) 

Knowing that all the words belonged to one same semantic field was 

something that would probably decrease the difficulty of the task. 

A similar incident took place in 8/4 task 3 from a lesson 

devoted to advice, but again without Sharon having announced that. 

The task was introduced by saying to students that they would be 

listening to eight sentences. Students needed to count the » ?mber 

of words in each sentence and through an example Sharon showed 

that contractions counted as two words. In the previous task 

students had been talking to each other about who they usually 

talked to to seek for advice but the teacher did not mention that the 

sentences in the listening were also going to be about the topic of 

advice. Furthermore, the example sentence given before the start of 

the task had nothing to do with advice. It was only after having 

released students and after having played the first sentence on the 

recording that Sharon added that information—probably after 

perceiving that students were finding that first sentence difficult 

(see underlining): 

• eicerpt 20 

R Unit nineteen, lesson B exercise four One Why don't you stop 
seeing him? 

C (.15 to write the sentence down)) 
T Repeat. Don't copy Try and work individually. You know there 

are seven words. You know it must make sense. And just as 
another help, what type o," yen . what are we doing today? What 
arc we flQioSt Yvnais me u\u5 m tpyiyi ciasSi • » « wniis—LDJL 
word pn the blackboard? . , . Advice. io these semences arc 
related le advice. QK? Thai 11 help 

(8/4 172) 

Making this connection obvious was meant to make the task easier, 

to permit students to mike more informed inferences to decipher 
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ne sentences as Sharon herself said an the eml of the excerpt; "That 

will help you a lot." 

In contras; to these omissions from Mark and Sharon, Bob 

seemed to be more in control of his. There aie two reasons that 

explain this: 

- In his interactions with groups during the performance stages. 

Bob complemented his procedural structuring from the 

preparatory segment. 

• Some of the omissions were purposeful to test it students 

where using the language he had in mind. 

During performance stages. Bob used to go from group to 

group and through questions or feedback he used to make students 

aware of aspects of the task that he had not specified during the 

preparatory segment. For example, in the preparatory segment of 

task 1 on 26/3 Bob did not mention what language items students 

were expected to be using in the problem-solving task being 

introduced. However, when he went from group to group listening 

to and interacting with the students, he systematically commented 

on the use students were making of the future, the future being on 

the teacher's agenda for that day, 

• excerpts 21 and 22 

Teacher addressing L8, LIO and L7 
T Remem* re mem oc r it's future because it's tomorrow 
LIO Ah. 
T So we will have to put. Yeah? Because the dinner is 

tomorrow evening. 
am 076) 

Teacher addressing LI, L2 and Lll 
T You're you're changing from can and could all the time, 

yeah? Ehm, think about that. Can, you are referring to 
present, futuie? (26/3 176) 
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The second characteristic from Bobs preparatory segments 

was that sometimes the omissions in the identification of linguistic 

focus were purposeful. This phenomenon happened especially in 

problem-solving tksks. It was frequent for this teacher to leave out 

the linguistic focus of a problem-solving task from the procedural 

structuring in the preparatory segment, purposefully leaving 

students to figure out what linguistic items each problem-solving 

task veiled. In fact, in excerpt 23 he explicitly said that to a student 

in reference to a composition Bob had just assigned (see 

underlining): 

• excerpt 23 

L12 What wc must write X? 
T SorrV 
LI2 What wc must use? 
T No. I'm not going to tell you what to use. I want to see what 

you use. 
LL ((Chuckles)) 
T 1 want tg ssc whit yoy'rs doing, Thus why 1 m not telling 

J MM»QM' 

(30/4 640) 

This question came from a student who had recently joined this 

class and was probably not used to the teacher not making explicit 

"what we must use" right from the start. 

These omissions from Bob are understandable, if we take into 

account that he was devoting much effort in this class to 

consolidation and fluency rather than the introduction of new 

content, as is evident from what he said in excerpt 24: 

• excerpt 24 

T What 1 really want to say to you is that we've been 
learning grammar and our grammar is like existing in 
isolation from the way we speak, yeah? 

T So there ate some places that you'd use some of this sort of 
grammar thai we've been thinking about. Now then. e;h 
we'll be doing some more of these situations next week 
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and thinking »gain about where you can use some of the 
grammar that we've looked at when you're speaking. 

(26/3 509 and 596) 

Bob's comments in excerpt 24 come from the wrap-up segment of a 

problem-solving task where the teacher expected students to use 

modal verbs like "may," "might," "should," "must," and "cant" and 

they did not. The teacher had not mentioned these expectations of 

his at the start of the task because he wanted to see if students 

would use these verbs "unprompted." Nevertheless, in all other 

similar tasks with an omission of the grammar focus in the 

preparatory segment, students always showed an awareness of 

those forms that Bob would later on make explicit, which shows this 

practice of his was quite successful. 

To recapitulate, this section was divided snto two broad parts. 

One concerned with the efficacy of teacher's explanations about 

what students were expected to do. The other concerned the 

efficacy of making students aware of what linguistic focus or theme 

a task entailed. 

Upon examination of the three teachers, Mark differentiated 

himself because of the problems he had in putting across what 

students had to do. Some of these problems had to do with 

synchronization. Sometimes he informed stuaents about aspects of a 

task too early and that disconcerted them. At other times, he 

informed student.« about the procedure with some delay and 

students showed annoyance then. Another constant in this class was 

that students had to learn to wait. They had to wait until the 

teacher had written full exercises on the blackboard to know what 

it was all about. And they had to wait to make questions after 
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exercises had been corrected. This latter rule seemed to clash 

somewhat with students' tendency to want questions answered on 

the spot. 

As regards the identification of the linguistic focus of the task 

or its topic, both Mark and Sharon had a tendency to sometimes 

assume that students would pick up these aspects of tasks without 

drawing attention to them. The assumptions sometimes proved 

wrong. In contrast, Bobs students were not usually unaware of »he 

linguistic focus of tasks even at times when the teacher did not 

include that information in the preparatory segment. 
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4.3. SPECIFIC INSTRUCTIONS AND DESCRIPTIONS IN 

PROCEDURAL STRUCTURING 

This section starts with a definition of the terms and a 

complete list of the specific directions and descriptions identified in 

the data. Next, two types of events are differentiated (proactive and 

reactive) and what draws teachers to give them is investigated. 

Following this, the reader will find a table with the frequency 

counts per teacher of the use of specific directions and descriptions, 

complemented with an examination of what factors characterize 

their use. The last part of this section deals with the way directions 

and descriptions are delivered to students. 

Teachers sometimes gave specific accounts about the actions 

students were expected to take with a detail or specificity îhat was 

not usually found in directions where teachers limited themselves 

to just giving the basic information about what needed to be done. 

Excerpt 25 is one example of a specific direction from Mark in a 

task where students had to interview each other. The teacher told 

them what they had to do if communication between the 

interviewer and interviewee broke down: 

• escerpt 257 

T Now- you are now going to try and ask as many people as 
possible. (...) And also when you ask, remember dont please 
don't do this, don't say: Do you (like)- and show them the 
questions. Read them If ypy don't understand, Could you repeal, 
that? What does X mean? et cetera et cetera. OK1 

d/4 K4X) 

Similarly, teachers sometimes explained a covert feature of the 

structure of the task or of its evaluation (in case it was a task 

7 Specific instructions and descriptions are underlined in these 
excerpts. 
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related to the exam). These were sorts of "tricks" that students 

would otherwise usually discover only after extended exposure to 

»he task in question. Excerpt 26 is an instance of a specific 

description of a task where Mark shared with students two pieces 

of tacit knowledge about a reading task consisting of crossing out 

extra words: 

• excerpt 26 

T In ihcie exerciies the word ii usually very obvious that i l l 
wrong. Secondly en yon dost have two JO close togtüiei 

(11/5 276) 

The specificity that is found «r, this type of directions and 

descriptions is not usually present in the written instructions that 

precede exercises in textbooks. To confirm this, we will look at the 

written ins'ructions that preceded the tvo tasks from which the 

two extracts above have been taken. In the written instructions 

about the task on the interviews (from excerpt 25) there was no 

mention of the use of clarification requests in case of a 

communication problem: 

Go round the class asking your questions Speak to as many people as 
possible Dont füJget to note each petson's answers. 

CAMEC p, 93 

The written instructions in the reading task (excerpt 26) did not 

mention, either, how close extra words were from each other and 

how flagrant the extra words were: 

Read the following text and underline the 40 words which have been 
added to it. You must not include in the 40 any word which is optional, 
but only those words which make no sense M all in the context. 

Anthology p. 88 

The information given in specific directions and descriptions, 

the teacher usually took from his own repertoire of knowledge as a 

practitioner and from his cumulative contact with the group of 
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students being taught. Tables 5 and 6 show the contents of all the 

specific instructions and descriptions that were identified in tasks 

developing productive and receptive skills respectively. 

Table 5 

Contents of specific directions and descriptions in productive skills 

- being dramatic or imaginative 
- being spontaneous 
- listening to interlocutors attentively 
- emphasizing communication over accuracy 
- using clarification requests 
• anticipating questions from interlocutors 
- keeping notes 
- stressing students' use of the L2 in class 
- not worrying about mistakes 
- keeping a record of mistakes 

Table 6 

Contents of specific directions mû descriptions in receptive skills 
and language exercises 

- getting the general idea 
- extracting specific information 
- self-monitoring 
- stressing exchange of ideas in groups 
- emphasizing communication over accuracy 
- using context a! the sentence level 
- using second language knowledge to infer meaning 
- skipping problems 
- inferencing of word formation through analogy 
- concentrating oneself 
- avoiding discouraging oneself 
- stressing use of the L2 to communicate with each other 
- selecting words thai one wants to learn 
- experimenting 
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- using one's intuition 
- raising awareness of importance of getting general idea 
- raising awareness of limitations of the context in the classroom 
• raising awareness of how teacher talks differently from native 

speakers 
- raising awareness of tacit features in tasks 

In the transcripts, most of the instances of specific directions 

and descriptions were given before a task was performed, mostly 

during the preparatory segment and to a much lesser extent, during 

presentation stages on procedure, which are like an extended 

preparatory segment8. However, specificity was also given during 

the performance, reporting and correction stages or after a task had 

been reported or corrected (that is, in the wrap-up segment) (see 

Table 7), 

One may wonder what caused teachers to give specific 

directions ,n some tasks and not in others. The motivations for this 

will be di cussed in the next few paragraphs. On occasions, what 

motivated i its detail in instructions was an awareness on the part 

of the teat her thai the type of activity that he expected from 

students wa< "marked," and because of this "markedness" he had ii 

make it expicit to the students. This is most clear in excerpt 27 

when Sharon told her students "not to read the paper" when in fact 

what she intended her students to do was a type of reading 

(scanning, a marked behavior) that did not consist of decoding 

(word-by-word reading, probably regarded as an unmarked 

* When rather; went into extended detail about the procedure to 
carry out a task I considered those explanations stages in themselves 
(referred to a« presentation stages on procedure**). Three such nages were 
identified in the data. 
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behavior), which is what she probably meant when she used the 

word "read:" 

• excerpt 27 

T And we are going 10 be working in about groups of tlitee and 
here are the questions. And the idea is not to read the piper 
«Clicks her tongue)) The idea ia to be the first group to 
correctly answer all these guettions, which means looking 
quirklv finding the information and going 

(25/3 257) 

In cases like this, the teachers anticipated some students doing a 

task in a way that was not appropriate and prevented this 

unwanted behavior by making the expected behavior explicit. 

Table 7* 

Location of specific directions and descriptions 

Teacher 

Location Bob Mark Sharon AH teachers 

Presentation 

stage on procedure 1 

Preparatory segment 7 

Performance, 
reporting or à 
correction stage 
Wrap-up segment — 

3 

7 10 

4 

24 

13 

'Repetitions have been counted. That is why the total number of 
references it higher hers than in Tables 8 and 9, where repetitions have not 
been recorded. 
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On other occasions, the motivation to give detail came from an 

awareness of the difficulty a task may pose to students. In that 

case, specific directions were meant to help students to overcome 

some difficulty or to get the most out of their performances. For 

example, both Bob (26/3 task 1 and 1/4 task 1) and Mark (13/5 

task 3) advised their respective students to keep notes as an aid in 

the preparation for subsequent oral reports. Similarly, in excerpt 28 

Bob advised his students to anticipate questions students might 

come up with during an oral report when preparing for it: 

• excerpt 28 

T So let's spend five minutes and try and finish by about a quarter 
past. Remember your plans, have a look at them, think about 
the rationale behind your plan. Mhm ' I'd like you to think and 
why you put different people, or will put different people in 
different places. OK? Reasons are very important because when 
you come to the front and say: We will put this person here and 
this person here. . . . it's a good idea to justify that, to have a 
reason. If not the other people can ask you: Well, why will you 
put this person here and this person here? We should be 
thinking ««estions. OK? SO Id like you to spend five minutes 
preparing the justification for your plan, OK? 

(26,3 032) 

At times, the teacher actually commented on a problematic 

feature of a task before giving detailed directions, as in excerpt 29 

v Ucre, after commenting about the length of the listening (see bold 

type), Mark told students they needed to listen for specific 

information: 

• excerpt 29 

T So vou listen to the description of the house and you decide 
which room is which. Which is the kitchen, which is the 
[bcdroom,= 

LL (Ah. 
T «[which is the dining-room. OK? which is the (study. All right? 
LL | Ah [Ah, XX. / XX. / XX. 
R Unit twenty one. 
T I'll play this once. It's quite long. OK? So lisien for the 

information. You don't need to understand cvervthinfL Just the 
information about the rooms 

(23/3 977) 
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In the above case and in most others the teacher's detailed 

instructions were a product of his anticipation of some difficulty. At 

other times, the comment was a rjejejiiUL to students experiencing 

or having experienced some difficulty. So in 11/5 task 3, Mark went 

into detail about how to perform a reading task (crossing out extra 

words), after they had corrected it and alter students had told him 

that they fo înd that type of task difficult. In excerpt 30, the 

student* wrong performances prompted Sharon to repeatedly 

remind her students that they needed to use the context of 

sentences to identify words in a dictation. This is one of the six 

reminders Sharon gavr there during the performance stage: 

• eicerpt 30 

L6 I write: I dont ihink, bul I read ! lisien I dont (w.p.)? 
T OK. But what were doing here, we've talked about it before, is 

one thing what you think you hear and possibly you do because 
in English we don't stress every sound ((Clapping four times)» 
(•••> So QK. VOM might think YQU hear that fruí that s why yon 
my« ":sc whju'i in herç.upptpting \Q bcr forehead)), yeah? Qf 

(8/4 212) 

In excerpt 31, the students' display of lack of enthusiasm (probably 

motivated by the task difficulty) seemed to have contriöuted to the 

teaclitr providing a specific direction, where the teacher allowed 

students to skip words if they ran into difficulty: 

• excerpt 31 

T In pairs, (.02) in pairs (.02) you are going . t o look at these 
words and decide which is the stressed syllable 

LL Oh 
T Oh! 
LL Oh!! / ((Chuckles)) 
T And which sound it it. OK? (Sorry), if von cant do it. vou 

u«VC no idCi, leave I, dQ the PCXt Qt»C Try some. And then when 
you've been trying lor five, ten minutes, well play the tape and 
(you'll) listen. 

(1/4 136) 
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The teachers' references to specific descriptions of tasks (as 

opposed to specific directions) always came about during correction 

stages and as reactions. In excerpt 26, a mistake in the design of a 

task was what prompted one such comment from Mark. In 18/5 

task 1, Bob said that simpler answers were always preferred in 

structural conversion tasks, as a reaction to students coming up 

with two possible structures to complete the following sentence: 

"Lei's have a party tu celebrate,"* she said. 
She suggested  

On another occasion (see excerpt 32), after students had answered 

the questions from a listening (in preparation for the exam) and 

while they were being given the correct answers. Bob commented 

that students could get a guidance as to how long the answers 

should be by looking at how ma.-y points were given to each 

question: 

• c.cerpt 32 

T And in the exam you will actually *ce next to each question how 
many points for each question, which will yive vou an idea of 
how long ypqr jpjwcn should te OK? 

(1W5 530) 

Finally there was one occasion where the information was 

given because a student asked for it. In excerpt 33, while Bob was 

explaining at length what the listening comprehension in the exam 

consisted of, one student asked: 
• excerpt 33 

LI3 One one question. 
T Yeah 
LI3 Do we have to write sentences or names or . . . ? 
T Do you have to write sentences? Well, this is really- good point, 

mu il rcâiiy § Kit PI Hiicningi JP Ufa» PI «I titm you must 
communicate the idea to the pcrspa who's going IP read it. to the 

(19/5 370) 
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In Table 8, the reader will find the distribution of specific 

directions and descriptions in receptive and productive tasks by 

teacher. This count excluded repetitions that reinforced messages 

already introduced earlier in the lesson or on a previous lesson in 

carrying out the same task. The table shows that Bob, Mark and 

Sharon made eleven, fourteen and fifteen such references 

respectively with a slightly higher number of references for 

receptive skills, especially in the case of Sharon. Taking into account 

that Mark was recorded for more hours than Bob and Sharon, one 

concludes that this teacher made the least use of specific directions. 

Table 8 

Number of specific direction! §nd description! wi tcicher and type 

of tisk 

Teacher 

Type of task Bob Mark Sharon All teachers 

Receptive 7 8 9 2 4 

Productive 4 7 5 16 

Total 11 15 14 40 

There is yet another relevant factor when it comes to seeing 

how much of a habit each teacher had in making these specific 

references. And this has to do with whether tasks primarily 
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prepared for the final exam or not (sec Table 9). Twelve out of the 

fifteen references by Mark were related to the exam. Bob's 

mentionings of specific directions were more evenly distributed: six 

references related to the exam versus five unrelated. There were no 

references related to the exam by Sharon. So it seems that for Mark 

the pressure of the exam determined his being more specific in 

telling his students what was expected of them. On the other hand, 

Bob and, to a larger extent, Sharon included these type of comments 

irrespective of whether tasks were ;lated to the exam or not. 

Table 9 

Number of specific directions and descriptions in tasks related and 

unrelated to exam practice 

Teacher 

Type of task Bob Mark Sharon All teachers 

Related to exam 6 12 — 18 

Unrelated to 5 3 14 2 2 
exam 

A feature shared by the talk of the three teachers when 

giving specific directions and descriptions was their brevity. There 

was only one intervention from Mark (11/5 task 3) that stood out 

from the others in that he took thirty-eight turns and it lasted for 

.»even minutes and forty seconds. The rest were usually a few 
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propositions long (from one to five) and did not require the 

students' verbal participation, as the reader will have observed 

from the excerpts presented so far. In part, the shortness of the 

references was due to the fact that teachers usually uúá students 

what should be done without demonstratinf it through examples. 

The extent to which students understood teachers when being 

specific about instructions is unknown to us. A couple of 

observations on my part make me suspect that there were times 

when students did not fully understand what the teachers were 

saying. For example, on 12/2 Sharon asked students to use their 

intuition to perform a task and repeatedly used the word "feeling" 

in her explanation—"get your feeling out," "is my feeling English?" 

etc. Students on that day never asked what the word feeling meaïit. 

To my surprise, most of those students turned out not to know what 

the word meant when "feeling" appeared in one of the items of a 

questionnaire they were asked to fill out in May. 

Another related observation is that Bob at times talked to 

students using terms and concepts that are quite specific to the 

field of ESL, which students may not have fully grasped. One such 

example is this: "As teachers we are trying to simulate other 

contexts but the class is too restrictive to reproduce real life 

situations" (field note, 11/11 p. 30). 

The extent to which students carried out tasks following the 

guidelines the teacher gave is touched upon in 5.3.. However, it 

should be interesting to note hers that I observed a time where the 

implementation of the task did not favor the activation of the 

specific direction the teacher had given in the preparatory segment. 

On 22/1, Mark told students to do a quick reading of a text but he 
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gave them enough time to read the text carefully, which was what 

students ended up doing (field note. p. 30). This shows that giving 

specific directions may not be enough, and that the implementation 

of the task seems to he as important. 

TÙ recapitulate, when teachers introduced tasks they 

sometimes added information that was not made explicit in the 

corresponding task in the textbook. In general, specific directions 

and descriptions were meant to help students perform tasks. 

Sharon saw these specific directions as technique she gave 

students to help them survive, to give them confidence so that they 

could act' ally say far more and understand far more than they 

thought they could. Above all, through these techniques she wanted 

to show them that they could survive (interview pp. 13 and 15). 

The number of these references per teacher differed, with Bob and 

Sharon making the most references. Mark gave specific directions 

less often and mainly in tasks related to the exam. However, the 

number of references per lesson was still relatively brief and little 

verbal participation from students was required in the three 

classes. 
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4.4. FOSTERING INTERACTION IN GROUPS DURING 
PROCEDURAL STRUCTURING 

This section looks at two instances of specific directions in 

closer detail: stressing students' use of the L2 to communicate with 

each other and encouraging the exchange of ideas in groups. These 

two points from Tables 5 and 6 in 4.3. were selected for further 

analysis because they were pervasive in almost every task and 

because of the sharp difference in behavior and attitudes of the 

teachers towards these two issues. 

Even thojgh the three teachers used to put students into 

groups to carry out the overwhelming majority of tasks, not all the 

three teacher? communicated th„ same importance to students 

working together. Sharon and Bob were more concerned with the 

quality of students' interactions during those periods of t«me in this 

configuration than Mark was. This concern was evident during the 

teachers' interviews. Sharon was an enthusiast of cooperative 

learning and even said th*t she missed a measure of the ability to 

work with others in English in the final exams of the school: 

If someone, even if their English is rubbish, if they've learned to work 
cooperatively with each other. Id argue that although their language 
is not sufficient to pass their exam as such they would have benefited a 
lot in terms of education. But that's not evaluated in any way. 

(interview, p. 9) 

In talking specifically about how he had adapted to the students in 

his class. Bob said that he was concentrating on group work as a 

result of a concern about students becoming more confident: 

At the beginning I found that the or.ly way of presenting material was 
very much teacher-led whereas now I'm concentrating more on 
fluency activities, with an emphasis on practice in small groups. 

(interview pp. 4-5) 
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So both Sharon and Bob where concerned with group dynamics, the 

former as a belief of hers and the latter out of an adaptation of his 

teaching to the students in the class. These concerns permeated in 

many ways during the lessons, including what the teacher said in 

the preparatory segments. 

Comparing tasks of a very similar nature (form-oriented 

tasks) across teachers, I found that Sharon and Bob presented them 

in a subtly different way from Mark. Besides asking students to go 

into groups, Sharon and Bob, slightly emphasized that they were 

expected to work n a group not just in groups. These two teachers 

also expressed their interest in the interaction entailed in the 

carrying out of a task. They encouraged discussion and exchange of 

ideas during group work. Here are some illustrations during the 

procedural structuring of several tasks where the group orientation 

of these two teachers is made evident (see underlining): 

• excerpt 34 

T Id like you to definitely work in groups of three and Id like you 
to ulk a&oyl it 

(Bob. 11/3 003) 

• excerpt 35 

T Well, go into the group you wait to go into. OK? 8»t mike jyrc 
you worfr as a group, all right? 

(Bob. 11/3 045) 
• excerpt 36 

T-G Have you got any vocabulary problems or no? 
F Yes 
T All right. Then start looking at some vocabulary and guessing 

what it means. Yes? Yeah? 
F Yeah 
T And diicuising what you think it means. 

(Sharon. 11/3 448) 

• excerpt 37 

T First of all is it present, is it past, is it present perfect? Secondly 
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before you disappear fron me, secondly . . , have a look, first 
what tciiset, why. Talk about it. Think about it. 

(Sharon, 25/3 537) 

In contrast to Sharon and Bob, Mark limited himself to asking 

students to pair up and communicated an interest in the product 

rather than in the process of interaction students would engage in 

during group work. To put it simply, Mark seemed to be interested 

in the answers, and Mark and Sharon in the process of finding 

them. 

These two positions seem to be closely related to the attitudes 

the three teachers had towards the use of English in class. From day 

one, 1 immediately perceived a different treatment between the use 

of English in Sharon's and Bob's classes on the one hand, and in 

Mark's class on the other, as the very first page of my field notes 

reflects. 

In comparison with Sharon and Bob there is no reinforcement or 
reminder here (in Marks class) that they (students) need to speak in 
English. Sent students even speak to Mark in Spanish 

(field note. 30/10. p I» 

Four month1 later I was still impressed about the different use of 

English in the three classes where students had theoretically the 

same level1 °: 

As the year progresses I see more and more of a difference between 
Mark's class, and Sharon's or Bob's. In Marks class students use very 
little English, practically none to talk to each other and sometimes 
they even talk ir. public in Spanish. On the other hand. I see that 
students in Sharon's class use English sometimes when they finish thv 

1 0 An intervening factor to explain why students in Mark's class used 
English lets often might be the fact that most of them had started learning 
English within the last three years, while most of the students in Sharon's 
and Bobs classes started studying English in secondary education. The fact 
that the students in Sharon's and Bob's classes were probably consolidating 
their English (and not learning anew) might have contributed to their more 
frequcn: use of the L2 in class. A student from Sharon's class summarized her 
experience in that class like this: "I finished COU with the same level than 
now. I haven't learned new things but I have remembered them' (field note. 
13/5 p. 65). 
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assigned task to communicate with each other. This difference is not 
surprising considering she constantly reminds students of this need to 
stay i t English. (field note. 23/3 p. SO) 

Sharon's and Bob's interest in students* interaction during 

group work matches these teachers' expectations that students 

should interact with each other in the L2 in order to get an 

agreement, to deliberate etc. Mark, in contrast, did not believe 

students were ready to interact in the L2 (field note, 4/11 p. 10). 

That belief would in part explain why he expressed no interest in 

group interaction. The comparison of two very similar situations 

taking place in both Bobs and Mark's classes gives a very good 

illustration of these two positions regarding the use of the L I or L2. 

Bobs class was being introduced to a task to prepare for the exam 

and he pressed students to use English arguing that there was little 

time left for the exam: 

• excerpt 3S 

T I think you are all doing it I think you've got to remember that 
we've got the e*am in about two or three weeks Speak English. 
Ynu need to speak in English everydav, yeah? 

(18/5 037) 

In contra". Mark was also going to start a task in preparation for 

the final exam and he specifically told students to use the L I , 

arguing that in the exam they would be allowed to prepare that 

task in the L I (13/5 443/ Bob was trying to make the most of 

students' time in class to get them to speak as much English as 

possible, even though that task was not a speaking task (it was a 

language exercise). In contrast, Mark saw the task solely as a 

preparation for the exam, even though his task was primarily 

designed tc speak (it was a role-play). 
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In short, there seemed to be a sharp difference between these 

teachers concepts of what students could learn out of tasks. Sharon 

and Marks stress on group interaction in the L2 revealed that these 

teachers thought that all tasks had a potential for the development 

of oral skills, no matter whether the tasks were primarily designed 

for that purpose or not (i.e., language exercises, comprehension of 

texts, written production tasks)11. On the other hand, for Mark the 

potential for learning of tasks was compartmentalized. Speaking 

tasks like discussions and role-plays were the only ones presented 

to students as places where they were to practice their oral skills. 

No o~al practice was expected from tasks that had not been 

primarily designed for that purpose. They were not places to 

practice speaking. 

' ' This emphasis on communication in the L2 at all times and places in 
class seems to have gotten the expected results in Sharon's class By the end 
of the year she asked students what they had learnt and several students 
mentioned speaking as the skill where they had made most progress in: 
"Perhaps in vocabulary and to communicate with other people this class has 
been very interesting," "In COU you only learn structures, vocabulary and 
now wi;h these structures and vocabulary you have to talk with other 
persons" (field note, 13/5 p. 65). 
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4.S. CHANCES FOR STUDENT DECISIONMAKING IN 

PROCEDURAL STRUCTURING 

The question in ihis section consists in seeing to whit extent 

students were given i chance to have a sty in the lessons agenda. 

This time the examination of the data will he presented as a general 

description with no classifications or talles with frequency counts. 

The analysis of the data showed that none of these three 

teachers systematically structured for students' participation in the 

process of classroom instruction, in the preparatory segments of 

tasks, teachers presented tasks as finished plans to be 

implemented. This happened in tasks and homework assignments 

that were implemented as planned as well as in those that were 

decided on on the spot. Students were not usually given the chance 

to choose what tasks to do, or what grammar areas to focus on, and 

only occasionally were they free to choose what to read or talk 

about (especially in Sharon's class). 

In the data there were three occasions where one of the 

teachers seemed to be opening up for students to make a decision. 

However, a closer examination of these three cases shows that they 

may not be genuine invitations for decision-making on the part of 

the teachers or that they are limited invitations as regards to what 

students can decide upon. 

In excerpt 39, Bob requested the students' opinion about 

doing a listening. L4 suggested a dictation (line 5), a suggestion that 

was accepted by Bob. However, the listening was still done when 

the teacher planned to. So L4*s suggestion did not persuade the 

teacher enough to drop the listening and do the dictation first. 



156 

• excerpt 39 

(1) T What I was thinking of doing today wis ehm well spend hilf the 
class looking at structural conversions again and then what 
atout doinf a listening? Because we havent done a listening, 
have we? 

(5) L4 [And a dictation. 
LL (XX. /XX, 
T And a dictation as well. Wow! Well, no, well do a dictation 

tomorrow, OK? 
(10) F 0«i 

T And that will son of prepare and have you XX re ,.y for the 
dictation on Thursday yeah? , . and the listening, veah? 

(19/5 005» 

In excerpt 40 Mark was trying to give some extra homework 

for students in the face of the proximity of the exam and he asked 

about the students' availability. L5 must have interpreted the 

teacher's question as an invitation for ideas on how to make the 

most of time. But his suggestion on lines 9-10 was ignored by the 

teacher, who did not really respond to L5*s suggestion and turned 

to the preparatory segment of the following task (lines 17-19), thus 

leaving no space for further discussion. 

• excirpt 40 

( 1 ) T 1Í . 1 give you . . . exercises to do this weekend.» 

(5) 

L5 One one suggestion Can you do the solutions of some and we 
(10) can . . . = 

L2-L5 «Però millor que ho* 
L5 I «to that we can sec 
L ¡Millor fer-ho X. 
L2 (Millor que ho fat is i li dones amb ell. 

(15) L5 Yes but.. 
L (Si no ho fon ara) XXX. 
T Ho. I prefer L5- for example it would be useful to do reading in 

pairs in the class. The problem is we haven't got much tine. So 
1 prefer now for example to do a dictation . . . Rieht? 

(U/5 SU) 

T li . . 1 give you 
L5 This weekend or? 
L2 This weekend*» 
T swill you do then*.1 

LL Yes. 
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These examples show that the few times when a teacher 

asked for the students' opinions about what tu do, the plans were 

already made by the teacher. They rather seemed to be seeking the 

students' approval of the teacher's plans. Maybe the questions 

were not so much product of the teacher's willingness to modify his 

agenda in hearing the students' opinions but indications of a 

willingness to disguise the asymmetry of power in those classrooms, 

to avoid implementing tasks or homework in a direct manner. It 

could be possible that the motivations behind these questions were 

similar to those that unconsciously took the teacher to make use of 

the first person plural marker in the openings of tasks or the 

motivations that took the teacher to first word directians 

tentatively ("If possible, try without a dictionary") and immediately 

after, word them more directly ("Do it without a dictionary" Mark, 

11/5 828). 

To summarize, the three teachers took the role of planners 

fully and did not share this planning with students. Occasionally, it 

apparently seemed that students were asked to have a say but 

these were probably devices used by teachers to avoid displays of 

power differences. 
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4.6. PROCEDURAL STRUCTURING ACROSS TASKS AND 

LESSONS 

The first part of this section is devoied to explaining the terms 

"review" and "preview." Then there follows a quantitative analysis 

of the teachers' use of these two practices, complemented by a 

qualitative analysis of the same data. Towards the end of the 

section explanatory factors for the different use of reviews and 

previews among teachers are sought. 

Teachers generally provide procedural structuring in 

reference to immediate tasks. That has been what 1 have analyze« 

so far. What not all teachers necessarily do is anticipate or draw 

connections with subsequent and previous tasks or learning 

objectives. Each time a teacher in the data anticipated acadenr: 

activity I called that a preview. Previews can anticipate academic 

activity within a lesson or across lessons. Each time a teacher in the 

data drew connections with previous academic work I called that a 

review. Reviews can look back at what has been done within a 

lesson or can look back at past lessons (yesterdays lesson, last 

week's lesson). Figure 3 shuws some of these concepts through 

symbols. Each box represents a lesson and the box with dots stands 

for the lesson where the preview or review was actually uttered. On 

the right of the symbols, there are illustrations from an imaginary 

teacher. 
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Types of previews and reviews 
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Preview within a 
lesson 

Preview across 
lessons 

Today we will first do a 
dictation and then I will 
give you some time to 
continue reading your 
DOÖKS» 

We will continue looking 
at gerunds and 
infinitives next week. 

Review within a 
lesson 

Review across 
lessons 

Today we have learnt 
how to apologia 

This month wc have 
worked on your 
listening skills quite a 
lot. I wonder if you've 
noticed any progress. 

Previews and reviews are most likely to be communicated at the 

beginnings and ends of lessons before the preparatory segment of 

the first task and after the wrap-up segment of the last task. 

However, they may also be communicated in between tasks. 

An analysis of the previews and reviews (see Table 10) 

communicated by Bob, Mark and Sharon shows that there was no 

occurrence from any of the three teachers of a review within a 

lesson. And that Bob provided more structuring across task* and 

lessons than Mark and Sharon. However, the distinction in the use 
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of previews and reviews between the three teachers does not come 

so much from the number of events of each type from each teacher, 

but rather from a qualitative analysis of each event and its context. 

First I will describe previews and reviews by Bob and then I will 

deal with those by Mark and Sharon together. 

Table 10 

Number of previews and reviews pgr teacher 

Teacher 

Type Bob Mark Sharon 

Preview 
within a lesson 

Review 
within a lesson 

Preview 
across lessons 

Review 
across lessons 4 

10 

1 

7 

2 

5 

Bob did not usually start a lesson abruptly with the first task. 

He usually started lessons with reviews that connected the present 

with the immediately preceding lesson. He did this when tasks had 

not been finished from the previous day and were retaken then. 
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Excerpt 41 was uttered at the very beginning of a lesson starting 

with a language exercise on infinitives and gerunds. In the review. 

Bob reminded students of the continuity of the linguistic area under 

study. 

• excerpt 41*2 review across lessons 

T OK Remember wed teen looking at e:m gerunds and infinitive«, 
yeah? ÏÜU remember thai, yeah? And today what I want to do 
with you is this exercise on page fifty-five, all right? 

(11/3 003) 

Excerpt 42 was uttered at the beginning of a lesson th?t continued a 

problem-solving task started the previous day: 

• excerpt 42: review across lessons 

T Right, yeiterday we were looking it i problem, yeah? Eh the 
problem ts tn a town ca..,lied *rui' 

LL Anglcbur) 
T rttislebury. yeah. And whit »is the problem in Armkfrun ' 
L3 Traffic. 
LL Traffic 
T Hey^ 
T Traffic. That's right, yeah. Too much traffic or too many traffic? 
LL Too much. 
T Too much That s it. Gooid' Yeah. Olí 

(1/4 035) 

Bob also used to end lessons by telling students what they 

would be dcing the following class if it was somehow related to 

what they had done on ¡hat day. Most of the times this preview was 

embedded in homework assignments (excerpt 43), but not always 

(excerpt 44). In excerpt 43 the teacher gave students a language 

exercise before the lesson ended. In excerpt 44 a problem-iolving 

task was being concluded before the end of the lesson. 

• excerpt 43: preview across lesions 

T Right. So if you could do that exercise for tomorrow, I'd be a 
happy mm because I'd like to look at that exercise tomorrow ^ 
that we ean finish with gerunds and infinitive! 

(11/3 555) 

12 Previews and reviews have been underlined. 
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• excerpt 44: preview «cross lessons 

T Now then, c:h well be doing some more of these Situation? util 
week and »hinkiwf afain about where vou can use some of the 
prammar that we've looked at when vou re sneakinf OK Right, 
so. well stop there for today then. (.02) Good afternoon' and 
welcome to the show, 

(26/3 596) 

As regards reviews and previews within a lesson, Table 10 

shows that Eob only gave one. But that is understandable 

considering that four out of the six lessons recorded were one-task 

lessons, thus with no chance of previews or reviews within lessons. 

But from the only two lessons consisting of more than one task, 

there is evidence that on one of them Bob provided a preview (see 

excerpt 45): 

'• excerpt 45; preview within a lesson 

T Right What I was- can you just listen for a moment What I was 
thtnkmi of doing today was ehm well spend half the class 
looking at siryayril conversions again and then whit abeyi 

(19/5 005) 

The beginning of the other lesson with more than one task (30/4) 

could rifit be recorded, so 1 ignore if there was a preview as well. 

Mark and Sharon differentiated themselves from Bob in that 

they did not usually give previews and reviews under normal 

circumstances. Mark provided one review across lessons. The only 

two reviews across lessons from Sharon had to do with the 

students* familiarity with a task (excerpt 46). 

• excerpt 46: review across lessons 

T AH right, now 
L XX 
LL [((Laughter)) 
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T [We're gonna play word association with the word food. Right? 
Word associa:ion We've nlaved word association hefote here in 
class Yeah? 

(31/3 001) 

Generally speaking, these two teachers started the first task of 

lessons abruptly. Sharon sometimes preceded her introduction to 

the first task of the lesson with a signal for students to "switch" to 

English and then plunged <nto the task with no other preambles, as 

in excerpt 47. 

• encert 4? 

T OK AH right ((Claps once)) And change and change language. 
Ah, sh, sh, sh. Jordi tome on. Lei's go, Lev's go Right. ((Claps 
once)) Have you got your books with you? 

(Sharon. 5/3 005) 

Mark would usually start the lesson by giving compositions back to 

students and leaving some time for them to ask him questions on a 

one-to-one basis. After that period, sometimes there was some 

informal talk. However, there were usually no reviews or previews 

before the start of the first task. 

Most of Marks and Sharon's previews across and within 

lessons were given under unusual circumstances. One of the 

previews Mark gave within a lesson (4/12 046) was presented as 

such in the textbook, which makes me wonder if he would have 

given that preview had it not appeared in the textbook. On another 

occasion the preview was given in talking about the little time there 

was left before the exam and that scarcity of time made the teacher 

plan ahead (also an unusual circumstance). Then there were three 

instances from Mark and Sharon of previews given as a result of a 

change of plans because something unexpected happened (another 

unusual circumstance). On 31/4 the announcement about spending 

the remainder of the lesson on vocabulary w*s given only after 
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Sharon found out that the video was not working. Mark's 

announcement that students would have to write a composition 

about Marco Polo in two weeks was given when the teacher realized 

they were not ready yet to write that composition for next week as 

he had planned. 

In short, students in Bobs class had a sense of continuity due 

to the presence of previews and reviews across lessons. 

Nevertheless, some of the previews this teacher gave were 

embedded in assignments of homework and it is not clear whether 

the primary purpose of these announcements was to press students 

to see the need to do homework (see 4.9.) or it was to inform them 

or both. In contrast, in Sharon's and Mark's classes there was less 

explicitation of the continuity across lessons and between tasks 

within a lesson. Lessons started abruptly with few links made as to 

what had been done previously and few announcements about the 

present lesson. These two teachers moved from task to task with 

little anticipation about what the link between tasks in a lesson 

was, in spite of the fact that these teachers usuallv implemented 

several tasks per lesson. 

This lack of previews within a lesson sometimes caused 

students to perform wrongly. For example on 31/3, the lesson 

around vocabulary on food, if Sharon had made that explicit from 

the very beginning (i.e., that all the lesson would revolve around 

food), the student coming up with the word "mouse" in the task 

about a semantic map on food would probably not have happened 

(see excerpt 10). 

The presence of procedural structuring across lessons in Bob's 

class and its absence in Mark's and Sharon's classes may be due to 
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the different nature of the tasks and how they were implemented. 

Bob implemented longer tasks or organized tasks in such a way that 

they took longer. Tasks usually took over more than one period of 

class time, making the relationship between lessons stronger, thus 

the frequent presence of procedural structuring across lessons. 

Mark and Sharon implemented shorter tasks or they were 

implemented so that they lasted shorter. This fact could cause 

relationships between lessons to be weaker than in Bobs class and 

thus the scarcity of procedural structuring across lessons, even 

though I have evidence that at least Sharon planned her classes in 

units larger than lessons (imciview p. 5). 

In this section I have "ooked at how much of a habit each 

teacher had of (especially) starting and finishing lessons with 

previews and reviews across and within lessons. While a 

quantitative analysis did not show drastic differences between 

teachers, a qualitative reexamination of the data did. Bob came out 

as the teacher who gave previews and reviews on a common basis. 

Mark and Sharon also gave previews and reviews but mostly under 

special circumstances. 
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4.7. LINGUISTIC STRUCTURING 

The purpose of this section is to look at the linguistic 

structuring within the preparatory and wrap-up segments of tasks. 

The term linguistic structuring refers to instruction on the study of 

language that is relevant to the whole task and not just a part of it. 

In the transcripts the teachers gave or elicited rules, examples or 

definitions in the areas of grammar, functions, vocabulary «nd 

pronunciation in order to facilitate the quality of the performance 

of the task that was being introduced or enrich the students' formal 

knowledge from a task that had just been carried out. 

This section will start with an identification of the types of 

linguistic structuring found in the data. A description of the amount 

of linguistic structuring provided by teacher will follow. The next 

focus of attention will be the location of such structuring (in the 

preparatory or wrap-up segments). Finally a description of the 

participation structure will bring this topic to a close. 

The following types of linguistic structuring were identified 

from the data13: 

- U2J£âl IS Students' affect/opinions: the teacher asked 
students how they felt about a linguistic area (e.g., whether 
they found it difficult, whether they were bored or tired) 

- expansion: the teacher went into detail about a linguistic area 
which was new to students. 

- general evaluation: the teacher told students how they were 
doing as regards the linguistic focus of a task. 

- generation of exjmp|e§ or modelling: the teacher asked 
students to generate exampies, thus applying in a 

1 3 Examples from the dat« of each type of linguistic structuring will be 
interspersed throughout this section 
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spontaneous way the linguistic knowledge students had 
practiced in carrying out a task. In modelling th3 teacher 
started a task (with a focus on form) with the students either 
by doing the first items of an exercise for the students or 
eliciting the answers from them. 

- question t ime: the teacher asked students if they had 
questions about the linguistic focus of a task. The length of 
this type of elaboration varied depending en how many 
students had questions and the length of the teacher's 
responses. 

- quick correction: the teacher selected a few linguistic 
problems and he either gave or elicited the correct versions. 

- syndesis or revision of ru|ç§: the teacher went over the main 
rules in a synthetic way without going into detail. This type 
of structuring took place when the linguistic information had 
already been mentioned during the performance of a task or 
when it was not the first time that linguistic area was being 
mentioned in class. 

Out of these seven types of linguistic structuring two of them are 

metastatements (appeal to affect/opinions and general evaluation). 

Table 11 shows the amount of linguistic structuring per type 

and teacher. The pedagogical event is the unit used to describe each 

time a teacher provides linguistic structuring. Mark included the 

most number of events (eighteen). Bob and Sharon included events 

on linguistic structuring on fewer occasions (thirteen and five 

respectively). However, taking into account the number of recorded 

teaching hours, the teacher with more events is Bob not Mark. Bob 

enacted thirteen events in five hours. The proportion is lower in 

Mark (eighteen events in nine and a half hours) and even lower in 

Sharon (five events in five hours). 

Bob was also the teacher with a more balanced use of 

metastatements versus the other types of linguistic structuring. 

Mark's and Sharon's metastatements were spirse and non-existent 
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respectively. Theoretically the inclusion of these metastatements 

can be useful. Asking students about how they feel about the 

language that they are learning (appeals to affect/opinion) should 

be valuable feedback for the teacher. In the data, however, these 

appeals to affect were sometimes dealt with quite superficially and 

may have had more of a psychological effect rather than be a 

meaningful source of information for the teacher. As regards 

general evaluation (the other type of metastatement), it seems that 

students should have found it useful to know how well or badly 

they were doing, in order to put more effort where it was most 

needed. Bob took evaluations more seriously than appeals for affect. 

Table 11 

Number of events in linguistic structuring per type and teacher 

Type of event 

reacher Affect Expan. Evalua. Model. Quest. Correct. Synth, Total 

Bob 2 — 3 2 — 2 4 13 

Mark 2 5 — 1 7 1 2 18 

Sharon — 2 — — 1 — 2 5 

One determining factor for the provision of linguistic 

structuring in the data seemed to be the nature of tasks, more 
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concretely the degree of orientation to form or skill14. The teacher 

with a higher numlcr of tasks that were skill-oriented (twenty-one 

out of a total of twenty-five tasks), Sharon, provided linguistic 

structuring less often, as one would have imagined. The two 

teachers (Bob and Nark) with a higher number of tasks with an 

orientation to form t r a combined orientation to form and skill 

provided more linguiste structuring (sec Table 12). 

Table 12 

Typss of tasks m teiçto 

Teacher 

Type of task Bob Mark Sharon 

Skill-oriented — 7 2 Ï 

Form-oriented .1 16 -

Skill oriented 6 2 4 
with formal 
guidelines 

14 Three main types of tasks were identified a& regards their attention 
to form or content. There were taski that were form-oriented with an 
emphasis on vocabulary, grammar, functions or pronunciation. In fonn-
onemed tasks how something was said was much more important than what 
was said. Then there were skiII-oriented tasks. These tasks emphasized the 
development of skills like listening, reading or fluency and what was said 
was more important than the formal errors students could make in producing 
language. Finally tasks with a combined focus on form and tkill were 
identified These were tasks with an orientation to the message together with 
a concern for form. These were tasks that offered a contestualized exposure 
to a language area and fostered spontaneous practice 
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The nature of the tasks these teachers implemented as well as 

the amount of linguistic structuring provided was something 

teachers were aware of. For example, Sharon expressed that her 

teaching was geared to the development of fluency over accuracy 

on several occasions (field note 24/1 p. 46) and tha* was reflected 

in the small number of tasks with some orientation to form as well 

as in the small amount of linguistic structuring she provided. This is 

how she worded her views on grammar: "I can't myself survive 

happily in the class working entirely on the grammar structure. I 

see grammar as an appendix to language rather than language" 

(interview, p. 4). On the other hand. Bob. the teacher with a high 

amount of linguistic structuring, was aware of the need his students 

had for that type oí scaffolding: "It takes the class time to get going 

and I find myself giving quite a lot of examples of what is expected 

from a grammar exercise, a role play, a dialogue. These exampîes 

have to be given to them before they feel confident enough to go 

ahead with that" (interview p. 1). 

1 will turn now to look at the location of the linguistic 

structuring. Linguistic structuring at the preparatory segment will 

be dealt with first, to later go on to look at its presence in the wrap 

up segment. 

The following are some illustrations of times when one of the 

three teachers enacted some linguistic preparation at the opening of 

a task. On one occasion, Mark would write the explanation of a 

linguistic point (passive construction with "need'*) on the 

blackboard: 
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• excerpt 48: expansion 

T Now, If we look at the pictures we can see- ((Claps three times)). 
Listen. If we look at the pictures we can see thai some things 
need doing. Some bricks need replacing for example. OK? Here 
we have» 

«mT starts writing on blackboard the explanation for the 
grammar of the structure thev will have to practice in this 
exercise. Once in a while he will sav out loud what he writes but 
without looking at the students, tie is going to do that for 3.0fn ) 

(23/3 356) 

On another occasion, Sharon elicited structures to express two 

functions (advice and suggestions) as ?i revision. Excerpt 49 comes 

from the beginning of a series of elicitation exchanges: 

• excerpt 49: revision 

T All right, OK . Advice. ((Writes on the bb for .08» OK. If 
somebody comes to you snd says. Oh I've got a terrible problem 
((Acting out)). And you say, what different structures can you 
think of in English to give advice? 

L2 If I were you, 
T If I were you, ((Writing it)) 

((Revision continues)) 
(8/4 374) 

Once Bob modelled the first two sentences in a grammar exercise on 

catenative verbs: 

• excerpt 50: modelling 

T All right. E:h . . . so let's all have a look. And we looked at number 
one yesterday Maybe we shouldn't, and we said, to go or go? 
What did we decide in the end? 
((Modelling continues)) 

(11/3 011) 

After each of these events in excerpts 48, 49 and 50, students 

would be signalled to start the corresponding task ahead. In excerpt 

48, Mark would ask students to write more sentences using "need*' 

plus the -ing form. In excerpt 49, Sharon would ask students to do a 

role-play and practice giving advice and suggestions. And in excerpt 

SO, Bob asked students to finish the grammar exercise they had 

started together in their groups. 
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A general trend in the three teichers was the scarce number 

of preparatory segments including events of a linguistic nature (see 

Table 13). Mark included one such linguistic preparation on only 

five occasions. Bob on three and Sharon on just one. In part, this 

could have been due to the fact that some of the lessons were 

recorded towards the end of the school year. By then teachers may 

have been dedicating themselves to revision (not io the 

introduction of linguistic content). Also, in the transcripts recorded 

in May some lessons included tasks that prepared students directly 

for the final exam and no linguistic structuring was going to be 

provided on the day of the final exam! 

Table 13 

Location of events in linguistic structuring 

Tescher 

Location Bob Mark Sharon All teachers 

Prep, segment 3 3 1 9 

Wrap-up segment 10 13 4 2 7 

But the temporal factor only accounts for a partial explanation 

in this scarcity oí events of a linguistic nature in the preparatory 

segment. A complementary explanation is that students were 

getting a focus on the language with more frequency at three other 

places outside the preparatory segment: 
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(a) There were separate tasks or tasks including presentation 

stages wholly devoted to providing the focus on language 

necessary to perform (a) subsequent task(s) or stages; 

(b) There were times when the teacher drew attention to the 

language focus of the task in the midst of a performance, 

reporting or correction stage; 

(c) There were also wrap-up segments that included 

retrospective attention to the language. 

I will briefly comment on items (a) and (b), to go on into more 

detail in item (c). 

(a) Tasks and stayes devoted to explicit presentation of 

lartguagg properties 

Mark and Sharon devoted whole tasks or stages (two each) to 

do this type of preparation. For example, in 23/3 task 6, Mark 

selected a number of "difficult* words from a listening that they 

would do right after eliciting the definitions from the students. The 

length of these interactions was jne of the guiding criteria in 

considering stretches of conversation like this with a primary 

linguistic input as tasks or stages in themselves and not to include 

them within the preparatory segment of the subsequent task. A 

similar example comes from Sharon: She devoted a whole 

presentation stage to explaining an impersonal passive construction 

at length (lasting for fvur minutes and thirty-four seconds) and 

right after she asked students to apply that grammar to the 

subsequent performance stage, asking students to write sentences 

using that newly introduced structure. 
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(b) Linfuistic structuring during the task 

Teachers also fitted some linguistic structuring while students 

were working in groups, when students were reporting to the whole 

class or when an exercise was being corrected. These types of 

events with a focus on form are to be distinguished from mere 

feedback in that they went beyond the explanation of one mistake 

or the answer to one question from a student about some asj. ,ct of 

the language. For example in 30/4 (396), a student's doubt between 

the words "suitcase" and "case" took Bob together wi«h a group of 

students to go over the meaning of the following other words "trip, 

journey, bag and briefcase" during a performance stage for one 

minute and fifty-eight seconds. In 11/3 (409) Bob took two minutes 

and thirty-three seconds of class time to explain the meaning of the 

word "urge." a word that came up while they were correcting a 

grammar exercise. These were "linguistic digressions" where the 

teacher did not limit himself to answering or correcting a specific 

mistake but elaborated on it. In 23/3 (498». Mark took four 

minutes thirty-nine seconds to explain why "the teachers need 

disappearing" was not good English. And in 4/5 »075) he spent 

seven minutes and fifty nine seconds to explain the difference 

between "try" followed by an infinitive or a gerund in a correction 

stage. 

The total number of linguistic events during the performance, 

reporting and correction stages has not been recorded because not 

all of these stages were always fully transcribed. However, what is 

important about them is not so much their frequency but that their 

presence together with the small number of linguistic events in the 

preparatory segment shows a tendency on the part of the teachers 

to give linguistic structuring as immediate, on-the-spot responses to 
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real "problems* during the carrying out of a task and an avoidance 

to talk about the language in an anticipatory manner in the 

preparatory segment. 

(c) Linguistic structurinf in the wrap-up segment 

Giving or eliciting linguistic information when the task had 

just been performed was a commoner practice for the thrae 

teachers than giving this information in the preparatory segment 

(see Table 13). The proportion of events in the preparatory segment 

versus those in the wrap-up segment is the following: Bob, three 

versus ten; Mark, five versus thirteen; and Sharon, one versus four. 

For example, in an oral exchange task where students needed 

to produce sentences of the type "I often ask my wife for advice," "I 

never ask people for advice," Sharon concluded the task with an 

event where she identified frequency adverbs and talked about 

their position in the sentence (i.e., an example of an expansion). It 

should be noted that this was the first time that day she drew any 

attention to that area of grammar (8/4 108). 

Another illustration is presented in excerpt 51. After students 

had completed a problem-solving task, Bob asked about how 

students felt about "must" (i.e., an example of an appeal to students' 

affect, lines 1-4), gave an overview of the grammar students had 

been using (i.e., an example of synthesis, lines 5-11 and 21-24) and 

asked for examples (i.e., generation of examples, lines 11-20): 

• excerpt 51: appeal to affect, synthesis and generation of examples 

( 1 ) T AH right, fine. OK. So . . eh how do you feel about must? 
(02) 
L2 Saturated. ((Chuckling)) 
T Saturated, yeah? You've had two days of must, yeah? So what's 

(5) the opposite of must? 
(02) 
LI 1 Opposite. 
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L2 What opposite? 
T Exactly L2. What opposite depends on the function we're talking 

(!0) about, yeah? Now, that's very important you all understand that. 
Must connects, there's the idea of an obligation. Give me an 
example of an obligation. 

(.02) 
Mx You must (drive« 

(15) My [You must drive. 
Mx =on the . 
T Oh god! [Yeah, all right, yeah, OK. 
C (((Laughing)) 
T (You must drive on the right when you (are in Spain), yeah. 

(20) C (((Murmur)) 
T And then the negative there h mustn't, yeah? You mustn't drive 

on the left. And it can also express the idea of deduction that 
you deduce some things. So you've got must, must have, can't, 
can't have. OK. What we are doing we're gonna stop there. 

(30/4 601) 

In 23/3 task 1, after correcting an exercise on "should" (i.e. 

"you shouldn't have drunk so much beer"), Mark concluded it with 

an explanation on the difference between the use of "so" and "such," 

which lasted for three minutes and thirty-three seconds (i.e., an 

example of an expansion). 

Excerpt 52 is an example from Bob of a quick correction (lines 

3-16) and a general evaluation (lines 1-2) given when it was the 

time to stop the lesson after students had been reporting a 

problem-solving task in small groups: 
• excerpt 52: correction, gen. evaluation. 

(1) T Right. Sh:::, sh;i::. sh::;::. Three o'clock now. Right First of all. I 
just got another thing to mention. You are not doing badly on 
the conditionals, eh? With plans, do you make plans or what 
do you do with plans? . . Make or do? 

(5) LL Make. 
T Make, you make plans. That means you construct plans. What-

how do you say realizar plans? (.02) Is it do or make or another 
word? 

L Another word. 
(10) T It's another word, yeah. 

LL ((Chuckles)) 
T Carry out. ((Writes tnc word down on bb)) 
LI (Carry out plans) ((Self talk)) 
T Carry out plans. This is the word. Probably its not a word you 

(15) will know. All right, we'll stop there and I'll see you tomorrow. 
Bye, bye. 

LL Bye bye ((Chuckling)) / Sec you. 
(1/4 436) 
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The following excerpt is an example from Sharon of question 

time. In 25/3 (235) after she explained the passive infinitive, she 

asked students if they had any questions: 

• excerpt 53: question time 

T All right. Let's leave that for a moment. (Let me just check) 
{(Self talk)) Well. Anv problems? Anv attestions on that one"» 
No? . . . Yeah? No no questions, no problems The only thing 
you've got to be care-, ah you've got a question. 

L7 Somebody eh can to use this eh talking about a thing? 
(02) 
T Eh you mean like the chair? The chair is said to be dangerous. 

Yes, they could. It's unusual. Yes, but 1 mean, in theo-, 
grammatically you can. Yes. 

L7 Talking about an animal. 
T Yes. Aha (The crocodile is said to be) ((Self talk;) Yeah. You can 

do that That's fine Yes. It could be- ((Sighs)). Yeah, yeah yeah. 
So perhaps you could use it in a scientific sense that we don't-
that we arc studying an animal and we don't really know very 
much about it. but in old books they say certain things Yeah, it 
could be used. Yeah? Any any other questions? . No? All 
right 

(25/3 235) 

The higher number of events in the wrap-up segment (in 

opposition to the ones during the preparatory segment) seems to 

point at the îhree teachers' tendency Ml to deal with the study of 

language proactively but retrospectively (in the wrap-up segment). 

An illuminating illustration of this is a task where Mark started 

writing the rules on when to use the simple past, past perfect and 

progressive on the blackboard right after the preparatory segment, 

that is, after he had sent students off to do a grammar exercise on 

these verb forms (4/12 task 1). Then he did not draw the students' 

attention to these written explanations until they were correcting 

the exercise to explain the wrong sentences students would come 

up with. 

I do not possess the type of data that would allow me to 

describe how students felt about this "delay" of focus on form. I do 
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not know whether they would have preferred to have this 

information available to them at the start of the task (in the 

preparatory segment) or just felt comfortable with this practice. To 

be able to know this, I would have needed to analyze closely 

students performing tasks and probably have asked students 

directly in interviews, and I did not do this. Nevertheless, in the 

transcripts there is r.o real evidence of students systematically 

requesting linguistic structuring in the preparatory segment. This 

does not necessarily mean that they did not need it, though. Maybe 

the usually short duration of the preparatory segment did not give 

students enough time to find out in advance what kind of linguistic 

problems they would have later on. Curiously, in a task where the 

preparatory segment was longer than usual, students requested 

some linguistic siructuring. That happened in Sharons class (7/4 

task 2) where students were asked to copy a list of words from the 

blackboard and were not told what to do with those words until 

later. While they were copying, several students asked the teacher 

the meaning of several words. 

Similarly, 1 do not know either to what an entent teachers 

were aware of this recurrent pattern in their practice and if so, 

what rationale there was behind it. 

In general, however, I would say that this retrospective 

approach in drawing students' attention to form was not a problem, 

taking into account that as an observer I did not informally notice 

students experiencing major difficulties in performing tasks. It is 

true that in the data several instances were captured of students' 

apparently asking for help with the language from the teacher or 

students and of comments of the type "No entenc res aquí," "Ah 

horror (...) I don't know vocabulary" to peers apparently showing 
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they were experiencing problems with the language. But these were 

probably comments coming from weak students in want of help 

with the language from peers (see 5.2.)- What is more, the 

withholding of information on the target language during the 

preparatory segment may have had the positive effect of 

encouraging "tutoring" between students. 

As regards the differences across teachers, Mark stood out 

from the other two teachers in two respects. He included the most 

number of elaborations of the expansion and question time type, 

which interestingly Bob made no use of. The reader wilî remember 

from section 4.2.1. that Mark followed quite rigid rules in the 

correction of most tasks. He wanted students not to ask questions 

while a task was being corrected because he preferred them to 

keep questions for the wrap-up segment. This explains the higher 

number of question time events in this class. In the same way, 

Mark tended not to initiate detailed explanations during the 

correction of exercises even if he perceived the need for an 

explanation. He postponed these explanations until the wrap-up 

segment as well, thus the frequent number of expansions by this 

teacher. In short, the higher number events in the wrap-up 

segment was partly influenced by whether the teacher allowed 

students to ask questions and whether the teacher intertwined 

linguistic structuring during the performance, reporting or 

correction stages. 

Mark also stood out from Sharon and Bob in the participation 

mode during linguistic structuring. On the one hand, Sharon and Bob 

usually elicited the information from students and then built on it. 

They interpolated questions with frequency in their events. Sharon 
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was quite articulate when she explained how she dealt with 

grammar and how she was bothered by students who were not 

participative: 

I dont really like it explaining grammar is such I like to son of put 
things up on the hoard and get them to try to tell me »hat the rules 
are. If I compare that to my other third level class down in the other 
faculty where that typ« of teaching it a disaster, its like talking to a 
brick wall and half the time 1 don't know if they understand what I'm 
saying to them or whether they don't because I jus. have blank faces 1 
don't even get the nod of the head, 

'.interview, pp 1-2) 

An example of her interactive style comes from 8/4 (108) where 

Sharon asked her students the following questions during an 

expansion event about frequency adverbs: 

Can you sec some adverbs1 

What position in the sentence does the adverb have1* 
What type of adverb is carefully, gently^ 

On the other hand, Mark tended to give all the information to 

the students (often turning his back to them and just using the 

blackboard) without counting on their participation in the process 

of his explanations (for example, see excerpt 48). His events during 

linguistic structuring tended to be monologues, expositions without 

questions. Unlike Sharon and Bob, Mark did not usually include 

questions when explaining grammar either in the preparatory or in 

the wrap-up segments, as the following example from Mark 

illustrates. In excerpt 54 while a reading comprehension was being 

corrected, a student asked why "do this by reading" was 

grammatical. After correcting the whole reading Mark went back to 

"do this by reading" and noted down the explanation by writing it 

on the blackboard for a total of one minute and fifty-six seconds. 

• excerpt 54: expansion 

T Let's look at this thing. 
((The teacher starts writing on the blackboard for 1.28)) 
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T This construction by and gerund here, you have some examples 
we haven't seen them before . . . OK? 
((S'udents are given .28 to copy. The teacher writes on the 
blackboard part of this time)) 

T OK? This was in line four first paragraph. (.04) OK? 
(13/5 task 2) 

In excerpt 54, Mark did not go back to the student who had 

originally asked the question. Probably the fact that Mark often 

used the blackboard as the medium of communication for linguistic 

structuring contributed to its being so little interactive. 

Mark seemed to bring prepared, "packaged" grammar 

explanations that he would deliver quite automatically without 

caring to fit into a students specific question or mistake. For 

example, during the question time event of a grammar exercise, 

students were requested to only give the number of the sentence 

they had a question about (they were not told to ask a specific 

question). After each student identified the problematic sentence, 

the teacher would come up with a "generic'' explanation, hoping that 

what the teacher explained matched the students' taken-for-

granted question (field note, 18/5 p. 53). 

This unidirectional style sometimes proved inefficient. To 

show that, an example from a grammar explanation ou'side the 

preparatory or wrap-up segments will be presented because it is 

representative of how Mark dealt with grammar. On 29/1, a group 

of three students were engaged in a written production task and 

when Mark approached they ssked him a grammar question. The 

teacher started writing the explanation on a piece of paper on their 

desk and later on continued writing on the blackboard, without 

exchanging any words with the students. The failure to get the 

explanation across was made evident when Mark left and a student 
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said: "Què té que veure això amb cl que volem dir?,* showing that 

that student had totally missed the teacher's explanation (field note, 

29/1 p. 40). 

Mark's unidirectional style in dealing with grammar in the 

preparatory and wrap-up segments (as well as during tasks) seems 

to stem from an insecurity with that area of teaching. This 

conclusion on my part is supported by two other observations about 

how Mark dealt with grammar. At the beginning of every lesson in 

Mark's class, there was the routine of correcting the exercises from 

the practice book that the teacher had assigned the previous week. 

Usually these were exercises with a focu; on form, and the level of 

difficult and complexity of these exercises at that level three is not 

high. Nevertheless, one day the corrections were cancelled because 

Mark had forgotten his notes. This incident confirms this teacher's 

overreliance on his prepared grammar notes that he used to 

reproduce in class quite literally (field note, 11/11 p. 9). 

Another observation is in order. Marks implementation of 

tasks from commercial materials tended to close down the 

interaction on grammar that the material intended. On one occasion, 

a handout was given to students with grammar exercises that they 

would do in class. Those exercises included grammar discovery 

questions for students to infer grammar rules. However, these 

questions were overlooked when the handout was done in class 

(field note 11/11 p. 23). AH these observations seem to confirm the 

thesis that Mark must have felt uncomfortable dealing with 

grammar and he probably controlled this insecurity by bringing 

prepared explanations to class and by implementing tasks in such a 

way that he usually was the initiator of the explanations. 
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To summarize, I started this section by identifying seven 

ways of providing linguistic structuring. They showed that teachers 

had a wide repertoire of ways to provide language awareness at the 

preparatory and especially the wrap-up segments. However, the 

three teachers differed as to the amount of this structuring 

provided in their lessons. The nature of the task (whether it was 

ski 11 oriented or form oriented) as well as the amount of linguistic 

structuring allowed during the ca/rying out of the task seemed to 

influence the amount of structuring in the segments. In any case, all 

teachers showed a tendency to provide linguistic structuring in the 

wrap-up segment rather than in the preparatory segment. Finally, 

Mark stood out from the other two teachers in how he implemented 

these linguistic events. Evidence from how he dealt with grammar 

in the preparatory and wrap-up segments as well as at other times 

in the lessons revealed that this teacher felt insecure with grammar 

and that that affected the participation structure during linguistic 

structuring. 
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4 J . TOPIC STRUCTURING 

During the preparatory and wrap-up segments sometimes the 

talk revolved around the topic of the task or a ound a task-related 

topic. This talk is referred to as topic structuring in the present 

study and the pedagogical event wi i l be the unit used to refer to 

each teacher's intervention in topic structuring. 

This section is organized in the following way. First an 

identification of the types of topic structuring wi l l be presented. 

Then there is an analysis of the different use of topic structuring by 

the three teachers. The third and last part describes a number of 

interactional features in these events. 

In the data four types of events in topic structuring were 

identified: (a) warm-ups, (hi suspense builders, i c i quick reports 

and (d) reactions. 

M Warm-"ps 

Warm ups consisted of relating the topic of the task to 

personal experiences, opinions or facts ab«»i; the wo:'d. They 

usually took place at the very beginning of the preparatory 

segment and seemed to function as a type of wirm-up before 

procedural structuring was given and the task got goi ig. This is 

why this practice is referred to here as "warm-up." 

An illustration of a warm-up is found in excerpt 55. at the 

very beginning of the task where students would later be asked to 

read the front page of a newspaper. During the warm-up. Sharon 

gave her opinion about the newspaper, she asked abcut the 

students* personal experiences and finally gave some factual 

information about the newspaper itself (see underlining). 
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• excerpt 55 

T Right, let's change for the time being. And eh I brought a 
newspaper into class. I've only brought one. It isn't brilliant Do 
vou ever read this newspaper? ((Showing it)) 

C Uh? / No. 
T Uh? Ne. X, OK Aha? You cm buy it easily on the Rambla* aha ' 

And it's The European. It used to be owned hv Ma»we» yeah'? 
i before lie died ((Chuckles)) 

L UlM) 
T And what I've got is I've photocopied just the first page, yeah"' 

{(Looking for the photocopscs in her bag)) 
(25/3 242) 

Right after giving the above information on Maxwell, Sharon was 

trying to find the photocopies of the newspaper in her bag and then 

she introduced the task per se. One could think that in this case the 

warm up was given to kill time while the teacher found the 

material. This seems not to be true since similar warm ups are 

found with certain frequency in her transcripts. On the contrary, 

giving the warm-up before the material was distributed or before 

students were asked to go to a certain page in the textbook was a 

common practice of Sharon's, probably a strategic device to get the 

students' attention more efficiently. 

Two of the warm-ups identified in the data from Sharon's 

class distinguished themselves from the rest because they included 

a game-likf* component. They took the students to guess *ne topic of 

the task through clues Sharon gave in a process of trial and error. 

Excerpt 56 comes from the beginning of the preparatory segment of 

a task. Through the warm-up, Sharon intended to elicit the word 

"gazpacho," for which students were later going to write a recipe: 

• excerpt 56 

T All right. What I want you to do now- XX tell me, what do you 
think . . . No I'm not talking about Catalunya. I'm talking about 
somebody in England, in Britain who's never been to Spain, 
doesn't understand about Catalunya. What do you think the 
typical foods are going to be for thai person n Britain ((Makes a 
noise with her hands)) in Spun, as here? They live in Britain, 
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don't know very much about the culture here, don't know very 
much about the life here, but they are going to think of 
different foods. Like for example, if I ask anybody here what 
the typical food is in England, they go: Bacon and eggs. 

1.7 ((Laughter)) 
T 0:r roast beef. Yeah? I mean, thoie for people here, ring! 

England? Eggs ¿nd bacon. Yeah? So what do you think somebody 
in England would think as typical here in Spain? 

L-L Paella 
LL Paella / Paella 
T Paella? Anything else*1 

L Potatoes, 
T Potatoes? No, 
LL Gazpacho. / Gazpacho. / Gazpacho. 
T Ah. 
L Gazpacho 
T Gazpacho. Yes, 
LL ((Chuckles)) 

(31/3 223) 

As regards the content of the warm-ups in the data they 

usually consisted of the teacher asking or giving factual information 

and asking students' about their experiences The teacher's personal 

information was usually given under special circrmstances only. 

Two out of the three times when a teacher gave personal 

information, he did so after giving the instructions and after 

perceiving some problems in getting students' answers or in getting 

students on task. The next two excerpts are a good illustration of 

the contexts that caused the teacher to give personal information. 

In 7/4 task 3, the students in Sharon's class had been talking in 

pairs about their best friend. When the teacher tried to elicit that 

information in the reporting stage (see excerpt 57), a two- and then 

a six-second silence followed the teacher's eiicitations, showing 

some resistance on the part of the students to answering: 

• excerpt 57l s 

T |OK, all right. Come back to mc. Come back to me. ( 02) (All= 
C ( . _ _____ __________ 
T Iright) ((Self talk)) OK So what for you . . . is the most* 

15 A continuous line preceded by square brackets means there is 
background noise at a time that attention is required from the whole class. 
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T ^important thing in a in a good -clationship? (.02) Go on, expose 
your hearts (and souls to me. Aha? 

LL (((Laughter)) 
T What for you is the mos*, important thing in a good relationship, 

aha? I'm talking about with anyone, I don't just mean sort of 
boyfriend, girlfriend, 1 mean friend. 1 mean with anyone, What 
is the most important thing for you in a relationship? (06) 

(7/4 448) 

In excerpt 58 (which is the continuation of excerpt 57), the teacher 

then resorted to giving information of her own, to "expose her heart 

and so«'* to her students first (see underlining). This proved to 

work because after telling about what she valued most in a 

relationship, a student (LI) "exposed his heart" to the class. 

• excerpt 5S 

T (All right, all right) ((Self-talk)) I suppose for me. 1 suppose 
thinfs like honesty, honesty is very important for me. ves1» 
Honesty in spirit not necessarily honesty with money. Well, ves 
that as well. 

L ((Chuckles)) 
T Bui the UlC person Ja honcil. yeah^ What what what about you^ 

Anything else? Anything else that you consider very 
impor tan t 

LI Strong-willed (w.p,)? 
(7/4 448) 

(b) Suspgnsg builders 
Through suspense builders, teachers intended to make 

students feel excited about how the task at hand would evolve. 

There were suspense builders of two types. One type always 

involved a task that made use of a narrative text and students 

through elicitation sequences were made to either anticipate some 

aspect of the plot or identify themselves with the characters in the 

story, as the following excerpt from Bob illustrates, 

• excerpt 59 

T Se do you want to know what happened to Lavinia in the end? 

T Do you remember Lavinia? ((Chuckles)) At the end of the story 
where was she? 
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LL In her bouse. / At her house. / XX. 
T In her house. Thai's right yeah . . . E.h. and what happened 

when she entered the house? 
L7 There was somebody« 
T «There was somebody in the house. Where the lights on? 
LL No. 
T No, ihey weren't , . X I'll tell you tomorrow what happened 

then. 
L OK. 
T Right See you ((Chuckles)) 

(11/3 557) 

In the excerpt above the suspense builder wis uttered in the wrap-

up segment at the end of the lesson in view of a task that would be 

retaken in the following lesson. Other suspense builders took place 

at the end of one task and built suspense over the following task 

that would take place in the same lesson. 

Through the other type of suspense builder, suspense was 

aroused around what one or more students in the class would say in 

the performance of a task. The following excerpt comes from the 

preparatory segment of a reporting stage in a task where students 

had prepared role-plays: 

• encerpi 60 

T Now we will see if it is possible that L5 can introduce the 
independence of Catalonia in the conversation about learning 
English. 

LL ((Chuckles)) 
T OK now I want you to (.02) listen carefully 

(Mark 13/5 6i0) 

Suspense builders of this type had a clear function of attracting the 

students' attention and producing laughter in class. 

Instead of devoting a whole stage to making public what 

students had talked or written about, through quick reports 

teachers just selected a few students and asked them one or more 

questions about what they had talked about during the 

performance stage. Of course, quick reports always occurred in the 
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wrap-up segment, not in the preparatory segment and in skUl-

oricntcd tasks (in opposition to form-oriented tasks). Excerpt 61 is 

an illustration of a quick report from Sharon's class where two 

students were asked to talk about whether they had enjoyed 

learning English and what they had learned: 

• eiceret 61 

T Coat back to me. Come back to mc All right , . Come on, tell me 
Have you enjoyed English? 

M L No ((Whispering)) 
LL Yes / ((Chuckles)) / Ah yes 
T All right. You can be honest (¥ou dont have to say) the teacher 

wants to say yes, 
L9 ((Chuckles)) 
T No Have you enjoyed English? And Why1 Give me a rea«on, not 

just yes. You say yes, L14 
LL ((Chuckles)» 
T ((Chuckles)) Why . . What have you enjoyed' 
L14 (OS) Because there are a lot of people. = 
LL »((Laughter)) 
T Important, important Tell mc, tell mc Important A loi of people, 

you make fricnd$,= 
L H =Ysa. Yoy can talk about lomcthtng P Í the faculty 
T Aha. 
L H And tome aciiviiy thai 1 enjoyed like watching eft Mr Hsan= 
LL K(Laughtcr)) 
T [((Laughter)) 
L14 »aventuras. 
L9 (Adventures. 
T ¡Adventures 
LI4 Adventures. 
T Aha. The adventures of Mr. Bean Mhm. 
L H And another actmtiea eh iome some same plays 
T OK All right Fine. ((Writes on blackboard)) 

T OK. Anybody else? Anybody else enjoyed English? Ot no'* 
LL ((Chuckles)) 
F Yes. 
T L8, what do you think? You haven't, you haven't enjoyed 

English? 
LL ((Chuckles)) 
T You always sit in class with XX. 
LL ((Chuckles)) 
T Why not? What don't you like about English? What haven't you 

enjoyed? 
L8 Became it ii not my language 
T Aha. So how do you feel about English? (.02) That's right. It's not 

your language. OK So how does that make you feel? 
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L8 (.03) i ¡km t- 1 can'l express» 
T «You cm'l cypress yourself. (.02) You c u . . . You just expressed 

to me that you don't like English because you can't express 
yourself. 

LL ((Chuckles)) 
T ((Chuckles)) OK. AH right. So X different feels differently. OK. 

Right 
(13/5 63) 

It will be observed that both LI4 and L8 did not get to say much, 

especially L8 who did not finish his utterance (see underlining). 

(d> Rejetions 

These were times where some reaction was made explicit or 

sought over the content of what students had said during a 

performance or reporting stage. In excerpt 62, Sharon gave her 

opinion about what she had heard students say in a task where 

students had to talk about themselves and their personalities: 

• excerpt 62 

T OK. AH right. Come back to roe. All right It was quite interesting 
looking to see how you see yourselves and how I sec you. I mean, 
I know 1 don't know you very well, aha because I I know you but 
don't know you because I'm a teacher and you are students and 
bla bla bla. It's quite interesting to see what you think of 
yourselves. 

(7/4 433) 

Having said this, Sharon concluded the wrap-up segment and went 

on to introduce the next task. 

On other occasions, the teacher opened up a time for students 

and himself to disagree or react to what a student or a group of 

students had said in a reporting stage. This is the case of excerpt 63 

in Bob's class: 

• excerpt 63 

T Right Can you sec any problems with it? (.02) No? Does it look 
OK? . . . Yeah? (.03) Yeah. It looks OK to me. Yeah, I cant really 
sec any problem with it. So, all right, fine. vsry good L4. Thank 
you very much. OK sit down. All right. 

(26/3 422) 
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In the excerpt abovï neither the teacher nor the students hid 

anything to add, but this was not always the case in the data. 

The different use of topic structuring by each teacher will be 

the next topic in this section. A look at Table 14 shows that Sharon 

included sixteen such events and Bob and Mark just two each. 

These differences have a number of causes: the different nature of 

the tasks, the presence or absence of reporting stages and the 

teachers' styles. 

Table 14 

Number of events in topic structuring per teacher and type 

Teacher 

Type Bob Mark Sharon All teachers 

Warm-ups — — 9 9 

Suspense 1 1 2 4 
builders 

Quick reports — — 4 4 

Reactions 1 1 1 3 

All types 2 2 16 20 
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As regards the nature of tasks, Mark had fewer tasks with an 

orientation towards skill or a combined orientation to skill (eighteen 

out of twenty-five). Since the bulk of Mark's tasks were oriented to 

form, it makes sense that he had few events in topic structuring. On 

the other hand, Sharon's higher number of events must have been 

influenced by the high number of ski 11 oriented tasks (twenty-one 

out of twenty-five). Secondly, there were several tasks 

implemented by Bob and Mark (two and nine respectively) that 

were directly meant to prepare students for the final exam and 

they were performed in class the way they would be done on the 

exam. (And in the exam the examiner would not provide any topic 

structuring!). Thirdly, the fact that four of the nine tasks 

implemented by Bob were tasks continuing from previous lessons 

could also be & determining factor in explaining the low number of 

these events in his preparatory and wrap-up segments. 

The second factor, the presence or absence of reporting stages, 

explain« only why there were no quick reports in the vrap-up 

segment in Bobs class. AH of Bob's tasks with some skill orientation 

followed che performance stage with a reporting stage where 

students presented thoroughly what they had prepared and 

"rehearsed" earlier. Sharon's performance stages were rarely 

followed by a thorough reporting stage, thus the presence of this 

shorter version of a reporting stage, the qu;ck report. 

Besides the two external factors pointed out above, one 

important factor to explain the uneven number of events in topic 

structuring should be sought in the teaching styles of Bob, Mark and 

Sharon. There were tasks in Bob's and Mark's lessons that could 
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have included these type of events (because of their similarity to 

Sharon's tasks) and they did not. For example, Marks lesson on 

Marco Polo would have led well to the introduction of some 

contextual information, especially it we take into account that Mark 

had a degree in History. However, Mark never did a warm-up in 

that lesson, he presented the t£sk right away with no preambles. 

Another instance is found in Mark's 1/4 ¿ask 1, a very similar task 

to Sharon's 7/4 task 1. Here students were asked to go over a list of 

words on personality and to focus on pronunciation. Mark started 

the preparatory segment directly providing procedural structuring. 

Instead, Sharon first tried to relate an aspect of the topic of the 

lesson with the students' personal knowledge ("who would you 

classify as talkative in the group here?**) before she went on with 

the procedure for the task. 

An index of Sharon's awareness for topic is found in wrap-up 

segments without a quick report. In those cases she justified its 

absence, as in excerpt 64. This was a task where groups of students 

had been giving their opinions over controversial issues about 

friendship, marriage and homosexual relationships among others 

and Sharon said: 

• excerpt 64 

T OK (.02) AH right, lets finish there. yeah? call it a day AH 
right? OK 

L (XX) 
T I know. I'm not foiny to brinf it to an end because its also a 

pertonai diistissiofi. its going in difieren: directions. Im not 
going to bring it to an end» to i cloic. Takr it M ended 

(7/4 568) 

Sharon's awareness for the topic, however, was also evident 

outside the preparatory and wrap-up segments. Sometimes topic 

structuring was absent in her tasks partly because a differert 
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device to introduce topic had been used previously. Sharon would 

devote complete tasks whose main purpose seemed to be the 

implicit introduction of the topic of the lesson (that is, whole tasks 

structuring the topic for subsequent tasks). For example, a common 

procedure of hers was to start a lesson having students guess a 

word from a number of dashes on the blackboard. The topic of the 

lesson would then revolve around that word. Another procedure 

used at the beginning of the lesson consisted of having students talk 

for a short time about a topic that would subsequently be central to 

the whole lesson. 

In short, Sharon not only provided topic structuring more 

often than the other two teachers. She also used alternative indirect 

devices with the intention of informing students about what the 

topic of the lesson would be. 

At first sight, topic structuring seems to be promising from 

the point of view of both cognition and language development. As 

regards cognition, relating the topic of the task with students' lives 

and their world knowledge could be a good activator to prepare 

learners for a task. As regards language development, these events 

have features that could be beneficial. They are NNS-NS 

conversations that include questions from the part of the NS and 

the talk is about real topics. However, a close look at the teachers' 

interventions will show that the amount of information that was 

exchanged was not much and that the student's participation was 

quite restricted. A number of reasons have led mc to reach these 

conclusions: 

- First, the teachers questions were not usually nominated and 

students tended to give short responses in chorus (just one or 
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two words). Sometimes even a non-linguistic or paralinguistic 

response sufficed. Also, students rarely initiated expansions of 

topics that the teacher introduced. That is to say, students 

tended to limit themselves to answering the teacher's 

questions with the shortest possible answers. 

- Secondly, when students gave s response, the teacher's next 

turn did not usually pursue to develop the students' 

utterance. For example in 25/3 (012) Sharon asked students if 

they knew any eccentric people. After students said they did, 

the teacher never asked any student to go into further detail. 

Sharon just went on with procedural structuring. The same 

occurred in excerpt 55 where Sharon asked students if they 

ever read The European. Some students said they did not. 

Instead of asking them why they did not read it, she just 

moved on to say where they could buy it, who owned the 

newspaper and so on. 

- Thirdly, the pace of these warm-ups was quick. When the 

students did not respond, the teacher just moved on. In 

excerpt 65, Sharon did not leave any pauses for students to 

come up with an answer. Instead her question looked more 

like a rhetorical question: 

• excerpt 65 

T Has anybody ever heard of Ray Bradbury? 
LL Eh? 
T Eh? Eh? Whaf? Ray Bradbury. Ray Bradbury? OK. He'i a writer or 

possibly he was a writer. 
(5/3 018} 

In excerpt 66, the absence of a response to one question in a 

warm-up took Sharon to give up (lines 17 and 19) and start 

with procedural structuring: 

• excerpt 66 
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( 1 ) T OK. Next question. Next year, are you going to study- X arc you 
probably going to study English or not? 

LL Yes. 
T Yeah, most of you usually say yes now. OK. What would you 

(S) change how you study English in any way? Any ways that you 
approach, that you look at English, would you change anything? 
(.02) Can you change anything? (.02) I'm not communicating, 
am I? 

LL ((Chuckles)) 
(10) T Right. OK. Let's go back. 

F XX 
T Yeah? I'm communicating half. OK Change the question. Ehm 

next year what can you do to help yourself learn English 
more? (.03) Ali right. OK. This is where I expected to get a 

(15) silence. 
LL ((Chuckles)) 
T OK. 
LL ((Chuckles)) / ((Murmur) 
T AH right, 1 want you to think about how you have studied 

(20) English this year. (.06) And I want you to think these questions 
((Showing transparency and writing on the blackboard for 
.27)) 

(13/5 102) 

One of Sharon's concerns seemed to be on keeping a quick pace, 

not to get stuck and on this occasion that meant dropping the 

warm-up. 

- Fourth, events in procedural structuring lasted for a short 

time, so little information could be exchanged or provided. For 

example, the length of warm-ups ranged from seven seconds to 

a minute and eleven seconds. The two warm-ups where 

students guessed the topic of the task were longer (more than 

a minute) while the others where shorter, with an average 

length of twenty-six seconds. 

These four reasons above lead me to believe that through 

topic structuring teachers were not primarily attempting to engage 

students cognitively or nurture students' conversational skills. 

Instead, the motivation seemed to be primarily psychological. 

Rather, topic structuring responded to an attempt from the teachers 

to get the students' attention or motivation. That would explain why 
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the teachers sometimes seemed to be more interested in getting 

ahead, in moving on rather than in the actual information the 

students could contribute to or iu the amount of information 

teachers could put forward. Students seemed to be aware of this too 

because they sometimes did not take the teacher's questions too 

seriously as in excerpt 67 (see underlining): 

• excerpt 67 

T AH right. Eccentric. What docs eccentric meu? do you know? 
M J&, 
LL ((Laufhter)) / XX. 
T ((Laughs)) No. come on. What- what do you think it- what does 

eccentric mean? Any id? 
L2 Strange person? 0:r 
T Exactly. Aha. strange person, ait eccentric person Have you 

ever «en or do you know anv eccentric people? 
F Yes 
T ((Laughs») (Oh! Emma with those eyes. Yes ((Loud 

l augh te r ) ) 
LL [((Laughter)) 
L XX (school). 

(25/3 012) 

As can be gathered from the excerpt above, the students were not 

the only ones that attempted to be funny during topic structuring. 

The teacher also made such displays of humor (see bold type). 

To conclude, Sharon was the only teacher who made frequent 

use of topic structuring through a range of four types of teaching 

practices. The reasons for this difference between teachers comes 

mainly from Sharon's teaching style as well as her concern for skill-

oriented tasks, a concern that pervaded other aspects of her 

teaching. Something that caught my attention in her use of topic 

structuring was that she frequently asked personal questions of the 

students but she hardly ever volunteered personal information. Nor 

did students ever ask her any personal questions. Another issue 
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that was examined here is the function of these events. Based on 

evidence about how interaction was handled, it seems that topic 

structuring had the function of getting students' attention rather 

than getting students to really learn new things or share 

information with the class. 
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4.9. PSYCHOLOGICAL STRUCTURING 

The beginning of this section on psychological structuring 

defines the term and provides a list with the contents of all the 

events identified in the data. Following is an analysis of the factors 

outside the teacher that seem to attract this type of structuring. 

From then until the end of the section, the writing turns about the 

teachers' styles as regards this topic. 

At times teachers presented tasks without any psychological 

structuring, that is, without including any pedagogical events 

intended to motivate students, like for example when Sharon 

limited herself to giving a matter-of-fact presentation: 

• excerpt 68 

T Right OK, (It's a mess that board but never mind) «Self talk)) 
Em. we've got ((Writes on the blackboard for 07)) Write four 
more sentences for me . Aha1 in this form ((Pointing to model 
sentence on bb)) in this form (02) Write them individually. 
Write them individually Write ihcm individually Well 
individually, you can talk to each other and discuss it, that's 
fine. 

(25/3 task 4) 

At other times teachers did include some motivating pedagogical 

events, like in excerpt 69, where Bob seemed to present a grammar 

exercise as challenging by telling students that the sentences they 

needed to complete were not easy. This is what he said at the end 

of the preparatory segment after he had gone over the first 

sentence with the students16: 

• excerpt 69 

T Really guy, ycati? The mhers are not so easy. OK? ((Chuckling)) 
So what I want you to do in your groups now is decide, is it a 
gerund?, is it an infinitive? Then decide, can you make a rule 

16 Pedagogical events in psychological structuring are underlined in 
this section. 
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(U/S task 1) 

In the cxccTJt above, Bob's motivating pedagogical event referred 

to an aspect of the task (the grammar). Other motivating events 

from this or the other teachers dealt with other aspects of the 

language (e.g., with vocabulary being familiar), a specific instruction 

(e.g., a way of doing a task being important) or the use of English in 

class (e.g., saying the teacher will be happy if students keep to 

English) and so on. There were also motivating events referring to a 

task as a whole (e.g., a type of oral dictation being familiar to 

students, the importance of a homework assignment in view of 

what the teacher planned to do in subsequent lessons etc.). In 

excerpt 70 there is one motivating event referring to the task as a 

whole, uttered when Sharon presented an oral dictation: 

• excerpt 70 

T All right, OK , Were going to listen to (How many 
sentences. Just a minute) ((Sell talk)), wc arc going to listen to 
eight sentences and you have to tell me how many words there 
are in each sentence, yeah? Sfe ye. dPfK this frcÍQfC 

(8/4 task 3) 

Both types of motivating events, those making reference to an 

aspect of the task as well as those making reference to a task as a 

whole, have been included to this section without distinction. 

Most of the motivating events the three teachers uttered were 

mentioned during the preparatory segment or when the teacher 

gave a homework assignment (which, in some way is a preparatory 

segment as well) (see Table 15). But teachers also uttered 

motivating events addressed to the whole class at other times in the 

lesson and they have also been included in this section. For 

example, Bob told his students that they had two minutes before an 

oral presentation started while students were in the performance 
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stage, in a way pressing students to speed up. An example of a 

motivating event in the wrap-up segment is found in excerpt 71, 

where Mark showed certain empathy towards students in reference 

to a task that they had just corrected: 

• except 71 

T So. it's difficult but if you mink about it 1 think it'& pcKsihJt 
(11/5 task 3) 

Table 15 

Location of events in psychological structuring per teacher 

Teacher 

Location Bob Mark Sharon All teachers 

In preparatory 
segment 8 6 7 21 

Ou*pide 
preparatory 3 5 1 9 
segment 

In assigning 
of homework 9 7 — 16 

AU locations 20 18 8 46 

A total number of forty-six motivating events from the three 

teachers were identified. They could be divided into two main 

groups (see Figure 4). There wire those intending to give 
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reassurance to students, to motivate them through positive 

thinking. There were others intending to put pressure on students, 

to motivate them to be alert. 

Figure 4 

Reassuring events 

Motivating 
évente 

Pressuring 
events 

As regards pedagogical events giving reassurance, one or 

more teachers included utterances with the following contení: 

- telling students not to worry, 

- showing empathy towards them, and 

- mentioning lack of difficulty or familiarity. 

As regards pressuring events, teachers talked about the 

following; 

- mentioning difficulty and/or describing something as 

difficult, 

- telling students they were obliged to do as they were told, 

- mentioning importance or usefulness, 

- describing negative consequences of not doing something as 

< 
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the teacher proposed, 

- mentioning proximity to the finil exam or some type of test, 

- reminding students of time limits, with the implication that 

some students may need to speed up, 

- anticipating the positive effects on the teacher or the 

examiner if students did as the teacher told them, 

- relating a task or a homework assignment to subsequent 

tasks or learning objectives, with the implication that it was 

important to do the task, and 

• stressing that students would need to take an active part in a 

subsequent reporting stage. 

Out of the nine types of pressuring statements, the first five are 

probably more coercive than the last four. 

Three factors characterized the presence of both reassuring 

and pressuring events irrespective of teachers. That is to say, 

teachers tended to provide psychological structuring: (a) when tasks 

were related !o exams, (b) when teachers gave homework 

assignments and (c) when they gave specific instructions. 

As to exams, even though Bob and Mark implemented more 

tasks which were not related to exams (six and nineteen 

respectively) than tasks related to exams (four and ten 

respectively), the presentation of the latter was accompanied by a 

proportionately relevant number of motivating events (see Table 

16). Bob and Mark, on one and seven occasions respectively, tried to 

give confidence to students for different parts of the schools final 

exam (through reassuring events). Mark's statements, especially, 

were geared to give confidence to students by, for example, 

showing empathy towards them, by telling them not to panic if they 
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did not recognize all the words in the reading passage of the exam, 

and above all by stressing that some parts of the exam had been 

practiced in different ways throughout the academic year or that 

they were not complicated. Pressuring events wer* also used in 

tasks related to the exam. Most of Bob's events related to the exam 

were of the pressuring type (9 events) and only three out of a total 

of ten events in Marks class. 

Table 16 

Number of events in psychological Hryçiurlflg related and 

unrelated to the final exam 

Teacher 

Type of task Bob Mark Sharon AH teachers 

Tasks related to 
final exam 7 10 — 17 

Tasks unrelated 
to final exam 13 8 8 29 

Regarding homework assignments, out of the nine homework 

assignments given by Bob and Mark, all except one were 

accompanied by motivating events. Sharon gave no homework 

assignments in the lessons recorded, which explains the absence of 

motivating events in Table 15. There were nine events by Bob (out 

of a total of twenty) and seven by Mark (out of a total of eighteen). 

Here is the homework assignment with most motivating events 

from Bob. 
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• excerpt 72 

T And that's what I want you to do, ch? because tomorrow we are 
gonna look al this exercise. ((Showing handout)) Remember 1 
mid on Thursday'' Yeah. 

LL (XX) 
T ! know, 1 know, I know. You have to «it at home with vnur hand 

on one side of tits page and lift it UP and have a look ai it et 
culera I know it's boriny hut we ?ot to do it. eh? And there's 
one- so could you do that eicrcise for tomorrow? And there's 
one other thing I want you to do, right? ((Writes assignment on 
bb for 07») (Or no, no, we wont do it) ((Self talk)) ((Erases what 
he has written)) (OK yeah) ((Self ilk)). Right. So if vou could do 
thai ejercite for tomorrow. I'd he a happy man because Id |} |c 
to look at that exercise tomorrow so that we can finish gerunds 
and infinmvca 

(11/5 548) 

First Bob told them that the homework would be corrected in 

the next lesson, probably implying that they really needed to look 

at it at home. Then he sympathized with students when he 

recognized, probably jokingly, that the homework was boring. But 

then he added what came down to saying that students were 

obliged to do it, that there was no way out Towards the end of the 

excerpt he said that completing the homework would get his 

recognition (i.e., pleasing him). Finally besides repeating how 

homework would be related to subsequent tasks, he also mentioned 

how the homework linked with his learning objectives (i.e., 

finishing with infinitives and gerunds). In all, there are a total of 

four motivating events: one giving reassurance and the other three 

putting some pressure. 

Presentations of homework like this from Bob and Mark seem 

to respond to these two teachers' perceptions of the need to 

"advertise" homework so that it got done, through both reassurance 

and pressure. This need is further supported by the fact that the 

language of directives used by Bob for homework was more 

markedly tentative and less assertive than the directives used in 
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presenting regular tasks. So instead of using the imperative or 

verbs like "want" (often used in presenting regular tasks), he used 

modals, conditional clauses and markers of courtesy like "please" 

when presenting homework assignments, as can be observed in the 

following excerpts (see underlining): 

• excerpts 73» 74 and 75 

T If you could do ihai exercise lomorrow. I'd be a happy man 
(11/1 555) 

T I'd like you eh (02) if you would please do number . one-
(30/4 614) 

T Id like you, i£ you could, lo finish as many as possible 
(19/5 135) 

Teacher's beliefs could influence the use of psychological 

structuring in homework assignments. The frequent use Mark made 

of these type of pedagogical events could respond to the high 

priority he gave to students' work outside the classroom. In the 

interview, when he was asked about what he most valued in 

students he said: "Come to class, do the homework, study after class. 

That's the first thing. Once you got that other ideas can be 

introduced such as learner training. But if they don't do the basics, 

other things don't help" (interview, p. 2). 

1 will now turn to the psychological structuring done when 

giving specific instructions. Nineteen out of the forty-six motivating 

events were given in tasks where the teacher had provided 

students with specific instructions as well. In a way, this coupling of 

specific instructions and motivating events makes sense since both 

of them were mentioned when the teacher perceived there could be 

or there was some difficulty or chances for students to work 

inappropriately or below their capabilities. However, the content of 
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Sharons and Mark's motivating events here differed from Bob's. In 

view cf some difficulty in a task, Sharon and Mark would 

accompany proposals of specific instructions to overcome this 

difficulty solely with statements of reassurance. In this way, 

"obstacles** were neutralized or softened. So, for example in 

introducing a reading task where students would be told to get the 

general idea and to use two guessing strategies. Sharon told them: 

• excerpt 76 

T There's • few problems with vocabulary, yeah? just a few But 
don't worry abom them 

It should be observed in the above excerpt that even when Sharon 

mentioned the "obstacle" ("There's a few problems with vocabulary, 

yeah?), she made use of downtoners ("a few problems . . . just a 

few"), thus making the "obstacle" look surmountable. In excerpt 77, 

Sharon also pointed out an encouraging factor (see underlining) in a 

pronunciation task before asking students to use a guessing 

strategy; 

• excerpt 77 

T OK. All right Eh d- go through the words. I want you to think. 
E:h l .02) how you pronounce them1, how do you think you 
pronounce them. Yeah?, where s the stress, how do you 
pronounce if cm. importantly what do they mean, yeah? S o 
possibly, i think ypy probat?!y know a lot of ihcm. yeah? And if 
you cant get. if you don't know, try and guess. Do they remind 
you of any words that you do know, yeah And try to guess wnat 
they are. All right. ((Claps once)) You two and you've got two 
there Off you go. 

(7/4 0Û3) 

This approach of Sharon and Mark seemed to aim at minimizing 

difficulty both at the level of procedure (through specific 

instructions) and affect (through psychological structuring). 

In contrast to Sharon and Mark's "soothing" approaches, Bob's 

was of a different nature. He motivated students by magnifying 
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problems and by having students see the need to follow his specific 

instructions. Behind this approach there seemed to be a belief that 

students would work best or could be motivated when put under 

some pressure, like for example by showing them what could go 

wrong. This approach was evident in excerpt 78. The specific 

instructions in the preparatory segment of that excerpt consisted of 

having students anticipate questions and write notes in preparation 

for an oral presentation. In an attempt to have students see the 

need to follow these instructions, the "stage" was set by introducing 

two motivating events. Bob first mentioned how important it was 

for students to back up their decisions with rationales (a reassuring 

event). Later on, he went on to explain what could happen if the 

presentation was not good (a pressuring event). This last event he 

elaborated on again towards the end of his turn. In excerpt 78, 

specific instructions are indicated in bold type so that the reader 

notices the intertwining of these type of pedagogical events with 

specific instructions. 

• eicerpt 78 

T Remember your plans, have a look ai them, think about the 
rationale behind your plan Mhm? Id like you to think and why 
you put different people, or will put different people in 
different places, OK? Reasons are very important because when 
vou come to the front and sav We will put this person here and 
this person here. . . it's a good idea to justify that, to have a 
reason. If not the other people can ask vou: Well, whv will vou 
pm MÍ person here and this person here? We should be 
thinking questions, OK? So I'd like you to spend five minutes 
preparing the justification for your plan. OK? Now you can 
make a list maybe of number one, two, three, four, 
five to help you white you are speaking beegyse when 
vou come out here in front of everybody, everybody looks very 
different and, and its horrible and it makes you v»ry nervous 
and vou forget what vou were foinf to sav. QK? So it night be 
a good idea just to write down one or two things. OK? 
Five minutes eh? Let's go. Tick tock tick tock tick tock. Come on. 
Let's make this fast, eh? 

(26/3 task 1) 
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The same tactic consisting of presenting a potentially gloomy 

performance while at the same time giving specific instructions is 

found again in excerpt 79, where Bob presented a problem-solving 

task like this: 

• etcerpt 79 

T E:h, chm what ! want each group to do now, is lo exchange their 
ideas about the problem and produce a definitive plan . , This 
plan you will present ',o another group, OK? as your 
definitive plan So. what's important about vour plan it that the 
Cthcr groyp gin understand yoy. So yo» must write on a 
piece of paper . . . five or sia points about the plan 
and present that to the other group very very clearly 

If it i not clear the other froupi will noi understand vmi And 
usually when people dont understand each other in the English 
clasi. they sty, Ah, 

LL <(ChucklesH 
T Yeah.' cChUwklinsii So make sure they understand you 

because I'd like to talk about it 

(1/4 task l i 

In the excerpt above. Bob wanted students to give a clear 

presentation and jot down some notes to aid them during the 

reporting stage. He made students see the need to do these two 

actions by attaching importance to the first one (a reassuring event) 

and by giving them a vivid and humorous portrayal of the 

embarrassment they would experience i f the quality of the report 

was not good (a pressuring event). Like in excerpt 78, the 

pedagogical events offer supportive arguments to encourage 

students to follow the teacher's specific instructions. 

These two approaches, that of Sharon and Mark on the one 

hand, and that of Bob on the other, were not only visible in giving 

specific instructions, but also in the unbalanced proportion of total 

number of reassuring events versus pressuring events given by Bob 

and Mark (see Table 17). 
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Table 17 

Number of events givinf reassurance versus those applying 

H£fJUU£ 

Teacher 

Type of event Bob Mark Sharon 

Reassuring events 2 11 3 

Pressuring events IS 7 5 

While Bob gave two reassuring versus eighteen pressuring 

events, Mark gave eleven reassuring versus seven pressuring 

events. But even the pressuring events given by Mark and Sharon 

were communicated in such a way that their impact was softened 

or somehow counteracted. So for example, even though in excerpt 

80 Sharon presented a word game as difficult and challenging, she 

justified it (the justification has been bold typed): 

• excerpt SO 

T Six lettcn is room is tike ygy i long time and last tine you 
did it very well and you gol it in about three minutes 
So eh go, A word. I don't want letters, 1 want a word, (.02) JUIl 
diUkulL. i_Jaec. 

(1/4 004) 

I will turn now to one last aspect as regards psychological 

structuring, and that is the total number of events by teacher and 

its relation with the teacher's beliefs and expectations. Table IS 

shows that Bob and Mark provided psychological structuring with 
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more frequency ihm Sharon. Twenty events were identified from 

Bob, eighteen from Mirk and just eight from Sharon. Bob gave 

comparatively more psychological structuring than Mark if we take 

into account the number of recorded lessons. While Bobs twenty 

events were identified in only five hours of recorded dala, Marks 

eighteen events were identified in almost double that time (nine 

hours asrid twenty-nine minutes). Part of this difference between 

Bob and Mark, on the one hand, and Sharon, on the other, can be 

attributed to the fact that there were no homework assignments or 

exam-related tasks in Sharon's lessons. 

An explanatory factor for both Bob's pressuring manner as 

well as Sharon's scarcity of events seems to be outside the nature of 

the task; in how each teacher perceived his class and in his beliefs 

about teaching. In the interviews there is evidence that Sharon and 

Bobhad opposite perceptions of their classes. Sharon used the 

following adjectives to describe her students: "lively," "open," 

"experimental,'* "adventurous," "lively," "fun loving," "inquisitive." 

She said of them, "They are a good class. They are an easy class to 

teach. Relatively they are not passive" (interview, p. 16). All these 

features that she saw in her students and that she liked might 

explain why she made little use of psychological structuring and 

why, when she did, it was in a constructive way (through 

reassuring statements). Sharon contrasted these students of hers at 

the School of Physics with another class of the same level she had at 

another School whose students she saw as less motivated and not as 

"fun loving:" 

1 do things thai work thai really work well in Physics There's a good 
feeling. I feel they are kaming, it's going on. I would do the same 
thing at the other faculty and it's nothing. It's like they are dead tired 
like nothing's gone in, I'm not communicating. 
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(interview, p. 2) 

Give them authentic listcnicgs like giving them authentic readings, 
my level three at Physics would not feel swamped I mean I am not 
saying they would find ¡t easy but they'd son of get Uirough and they 
wouldn't feel totally frustrated and totally X, whereas I have to grade 
everything so much more for my other third level class a lot a lot. I 
mean it's difL-rcnt most of them 

(interview, p 3) 

In contrast, Bob described his students at the School of 

Economics as fairly passive and lacking confidence, especially in 

production tasks, which were the tasks where he did communicate 

a number of pressuring events: 

Their expectations as to what their role is in class is that they should be 
fairly passive, that the class is teacher-led This is OK when we do 
presentations and control practice but it is a problem when we do 
production activities such as brainstorming or free practice. 

(interview, p 1) 

Bob also commented on the students' feeling inhibited to initiate 

turns in production activities 

They arc young Most of them are around nineteen ana I'm not sure 
what their previous language learning experience was but they 
certainly don't «em tr accept the idea that they can jump in that 
readily. 

(interview-, p 2» 

Similarly to Sharon, Bob also contrasted his class with another class 

ot his (an intensive course), whose students were less passive, more 

responsive to him than those at Economics, 

Bobs view of his students at Physics permeated lessons. On 

7/11, he gave a !esson which intended to make students aware of 

the importance of listening outside class, and he encouraged them 

to buy a magazine called Speak Up for practice. His little tai*h in 

students and their motivation was evident when he came to me 

after class and told me that he only expected about two people to 

buy the magazine. His perception of students was also evident in his 

interactions with them, as is reflected in this field note from 11/11: 
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I've noticed little faith in Bob from the comments he makes to students 
about their attitude« towards Engiirh, the time they are prepared to 
spend on Eng'»ih and the resonance of what they do in class in their 
learning. 

(Held note, p, 26) 

How much the use each teacher made of psychological 

structuring is influenced by the teacher's perceptions of the 

students is unknown, but the evidence given above shows it is to 

some extent. The teacher's personal style could be an additional 

factor. Generally speaking, Sharon seemed to project a positive 

outlook towards the learning of English. For example, Sharon 

frequently tried to point out that English grammar was easy. She 

often ended her explanations of specific grammar points by saying 

"Logical, no?." Maybe Sharon presented the learning of English as 

something uncomplicated and that general belief may be why she 

did not need to use psychological structuring to project motivation. 

She projected it through other means. 

In contrast. Bob had the opposite tendency, he sometimes 

presented the learning of English as something difficult. For 

example, on 6/11 he based a whole lesson on the assumption that 

students found listening difficult and said as much to students. I 

wrote in my field notes: "Bob starts the lesson by saying that they 

will be investigating' the phenomenon' of why they find English 

listening so difficult" (6/11 p. 17). However, he never asked them if 

the difficulty was really felt by students. Again, Bob's use of 

pressuring statements could be one more sign of this general 

tendency in him to present learning English as a difficult endeavor. 

A further sign of this tendency to make English look difficult is 

evidenced by the use of sophisticated words as in the preceding 

field note ("investigating" and "phenomenon"), which could 
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indirectly be giving the impression that EngMsh h indeed very 

complex. 

Returning to Bob, it would be misleading to take for granted 

that he presented all tasks in that same pressuring manner or that 

he kept that pressuring tone throughout lessons, because that was 

not true. The data shows that he tended to set a pressuring tone in 

the preparation segments of just some « (more particularly 

those involving speaking) but not in others. In addition, the 

pressuring tone was not sustained throughout the task. So for 

extmple, in 26/3 Bob presented task I with pressuring events, but 

he was very positive and constructive in his comments when some 

students presented the report in public, as can be gathered from 

excerpts 81 and 82, which took place at the end of two groups of 

students' presentations: 

• excerpt SI 

T II looks OK lo me Yeah, I can't really sec any problem with it So, 
all right, fine Very good 

am 426> 

• excerpt 82 

T Can you sec any problems anybody*' 
C (.13) 
T Right OK Is it OK then^ seems all right*» Yeah 
T-L3AL4 Em do you think your plan is better'' 

T ííLaughs)) Yeah*» «Self talk)) Is it OK"» All right Ven. good 
am 509) 

A similar change in tone (being strict first ind later offering 

encouragement) was also observed aetween what Bob said during 

the preparaiory segment and what happened later. Sometimes in 

the preparatory segment. Bob warned students that the reporting 

or correction stages were going to require quite active roles from 
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them (e.g., persuading other learners, giving justifications, leading a 

correction stage). But when these stages acturUy took place, this 

active behavior did wot materialize to the extent that he had 

presented it. For example, in 18/5 task 1, where students had to do 

a conversion task, these were the guidelines students received in 

the preparatory segment: 

• escerpt 83 

T I want you to think about the ones which were difficult, the 
ones that you couldn't do. So that when we look at them now , , . 
we can stop at the ones you have difficulty with and you will 
know which ones you have problems with and we will (stop) and 
talk about them 1 don't want this to be a session of me standing 
at the front savin? number one, number two, number-. 

( l i /5 task 1) 

When the task waí, actually corrected, it was the teacher who took 

the lead, not the students, as was anticipated in the preparatory 

segment. And they corrected all the sentences one by one, not just 

the ones students had found difficult, as the teacher had announced 

also in the preparatory segment. Probably these demanding 

presentations in the preparatory segment were geared to making 

student work intensively in the performance stage rather than 

being precise predictors of how the task would be corrected or 

reported. As far as this purpose goes, this aim did certainly 

materialize in 18/5 task 1, where the students who were recorded 

(L7 and L6) actually followed Bob's instructions (i.e., only looking at 

difficult sentences) as can be told from excerpt 84. The excerpt took 

place when the teacher approached 1.7 and L6 during the 

performance stage: 

• excerpt 84 

T Are there any that you have particular problems with? 
L7 Number (.02) number (.04) 
T (Just one? 
L7 [Number seven, [number ten, 
L6 [Number [n urn be r 
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T Number seven, number ten. 
(18/3 089) 

In the same way, another pair of students who were recorded 

during the performance stage of that task were also following the 

teacher's guidelines, by going over sentences and quickly 

discriminating those they had no problem with from those that 

presented some kind of difficulty. 

So far the analysis has centered on psychological structuring 

addressed to the whole class. When looking at the motivating 

events addressed to individuals or groups of students. Bob 

differentiated himself from Mark and Sharon in that he showed to 

be a strong user of motivating events. These events have not been 

analyzed so far but will be briefly commented on now. Bob used 

some of the same types of motivating events that were identified 

on pages 202-203. For instance, in excerpt 85 he pressed a group of 

students by reminding them of the short time left to complete a 

task and he also stressed that what they were working at had to be 

ready to go "public:" 

• excerpt 85 ' 7 

T-G Have you got your definitive plan** 
L3 No. 
T You'v: got until half past to produce the definitive plan. 

Petm§e wh|{ wi» bappw yew *iH go w Mother group 
and try to pcrsya.de ihr other group thai ycur rlm—ii 
better thin theirs 

(1/4 131) 

In addition. Bob was observed to use the following other devices to 

individual groups of students that neither him nor Mark or Sharon 

had used when addressing the whole class: 

»? Double indentation indicates the teacher is talking to a group of 
students or that students are talking to each other. 

http://pcrsya.de
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- Towards the beginning of performance stages, he would ask 

two or three groups of students working together if they would 

be ready to report in public. Knowing for sure that their group 

were one cf the "chosen" groups to do the reporting seemed to 

motivate those students to work more intensely. 

- After Bob had heard what a group of students were doing 

during the performance stage, he encouraged them to pursue 

on the same line: 

• excerpt 86 

T G«*<od, All righ; Good So you're on the road 
(26/3 102) 

At times when the teacher had spent some time with a group 

during the performance stage. Bob purposefully left them after 

a question had been posed. He left the group to solve the 

"unanswered question" on their own. There was a time when he 

added that he wou'd be going back to the group, which must 

have further motivated students. In excerpt 87, these two 

tactics were applied: 

• excerpt 87 

L3 I think eh they are eh transitive verbs Yeah*1 

T What verbs'» 
L3 Transitive 
T Transitive verbs. 
(.03) 
L2 No. this isn't transitive, talk and ask No 
L3 {Ask a person. 
T [Yeah They arc not always transitive verbs For example 

want isn't always transitive, yeah? A nd I want to go. 
there is no object there. Yeah? 

L3 X this talk and ask perhapv= 
T -Qo back to LI> idea mavbc and ulk aboyt [ha' for a bit. 

Pégame I ifriiA II and LH Y PU arc talking about the 
sime thing. Ponibly yon could explain vour ideas to L2 
and L3. fege what they think. Just explain your ideas again 
and I'll come back in a minute OK? 

i l l /4 114) 
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Fewer and less varied events and strategies could be 

identified in Marks and Sharon's interactions with groups of 

students or individuals. However, since not much da,a was recorded 

of these interactions 1 prefer not to make comparisons between 

teachers through frequency counts. 

In brief, the main point in this section on psychological 

structuring has been the identification of two styles: a reassuring 

and a pressuring style, both with the aim of motivating students. 

These styles seem to reflect the teaching beliefs of the practitioners 

as well as their perceptions of the students in each class. In 

addition, it has been found that the pressuring style displayed 

during the preparatory segment was not sustained throughout the 

task. As ihe task progressed, the teacher became "softer" with 

students. 
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