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CHAPTER 4: THE TEACHER AS PROVIDER OF
STRUCTURING

The analysis of the data is presented in chapters 4 and §.
Chapter 4 focuses mainly on the teacher and chapter S on the
students. This somewhat crtificial division between teachers and
students has been made for the sake of facilitating the presentation
of the analysis. It does not in any way mcan that teaching/teachess
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 1t 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). Ia 4.2. the

appropriateness of the teachers' directions is examines. 4.3. is a
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description of the times when the teachers went into detail as to
what students 2eeded to do in carrying oui a task ana 4.4. is a close
examination of each teachers' implementation of group work. 4.5.
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. respectiveiy. Psychological structuring is
found in 4.9. The last secticn 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 betweer. each lesson's major constitucnts, that is, at the
shifts from one instructional part to another. Homework
assignments were also identified.

The criteria that | 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 fo.iowing types cf
tasks, a typology emerging from the data, were identified in the

lessons of the three teachers:
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- comp. chension of texts (oral or written): tasks where

students read or listened tc a text ard 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 aspcct of the language. These tasks typically
consisted in rewriting sentences, filling in blanks, giving
definitions, riatching words with pictures and classifying,
among others. Thev were usually written tasks but not
always.

- word _games: tasks where students had to do some guessing
or mayed word association.

- problem-solving tasks: tasks where students were given a

situation to solve. The solutions would be later on presented
and justified to the class.

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

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

-role-plays: 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 experieaces (ie.. 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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- presentation stage: 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 detai! 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.

- [eporting stage: students presented what they had prepared
in the performance stage to members of the class either in
the format 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 uind M there is a
description of the tasks subdivided into stages prcceding 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 (thc 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 "iocation of shift").

4.1.2. Third levei of segmentation: the preparatory and

wrap-up segments



169

In order to identify the times when the teacher structured
language-learning tasks | looked at the openings and closings of
lessons, tasks and stages. Structuring provided to open one of these
three units has been called preparatory segment!, regardless it is a
lessor,, 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 segnrent 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 and M, the preparatory and
wrap-uvp segments have been bold-typed.

In identifying preparatory and wrap-up segments, sometimes
it was difficult to determine whai counted as a task in itself from

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

11 am not using the term “phase” as Gagné (1992) did. becausc this
term is used by othcr authors to refer 10 what I call “task.”
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Gagné (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 1 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 ot 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 place before students were
asked to write a recipe and the teacher introduced the topic of the
stage ("gazpacho”) first by telling students what Spanish peopie
think to be the typical food in Britain and then by having students
guess what British people think of as the typical tood in Spain. It 1s
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 nuniber of words
on the blackboard to prepare students for a subsequert 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 (first students worked in groups
and then the task was corrccted).

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
whern the class was engaged in purely managerial matters such as
the distribution of material, the getting of students inrto 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 f{ollowing
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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Table 4
Descripti f tasks | I
Teacher
Descriptors Bob Mark Sharon
Number of recorded hours  4.h 52 9. 29' 4h.58'
Number of identified tasks 9 25 25
Task types
Comprehension of texts 1 S 5
Reproduction of oral texts — 1 1
Language exercises 3 15 4
Word games — — 3
Problem-solving tasks h} — 2
Class surveys — — —_
Discussions ] — 1
Role-plays — — 2
Written production tasks — 1 1
Oral exchanges — — —_
Number of stages
One-stage tasks — 15 20
Two-stage tasks 7 8 -
More than two-stage
tasks 2 2 1
Distribution of stages
Presentation 1 2 1
Reporting 5 2 1
Correction 4 17 4
Interlocutors in stages?
T—C (participate) 7 15 9
T—C (attend) 2 10 3
GS—C 1 2 4
Group work 9 7 17
Seat work 1 5 2
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2 Interlocutors
- T—C (participate): The teacher addresses the whole class but
individual students participate verbally in the public discourse
of the classroom. Students may self-select or the teacher .nay
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 present(s) information to
the rest of the students in class.
Group work: Students work in groups of two or mote people on
an assigned task. The teacher's participation in the groups may
vary but his participation is intermittent and 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 1s 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 begiuning 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 pliyed less of a primary role here. In addition,

when students worked in groups in this class it was usually in pairs,
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whereas in BRob's and Sharon's classes students tended to often be
asked to work in groups of more than twd 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-siage
tasks. Tasks would be trought 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. Ore 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 | was going to take a
questionnaire for students on lsarning strategies. Sharon asked me
if 1 could prepare some task so 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 implem~nted, mostly skill-oriented
(notc the few number of ianguage exercises) and with a strong

emphasis on group work.

From this “"very sketchy” description of the tasks Bob, Mark
and Sharon implemented, major differcnces 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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4.2. THE MATCH BETWEEN 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 grianted which they did uot
mention to students during the preparatory 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' icea 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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data: (a) when students verbalized a iack of full understanding of
the task2, (b) when the teacher perceived the lack of inference
himself and added procedural information and (c) when ! 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 parts (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
ural structuring
(a) about what to do
Mismatches between /
teachers and
students \

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

2 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 si.ost likely was the leamers’ (sce
5.1. and 5.2).
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4.2.1. Mismatches about what to do

Students from the three classes at 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
siudents were not writing it. he had to tell thein to do so outside
the preparatory segment. Mark had made an assumption about
what students w~ould do that was not fulfilled. The same happened
in cxcerpt 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. We'll finish there. You- what you said was in
the house again. We could have gone sont of like mirror,
reflection. scenc, 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 asked 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, mismaiches like these about what to do were not a
common clement in the three classes under observation, but they
seem to have been more outstanding in Mark's class for a number

of reasons:
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(a) Recurrent causes for the misinterpretations occurring in
Mark's class could bz identified. No 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 Sharon's
and Bob's class never did that.

(c) Sharon used other devices to give procedural inforrnation
to students with certain regularity. Mark made no use of
these other devices.

The above three points will be further developed and illustrated.

(a) Recurrent causes
The following causes could be identified in Mark's 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,

e excerpt 23

M Mark, how many word words?

T You are wot 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 the class . . . how many words. All right?

((Students start to get on task )) (.04)

M-T {(I don't know how many words)
T [Three thousand.
M X
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 thematically-
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 duning 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 whea 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 Tums have been doublc-indented to indicate side-talk.



121

task until students had copied the text from the blackboard. For
example, in excerpt 3 Mark said:
s cxcerpt 3
T I want you to draw on a piece of paper or in your notcbooks two .
. rectangular squares. OK? . . . Quite big.
(2373 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):

* excerpt 4
T-L/G? No. It's not sufficient because you need- you are going
to put information in the squares.
LL Ah'
L-L No ho sabiem
L-L Haugucra avisat'
L-L (S+ ja ho ha du big)

(2372 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:

* excerpt S

T Right. Now . . Let's change this a bit. Now looa.
(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 makiag up the text on the spot) caused some 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 qué val." Laier 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:
s excerpt 6

F Al copiario no ha visto la (linca) de en medio.
(4/12 475)

(a3) 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 teacher's question (23/3 623). In i3/5 (078), a student started
a correction stage by reading the sentences from the language
exercise in full (not just thc answers), while the teacher expected
the student just to give the answers (without reading complete
seatences). 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.

* cxcerpt 7

L3  He tried putting out the fire but it was impossibic.

L To [put.

T {To put . . . Any problems | will answer at the end. OK. Now

{let's) just correct first, L4,
(4/5 048)
Sometimes the teacher even seemed to get a little annoyed, as in

excerpt 8:

» excerpt 8

T By is correct.
L12 Why?
T Because it s,
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"r Tney do this by recading. ((Reading from the text)) Let
me— OK L12 if you don't understand when we've corrected,
I will explain.
(13/5 088)
All 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 ecarlier in that class another
student was not allowed to use the L1 in response to a similar type
of teacher question. In 13/S 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 untii 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) Siudents’ complaints
Another aspect that differentiatcs Mark's from Sharon's and
Bob's classes is thz* the lack of clarity during procedural structuring

from the students point of view was never made explicit through

4 The fact that students kept sceking 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 somec siudents may have
felt this rule/procedure (withholding students’ questions) to bc unnatural.
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complaints in Sharon's and Bob's classes. By contrast, Mark's

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

(c) No use of aiternative devices

Sharon sometimes complemented her initial instructions
during the preparatory segment with other devices. She used these
complementary devices in tasks wkhkere 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 means were: (cl) giving feedback, (c2) narrowing down
questions and (c3) providing a model. The following are illustrations

of Sharon putting into practicc these three means.

(cl) Giving feedback

In excerpt 9 Sharon's procedural structuring was quite
general:

* excerpt 9

T All nght. now.

L XX
LL  [((Laughter))
T [(We're 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 me
an idea. Word association with food.
(3173 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 gshowed (not told) students more
precisely “where | 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
(1 L Cheesc.

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

assoc:at'on  with cheese.
Lx Mousec.

(5) L Mice (w.p.)’

Lx [Mousc.
L {Mice, mice (w.p.)
T Actually, it's not (wherc 1 want 10 go), It's not where |
want 10 go. OK, [((Laughs)) No. I accept their reason but no=
(10y C {{((Laughter))
T ==h.,h no \*Q! Eﬁfhii I want 1o dﬂ lh!:m QK kl's lm ﬁﬂim-

(3173 00%)

Note that the teacher said she rejected the word "mouse™ but did
not explicitly say why. It seemed that it was the teacher's intention
to have students guess what she wanted through a process of trial
and error ("Let's try again”). One even gets a feeling uf 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 116
F Mirror
T Good, good, good. Get on M-L7 ;Qué ha dicho?

L7-M Mirror.
(3173 562)

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

6 A Transcription with two columns has been used to distinguish
public taik from sidc-talk when the two coexisted or when two simultancous
conversations in sid:-talk werc recorded.
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(c2) 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:

o excerpt 12

T =¢:::h no. Not what i want 10 do there. OK, let’s try again. So you X

cheese. What type of X is cheesc? What wype of food?
(3173 006)

(c3) Providing a mocel

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 coming up with the definition of e word
“strong-willed,” she volunteered it herself (see underlining):

* cxcerpt 13

T What do you thiak it means? ((4) What do you think it mcans”

L6 (Lo repites oara vez?

T What does 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, aha” . . . }f yoy arc strong-willed, it is
Mhm? Strong-willed. (.07).

(7/4 077)

The effectiveness of these three means (cl, ¢2 and c3) vared.

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 tschniques were suc.essful. After four exchanges between the
teacher and students, Shaio- felt that students were ready to go on

with the task with no “procedural scaffolding” and she said:

* excerpt 14
T CK. You get the- you understand the idea of what- give me
another.

3173 013)

From no* on the teacher would not provide the scaffolding she had
bzen providing any more because Sharon thought that students
knevw: "where she wanted to go” by now. And students’ participation
from then on provad they did.

On other occasions, these indirect techniques were not enough
and Sharon scmetimes 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 inctficient. 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 IS lines 1-2). In seeing this lack of student
response, she narrowed fown 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 .inally got the response she was looking for: |

* cxcerpt 15

(T What does it mean? . . . What docs it mean? What's talkative”
What is it- who- what does a talkative person do?
L? Extrovert.
T They're extrovert. But more than cxtrovert, what do they do?
(5) LL  They talk a lot. exactly. ((Chuckles)
(714 077
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But even tken, not all students had caught on that 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 lold studeats that

she wanted definitions (see underlining).

* excerpt 16
T What docs it mcan?
LL XXX

T You are trying 1o tell me that selfish 1s the oprosite of generous.
L Yeah. ((Chuckles))
T Ycah. OK. Fine. that's fine.
L7 X, ((Laughing))
T What- OK. bul can you give inc a definition of it”
(7/4 OF )

In the excerpt above the tesk 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 :zbove (7/4 task i)} may have been readdressed because 1t was
a task vpon which the rest 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 the (eacher 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 resddressed) 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 out
of an assumption that students could infer these two aspects of
tasks. But there were times in the dat: where some students did
not make these inferences. By contrast, Bob also skipped at times
that informavion during the preparatory segment but a close
analysis of his teaching reveals that those absences were intended.
First 1 will present examples from Mark and Sharon where
instructions about the grammavr focus and the topic proved
proolematic. Then I will describe these same unproblematic aspects
in Bob.

Both Mz.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
perforined poorly and at others failed to use the grammar item
embedded in the task. One example of each kind will be presentad.

Excerpt 17 reproduces the procedural structuring given by the
teacher in iniroducing 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 17
T So first ((Simultancously making noisc with an ooject)), first,
the first thing | want you to do is do the grammar cxercise. OK?

All right? So you do this in pairs.
(4/12 059)

By contrast, the written istructions 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 tense (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.cise 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 lesson 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 nct read the written :nstructions
from the textbook and were not awarc that they could have made
use of three verb 1orms.

A similar phenomenon occurred in 8/4 task 2, an oral
exchange. Sharon directed students to use a number of mode!
sentences supplied by the textbook all of which included frequency
adverbs. The teacher, however, did nc! 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 [8):
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» excerpt 18

T OK. Page 81. [(.G5) All right.

C [(Getting to the page)).

T ... OK? ... Eh if you got a problcm, who do you talk t0? Who dc
you go aad talk to? Yeah? . . . If you have a look here. hm? here

arc some cxamples.
L12 ((Comes in))

T Hi. (XX L12 ir). Weuld 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 tali. 10?, Who
would you never talk to? Here are some sentences, just to give
you a guide. Yes? You talk about it with a partner, which is
going 10 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 becausc 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. freqguency adverbs Do you often ask other people for
advice? Who do you ask? Say how ofien you ask some of the following
pcople for advice: your father, your mother, your husband/wife, your
boyfriend/girifriend, your friends. your boss, your teacher, other
people. Use the words and expressions in the box. Examples:

"l often ask my wifc for advice.”

"l never ask people for advice”

"l sometimes ask my mother for advice.”
"I have often asked friends for advice.”
"l would never ask my father for advice.”

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

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

CAMEC p. 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 that the teacher would be focusing on
that grammatical area later on and that that was a linguistic
objective behind the task, students wonuld 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 taske as the lesson
progressed. The truth is that students repeaiedly seemcd to fail to
make these connections. Then the teacher would make them overt
but only after students had shown to be experizncing some
difficulty during the performance of the task at hand. Excerpt 19
comes from a whole lesson devoted to personality; however, Sharon
aever 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 hink 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):

e excerpt 19

L5  Stubbom is about personality?
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T Yeah. They're all about personality. Sorry, | should have told
that. Yeah, they are all about personality.
(7/4 039)

Knowing that all the words belonged to one same semantic ficld 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 introdvced by saying to students that they would be
listening to ecight 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 aboui 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 ssatence on the
recording that Sharon added that information—probably after
perceiving that students were finding that first sentence difficult

(see underlining):

* excerpt 20

N Unit nincteen, lesson B exercise four. One. Why don't you stop
secing him?

C (.15 to wnte the sentence down))

T Repeat. Don't copy. Try and work individually. You know there
arc seven words. You know it must make sense. And jusl as
another help, what type of sen- ., what arc we doing today? What
arc_we doing? What's the focus of today's class? . . . What's the
word on the blackboard? . . . Advice, so thesc scnicnces are
related 10 advice, OK? That'll help you a lot

(8/4 172)
Making this connection obvious was meant to make the task easier,

to permit students to maike more informed inferences to decipher



134

‘ne sentences as Sharon herself said ai the end of the excerpt: "That

will help you a lot.”

In contrasi 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 1t students

where using tne 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,

o excerpts 21 and 22

Teacher addressing L8, L10 and L7

T Remem- remember it's future because it's tomorrow.
L10 Ah.
T So we will have 10 put. Ycah? Because the dinner is

tomorrow cvening.
(26/3 076)

Teacher addressing L1, L2 and L11

T You'rc you're changing from can snd could all the time,
ycah? Ehm, think about that. Can, you are referring to
present, futuie? (26/3 176)
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The second characteristic from Bob's preparatory segments
was that sometimes the omissions in the identification of linguistic
focus were purposeful. This phenomenon happened especially in
problem-solving tusks. 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):

e excerpt 23

L12 What we must wnte X?

T Sorrv?

L12 What we must use?

T No. I'm not going to tell you what to use. I want 10 see what

you usc.
LL  ({(Chuckles))

T I ¢ doing. Thars why [ i
you XX
(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:

e excerpt 24

T What | really want to say to you is that we've been

lcarning grammar and our grammar is like existing in
isolation from the way we speak, ycah?

T So there are some places that you'd use some of this sornt of
grammar tha! we've becn thinking about. Now then, ¢:h
we'll be doing some more of these situations next week
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and thinking again about where you can use somc 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 "can't" 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
simlar tasks with an omission of the grammar focus in the
preparatory segment, students always showed an awareness of
those forras that Bob would later on make explicit, which shows this

practice of his was quite successful.

To recapitulate, this section was divided :nto 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 le 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 othsr times, he
informed students 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, Bob's students were not usually unaware of the
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 DESCXIPTIONS 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 tind a table with the frequency
counts per tcacher of the use of specific directions and descriptions,
complemented with an examination of what factors characterize
their use. The last part of this section dezls 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 that 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 cxumple 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:

¢ excerpt 287

T Now- you arc now going to try and ask as many people as
possibic. (...} And also when you ask, remember don't please
don't do this, don't say: Do you (like)- and show them the
questions. Read them. I{ you don't undersiand. Could you repeal
that? What does X mean? ot cetcra et cetera. OK?
(1/4 848)

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 uuderlined in these
excerpts.
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related 1o the exam). These were sorts of “tricks” that students
would otherwise usually discover only after extended exposure to
the task in question. Excerpt 26 is an instance of a gpecific
descripiion 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 I , \ L I bvi hat it
wrong. Sccondly ch you doni bave iwo so closc together.

(11/5 276)
The specificity that is found in this type of directions and
descriptions is not usually present in the written instructions that
precede exercises in iextbooks. To confirm this, we will look at the
written instructions that preceded the two 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 wuse of clarification requests in case of a

communication problem:

Go round the class asking your questions. Speak to as many pecople as
possible. Don’t foiget 10 note cach person’'s answcrs.
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 opiional,

but only those words which make no sense at all in the context.
Anthology p. 88

The information given in specific directions and descriptions,
the teacher usually took from his own repertoire of knowiedge 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 identificd in tasks

developing productive and receptive skills respectively.

Table §
Cont ( ific_directi | descripti ) juctive_skill

- 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

- getting the general idea

- extracting specific information

- self-monitoring

- stressing exchange of ideas in groups

- emphasizing communication over accuracy

- using context at the sentence level

- using second language knowledge to infer meaning
- skipping problems

- inferencing of word formnation through analogy

- concentrating onesclf

- avoiding discouraging oneself

- stressing use of the L2 to communicate with each other
- selecting words thai onc 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 differenily 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 segment®. However, specificity was also given during
the performance. reporting and correction stages or after a task had
bcen reported or corrected (that is, in the wrap-up segment) (see

Table 7).

Oue may woader what caused teachers to give specific
directions .n some tasks and not in others. The motivations for this
will be diicussed in the next few paragraphs. On occasions, what
motivated this detail in instructions was an awareness on the part
of the teacher that the type of activity that he expected from
students wa: "marked.” and because of this "markedness” he had t»
make it expiicit 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, provably regarded as an unmarked

8 When tcachers went into extended detail about the procedure to
carry out a task. ! considered those explanations stages in themselves
(referred to as " presentation stages on procedurc”). Three such stages were
identified in the data.
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behavior), which is what she probably meant when she used the
word “read:”

o excerpt 27

T And we are going to be working. in about groups of thsee and

here are the questions. And the idea is not to rcad the paper.

corrceily answer all these questions. which meanslooking kv, finding the _inf : { going
(2573 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 79
l . [ ific_directi | descripti

Teacher
Locatior. Bob Mark Sharon All teachers
Presentation
stage on procedure 1 3 —_ 4
Preparatory segment 7 7 10 24
Performance,
reporting or 4 4 S 13
correction stage
Wrap-up segment — 4 — 4

9IRepetitions have been counted. That is why the total number of
references is higher here 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:

s excerpt 28

T So let's spend five minutes and try and finish by about a quarter

past. Remcmber your plans, have a look at them, think about
the rationale behind your plan. Mhm? ['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 dea to justify that, to have a
rcason. If not the other pecple can ask you: Well, why will you

put this person herc and this person here? We should be
thinking gquestions. OK? So I'¢ 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
viere, after cornmenting about the length of the listening (see bcld

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

information:

s 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
[{bedroom,=

L [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. QK? So listen for the
WJWW [ 5 | I '
(2373 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 reaction 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 after students had told him
that they found that type of task difficult. In excerpt 30, the
students’ 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 gave there during the performance stage:

s excerpt 30

L6 I wnie: 1 don't think, but | read I listen [ don't (w.p.)?

T OK. But what we're doing here, we've talked about 1t 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)).

s whatsun dere (Poing 1o b7 focheadl, reld o
Hitle-paslie (84 212)
In excerpt 31, the students’ display of lack of enthusiasm (probably
motivated by the task difficulty) seemed to have contriouted to the
teacher providing a specitic direction, where the teacher allowed

students to skip words if they ran into difficulty:

e excerpt 31

T In pairs, (.02) in pairs (.02) you are going . . . to look at these
words and decid: which is the stressed syllable.

LL  Oh

T Oh!

LL  Oh!" / ((Chuckles))

T And which sound it is, OK? . (Sorry), f_youw cant do il you
WMM Try some. And then when
you've been trying for five, ten minutes, we'll play the tape and
(you'll) listen.

(1/4 136)



145

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 o students coming up

with two possible structures to complete the following sentence:

"Let's have a party to celebraie,” she said.
She SUBEESIEd ... e

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 couid get a guidance as to how long the answers

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

question:
* eacerpt 32
T And in the exam you will actually .ee rext to cach question how

many points for each question, which will give you an idca of
bow long vour answers should be. OK?
(19/5 530)
Finally there was ore 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:

e excerpt 33

L13  One one question.

T Yeah.

L13 Do we have to write sentences or names or . . . ?

T Do you have to write sentences? Well, this is really- good point.
WMWW be id b ho' X i :
lcacher.

(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 ecleven, 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
Numi ( specific directions_and descripti I | 1y
of task

Teacher
Type of task Bob Mark Sharon All teachers
Receptive 7 8 9 24
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 (see 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 werc ‘lated to the exam or not.

Table 9

Number of fic_directi | descriptions | (
unrelated to exam practice

Teacher
Type of task Bob Mark Sharon All teachers
Related to exam 6 12 — 18
Unrelated to 5 3 14 22

exam

A feature shared by the talk of the three teachers when
giving specific directions and descriptions was their brevity. There
was orly 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

scven 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 fold students
what should be done without demonstrating 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 1o 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 fceling meant.
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 fiill out in May.

Another related observation is that Bob at times talked to
students using terms and concepts that are quite specific to the
ficld 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 be as important.

To 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 technignes 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
ihought they could. Above all, through these techniques she wanted
to show them that they gcould 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
cach 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 though the three teachers used to put students into
groups to carry out the overwhelming majority of tasks, not all the
three teachers communicated th. same importance to students
working together. Sharon and Bob werc more concerned with the
quality of students’ interactions during those periods of time in this
configuration than Mark was. This concern was evident during the
teachers’ interviews. Sharon was an enthusiast of cooperative
learning and even said that she missed a measure of the ability to
work with others in English in the final exams of the school:

If someone. cven if their English is rubbish, if they've leamed to work

cooperatively with cach other, I'd argue that although their language

is not sufficient 10 pass their exam as such they would have benefited a

lot in terms of education. . . = But that's not cvaluated 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 1 found that the orly way of presenting material was

very much teacher-led wherecas now ['in concentrating more on

fluency activities, with an emphasis on practice in small groups.
(intervicw 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 cmphasized that they were
expected to work gs a group not just jnp groups. These two teachers
also expressed their interesi 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 I'd like you to definitely work in groups of three and I'd like you
10 1alk about it
(Bob, 1173 003)

o cxcerpt 35

T Well, go into the group you want 10 go into. OK? But make surc
you work as a group. all right?

(Bob, 1173 (45)
e excerpt 36
T-G Have you got any vocabulary problems or no?
F Yes.
T All right. Then stan looking at some vocabulary and guessing
what it means. Yes? Yeah?
F Yeah.
T And discussing what you think it means.

(Sharon, 11/3 448)

o excerpt 37

T First of all is it present, is it past, is it present perfect? Secondly
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. before you disappcar from me, secondly . . . have a look, first
what tenses, 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 twe 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 companson with Sharon and Bob there 1s no reinforcement or
reminder herc [in Mark's class] that they (students] nced to speax n
English. Scn.c students even spcak to Mark in Spanish.

(ficld note, 30/10, p. 1)

Four month< later 1 was still impressed about the different use of
English in the thrce classes where siudents had theoretically the

same levell0:

As the year progresses 1 sce more and more of a difference between
Mark’'s class, and Sharon's or Bob's. In Mark's class students use very
little English, practically none to talk to cach other and someiimes
they even talk in public in Spanish. On the other hand. | sec that
students in Sharon’s class use English somctimes when they finish the

10 An intervening factor to cxplain why students in Mark's class used
English less ofien might be the fact that most of them had started leaming
English within the last threc ycars, while most of the students in Sharon's
and Bob's classes started studying English in secondary education. The fact
that the students in Sharon's and Bob's classes were probably ccnsolidating
their English (and not learning anew) might have contributed to their more
frequen: use of the L2 in class. A studert from Sharon's class summarized her
experience in that class like this: "I finished COU with the same level than
now. | haven't learned new things but | have remembered them” (field note.
13/5 p. 65).
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assigned task to communicate with cach other. This difference is not
surprising considering she constantly reminds students of this need to
stay ir. caglish. (field note, 23/3 p. 50)
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 Bob's and Mark's classes gives a very good
illustration of these two positions regarding the use of the L1 or L2.
Bob's class was being introduced to a task to piepare for the exam
and he pressed students to use English arguing that there was liitle
time left for the exam:
» cxcerpt 38
T I think you are all doing . | think you've got to remember that
we've got the exam in about two or three weeks. Speak English.
You need 1o spcak in English everyday, yeah?
(18/5 031
In contrast, Mark was also going to start a task in preparation for
the final exam and he specifically toid students to use the LI,
arguing that in the exam they would be allowed to prepare that
task in the L1 (13/5 443, Bob was trying to make the most of
students’ time in ciass to get them to speak as much English as
possible, even though that task was not a speaking task kit 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 secemed to be a sharp difference between these
teachers concepts of what students could learn out of tasks. Sharon
and Mark's 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.c.. language exercises, comprehension of
texts, written production tasks)!!. 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.

11 This emphasis on communication in the L2 at all times and places in
class secems to have gotten thc expecied results in Sharon's ciass. By the end
of the year shc asked students what they had leamnt 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 stiuctures, vocabulary and
now with these structures and vocabulary you have to talk with other
persons” (field note, 13/5 p. 65).



155

4.5. CHANCES FOR STUDENT DECISION-MAKING IN
PROCEDURAL STRUCTURING

The question in this section consists in seeing to what extent
students were given a chance to have a say in the lesson's agenda.
This time the examination of the data will be presenied as a general

description with no classifications or talies 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 (o 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 daia 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
deing 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 (0. So L4's suggestion did not persuade the

teacher enough to drop the listening and do the dictation first.
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* excerpt 39

m T What | was thinking of doing today was chm we'li spend half the
class looking at structural conversions again and thea what

about doing a listening? Because we haven't done a hstcmng.

have we?
($5) L4 {And a dictation.
LL  [XX./XX.
T And a dictauon as well. Wow! Well, no, we'll do u dictation
omurrow, OK?
(10) F o~
T And that will sonn of prepare and have you XX re .y for the
dictation on Thursday yecah? . . . and the histening, ycah?

(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. LS5 must have interpreted the
teacher's question as an invitation for ideas on how to makec the
most of time. But his suggesticn on lines 9-10 was ignored bv the
teacher, who did not really respond to LS's suggestion and turned
to the preparatory segment of the following task (lines 17-19), thus
leaving no space fo:r further discussion.
* excerpt 40

(Hh T Il .. I give you . . . excraises to do this weckend.=
LS This weckend or?
L2  This weekend?
T =will you do them?

() LL  Yes.

LS  Onc onc suggestion. Can you do the solutions of some and we
(1) can .. .=
L2-LS =Perd millor que ho=
LS [=s0 that we can sce
L [Millor fer-ho X.
L2 {Millor que ho facis 1 li dones amb cll.
(15) LS  Yesbut...
L (Si no ho fem ara) XXX.
T No. | prefer LS- for example it would be useful 1o do reading in
pairs in the class. The problem is we havent got much time. So
1 prefer now for example to do a dictation . . . Richt?
(11/5 811)
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These examples show that the few times when a teacher
asked for the students’ opinions about what to 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 nct 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 directions
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 teachcrs 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 twon 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 | have analyzeu
so far. What not all teachers necessarily do is anticipate or draw
connections with subsequent and previous tasks or learning
objectives. Each time a tcacher in the data anticipated academ:.
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 | called that a
review. Reviews can look back at what has been done within a
lesson or can look back at past lessons (yesterday's lesson, last
week's lesson). Figure 3 shows some of these concepts through
symbols. Eact box represents a lesson and the box with dots stands
for the lesson where the previcw or review was actually uttered. On
the right of the symbols, there are illusirations from an imaginary

teacher.
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Figure 3
—_— Today we will firstdo a
Preview within a dictation and then I will
lesson givc you some time to
continue reading your
books.
Preview across We will continue looking
lessons at gerunds and
infinitives next week.
> V——
Review within a Today we have learnt
lesson how to apologize.
> S—

Review across

lessons

This month we 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 thcre was no

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

lesson. And that Bob provided more structuring across tasks 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 1 will describe previews and reviews by Bob and then 1 will

deal with those by Mark and Sharon together.

Table 10
Number of previews and reviews per teacher

Teacher

Type Bob Mark Sharon
Preview
within a lesson 1 3 2
Review
within a lesson —_ — —
Preview
across lessons 5 3 |
Review
across lessons 4 1 2

10 7 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 arca under
study.

* excerpt 4112; review across lessons

T  OK. Remember we'd been looking 21 cm gerunds and infinitives.
yeah? You rcmember that, yeah? And today what 1 want 10 do

with you is this exercisc on page fifty-five, all nght?
(1173 003)

Excerpt 42 was uttered at the beginning of a lesson that continued a
problem-solving task started the previous day:

« cxcerpt 42: review across lessons

T Right. yesterday we were looking al a problem. ycah? Eb the

problem is in a town ca..lled what”
LL  Apglcbury.
T anglebury, ycah, And what was the probiem in Anglcbury”
o3 Trflic
LL  Traffic.
T Hey?

T Traffic. That's nghi, yeah Too much traffic or too many traffic?

LL  Too much.

T Too much. That's it. Goo::d! Yeah, OK.

{1/4 015)

Bob also used to end lessons by teliing 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-:olving
task was being concluded before the end of the lesson.

* excerpt 43 preview across lessons

T Right. So if you could do that exzrcise for tomorrow, I'd be a
happy man becaus: ['d likc to Jook at that ¢xcrcisc lomorrow 30

that we can {inish with gerunds and infinitives.
(1173 555)

12 Previews and reviews have been underlined.
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e cxcerpt 44: preview across lessons

T Now then, c:h well be doing some more of these situation: next
{ hinki 0 al I
' ' ing. OK. Right,

welcome to the show.
(26/3 596)
As regards reviews and previews within a lesson, Taole 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 lzsson

T Right. What | was- can you just listen for a moment. What 1 was
thinking of doing today was chm wc'll spend half the class
mww s I agun aud then what about

(19/5 005)
The beginning of the other lesson with more than one tash (30/4)

could nnt be recorded, so I ignore if there was a preview as well.

Mark and Sharon differentiated \hemselves 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 Sharoan had to do with the
students’ familiarity with a task (excerpt 46).

¢ excerpt 46 review across lessons

T All right, now.

L XX
LL  [((Laughter))
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T [We're gonna play word association with the word food. Right?

Word association. We've plaved word association before here in

class. Yeah?
(3173 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 into the task with no other preambles, as

in excerpt 47.

o exceipt 47

T -OK. Al nght. ((Claps once)) And change and change language.
Ah, sh, sh, sh. Jordi come on. Let's go. Lei's go. Right. ((Claps
once)) Have you got your books with you?

(Sharon, 5/3 005)

Mark would usuaily 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, sometimcs there was some
informal talk. Howevei, there were usually no reviews or previews
before the start of the first task.

Most of Mark's and Sharon's previews across and within
iessons were given under unusual circumstances. One of the
previews Mark gave within a lesson (4/12 046) was presented as
such in tne 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 videco 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 Bob's class had a sense of continuity duc
to the presence of previews and rev.ews 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 betwcen 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 hLappened
(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 Shaion implemented shorter tasks or they were
implemented so that they lasted shorter. This fact could cause
relationships between lessons to be weaker than in Bob's 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 lesscns (inteiview 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
teachsrs, a qualitative reexamination of the data did. Bob came out
as the teacher whc 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 segmeats 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 and
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 datal?:

- appeal to 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 examples or modelling: the teacher asked

students to generate examples, thus applying in a

13 Examples from the daia of cach type of linguistic structuring wili be
interspersed throughout this section.
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spontaneous way the linguistic knowledge students had
precticed in carrying out a task. In modelling th: 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 _time: the teacher asked students if they had
questions about the linguistic focus of a task. The length of
this type of elaboration varied depending ¢n 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.

- synthesis or revision of rules: 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). Hcwever, taking into account the number of r.corded
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 cvents 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 metasiatements 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 raore seriously than appeais for affect.

Table 11
I | ey in_linguistic s ) I her

Type of event

S——.

Teacher Affect Expan. Evalua. Model. Quest. Correct. Synth. Total

Bob 2 —_ 3 2 —_ 2 4 13
Mark 2 S — | 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 degrce of orientation to form or skill!4. The teacher
with a higher numler 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 M ark) with a higher number of tasks with an
orientation to form (r a combined orientation to form and skill

prcvided more linguist ¢ structuring (see Table 12).

Table 12
Typss of tasks per reacher

Teacher
Type of task Bob Mark Sharon
Skill-oriented — 7 21
Form-oriented 3 16 —
Skill-oriented 6 2 4
with formal
guidelines

14 Three main types of tasks were identified as regards their attention
to form or content. There were tasks that were form-oriented with an
emphasis on vocabulary, grammar, functions or pronunciation. In fonn-
onented tasks how somcthing was said was much more important than what
was said. Then there were skill-oriented tasks. These tasks emphasized the
development of skills like lisicning, reading or fluency and what was said
was more important than the formal errors studenis could make in producing
language. Finaily tasks with a combined focus on form and ckill were
identified. These were tasks with an orientation t0 the message together with
a concern for form. These were tasks that offered a contextualized exposure
to a language arca and fostered spontancous praclice.
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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 deveclopment of fluency over accuracy
on several occasions (field note 24/1 p. 46) and that was reflected
in the small number of tasks with some orieniation to form as well
as in the small amount of linguistic structuring she provided. This is
how she worded her views on grammar: "l can't myself survive
happily in the class working entirely on the grammar structure. |
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 oi scaffolding: "It takes the class time to get going
and 1 find myself giving quite a lot of examples of what is expected
from a grammar exercise., a role play, a dialogue. These examples
have to be given to them befoie they feel confident enough to go

ahead with that” (interview p. 1).

I will turn now to icok 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:



171

* excerpt 48: expansion

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

((=1_stans writtng_on_blackboard the cxplasation for the
= | it ¢ i i
exercise, Once in a while he will say out loud what he writes but
without looking at the students. He is going to do that for 3.00)).
(2373 356)

On another occasion, Sharon elicited structures to express two
functions (advice and suggestions) as 2 revision. Excerpt 49 comes
from the beginning of a series of elicitation exchanges:

» excerpt 49: revision

T All right, OK . . . Advice. ((Wnites on the bb for .08)) OK. If
somcbody comes to you =nd 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?

If 1 were you,

If I were you, ((Wrniting 1it))

((Revision continues))

(2]

-3

(8/4 374)
Once Bob modelled the first two sentences in a grammar exercise on
catenative verbs:

« excerpt S0: modelling

T All right. Eth . . . s0 let's all have a look. And we looked at number
onc yesterday. Maybe we shouldn't, and we said. to go or go?
What did we decide in the end?
((Modelling continues))
(1173 01
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
50, 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 teachers was the scaice 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 (o 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
i ) ey in linsuisi )

Teccher
Location Bob Mark Sharon All teachers
Prep. segment 3 5 1 9
Wrap-up segment 10 13 4 27

But the temporal factor only accounts for a partial explanation
in this scarcity o 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:



173

(a) There were separate tasks or tasks including presentation
stages whoily 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 stages devoted 10 explicit presentation of
language propertics

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 nght 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 f.ur minutes and thirty-four seconds) and
right after she asked students :o apply that grammar to the
subsequent performance stage, asking students to write sentences

using that newly introduced structure.
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(b) Linguisti . uri | |

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 mers
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 with a group of
students to go over the meaning of the following other words "trip.
journey, bag and briefcase”™ duvring 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 himit himself to answering or correcting a specific
mistake but elaborated on it. In 23/3 (498). Mark took four
minutes thirty-aine 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.

(¢) Linguistic ine in 1l )

Giving or eliciting linguistic information when the task had
just been performed was a commoner practice for the thrze
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 "] 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):

» cxcerpt S1: appeal to affect, synthesis and gencration of cxamples

(1y T All night, fine, OK. So . .. c¢h how do you feel about must?

(.02)

L2 Saturated. ((Chuckling))

T Saturated, ycah? You've had two days of must, ycah? So what's
(5) the opposite of must?

(.02)

L11  Opposite.
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L2  What opposite?
T Exactly L2. What opposite depends oa the function wc're talking
(10) about, ycah? 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! [Yecah, 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 therc is mustn't, yeah? You musin't drive
on the left. And it can also express the idca 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 1ask 1, after correcting an exercise on “should” (i.e.
"you shouldn't have drunk so much beer”), Mark concluded it with
an explanation on ths 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.

(M T Right. Sk:::, sh::, shi:: Three o'clock now. Right. First of all. |
just got another thing to mention. You arc 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 mecans you construct plans. What-
how do you say realizar plans? (.02) Is 1t do or make or another
word?

L Another word.

(1) T it's another word, ycah.

LL ((Chuckles))

T Carry out. ((Writes inc word dowa on bb))

L1 (Carry out plans) ((Self talk))

T Carry out plans. This is the word. Probably it's not a word you
(15) will know. All right, we'll stop therc 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 1alk)) Well. Any problems? Any gucstions on that opc” . ..
No? . . . Yeah? No no questions, no problems. The only thing
you've got to be carc-, ah you've got a question.

L7 Somebody ch can to use this ch talking about a thing?

T E:h you mean like the chair? The chair is said to be dangerous.

Yes, they could. It's unvsual. Yes, but | mean, in theo-,
grammaiically you can. Yes.

L7 Talking about an animal.

T Yes. Aha. (The crocodile is said 10 be) ((Self talk)). Yeah. You can

do that. That's finc. Yes. It could be- ((Sighs)). Yeah, ycah yeah.
So perhaps you could use it in a scientific sense that we don't-
that we are studying an ammal and we don't really know very
much about 11, but in old books they say certain things. Yeah, 1t
could be used. Ycah? Any any other questions? . . . No? . . . All

night.
(2573 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 ihree teachers’ tendency pot 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 | did not do this. Nevertheless, in the
transcripts there is ro real evidence »f 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 wkat kind of linguistic
problems they would have later on. Curiously, in a task where the
preparatory segment was longer than wusual, students requested
some linguistic siructuring. That happened 1n Shaion's 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 wha! an extent 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 irto 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 aqui,” "Ah

horror (...) 1 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
withholdirg 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 tecachers, Mark stood out
from: the other two teachers in two respects. He included the most
number of eclaborations of the expansion and question time type,
which interestingly Bob made no use of. The reader wili 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 cxercises even if nhe 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 perfornance. reporting or
correction stages.

Mark also stood out from Sharon and Bob in the participation
mode durirg linguistic structuring. On the one hand, Sharon and Bob
usually elicited the informaiion 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:
1 don't really like it explaining grammar as such. | like to sort of put
things up on the board and get them to try to tell me what the rules
are. If 1 compare that 10 my other third level class down in the other
faculty where that type of teaching is a disaster, it's like talking 10 a
biick wall and half the time | don't know if they understand what I'm
saying to them or whether they don't because | jusi have blank faces. |
don't even get the nod of the head.
lnterview, 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 adverbs?

What position in the sentence does the adverb have”

What type of adverb is carcfully, gently”

On the other hand. Mark teaded to give all the informauon 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
linguistiz structuning tended to be monologues, expositions without
questions. Unlike Sharon and Bob, Mark did not usually include
questions when explaining gramamar 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.

o excerpt S54: expansion

T Let's look at this thing.
((The teacher starts writing on the blackboard for 1.28))
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T This constructior by and gerund here, you have some examples
we haven't seen them before . . . OK?
((Students are given .28 to copy. The teacher writes on the
blackboard part of this time))

:!‘ OK? This was in linc 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 student's specific question or mistake. For
example, during the question time evcnt 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 :hat
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 outside 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 asked 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 acress was made evident when Mark l2ft and a student
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said: "Que té que veure aixdo amb el que volem dir?,” showing that
that student had totally missed the teacher's expianation (field note,
29/1 p. 40).

Mark's unidirectional style in dealing with grammar in the
preparatory and wrap-up segm:nts (as well as curing 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 forgotien 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. Mark's 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
ficld note 11/11 p. 23). All 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.



183

To summarize, | 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
skill-oriented or form-oriented) as well as the amount of linguistic
structuring allowed during the cairying out of the task seemed to
influence the amount of structuring in the segments. Ir 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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4.8. TOPIC STRUCTURING

During the preparatory and wrap-up segments sometimes the
talk revolved around the topic of the task or a ound s task-related
topic. This talk is referred to as topic structuring in the present
study and the pedagcgicai event wiil be the unit used to refer to
each teacher's intervention in topic structuring.

This section 1s organized in the following way. First an
identification of the types of topic structuring will 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 numbter of

interactional features in these events.

In the data four tvpes of events in topic structuring were
identified: (a) warm-ups. (b) suspense builders, (¢) quick reports

and (d) reactions.

(a) Warm ups

Warm-ups consisted of relating the topic of the task to
personal experiences, opinions or facts abnul the wo:'d. They
usually took place at the very beginning of the preparatory
segment and seemed to function as a type of warm-up before
procedural structuring was given and the task got going. This is
way 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 cxperiences and finally gave some factual

information about the newspaper itself (see underlining).
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» cxcerpt 55

T Right, let's change for the time being. And eh | brought a
newspaper into class I've only bmught onc. MM

C Uh? / No,

T 9 9 "
And it's The Europcan. It uscd 1o be owncd by Maxwell, yeah?
[beforc he dicd (Chuckles)).

L (Xes)

T And what I've got is- I've photocopied just the first page, yeah?

((Looking for the photocopies 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 sirategic device to get the
students’ attention more efficiently.

Two of the warm-ups identified in the data from Sharon's
class disiinguished themseives from the rest because they included
a game-like component. They took the students to guess .he 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. Trrough the warm-up, Sharon intended to elicit the word

"gazpacho,” for which students were later going to write a recipe:
* excerpt 56

T All night. Waat | wani{ 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 that person in Britain ((Makes a
noise with her hands)) in Spain, 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 herc, but they are going to think of
different foods. Like for example, if | ask anybody here what
the typical food is in England, they go: Bacon and eggs.

1.7 ((Laughter))
O:r roast beef. Ycah? | mean, those for people here, ring!
England? Eggs «nd bacon. Ycah? So what dvo you think somebody
in England would think as typical here in Spain?

-L  Paclla.

Paclla. / Paclla

Paclia? Anything else?

Potatoes.

Potatoes? No.

Gazpacho. / SGazpacho. / Gazpacho.

Ah.

Gazpacho.

Gazpacho. Yes.

((Chuckles))

-
= =

CHCNC S S

-

(3173 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 circ:mstances only.
Two out of the three times when a tcacher 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 elicitations, showing

some resistance on the part of the students to answering:

« excerpt 5713

T |OK, all nght. Come back to me. Come back to me. (02) (All=
C {
T [right) ((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 atiention is required from the whole class.
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C [

T =imponant 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 mosi important thing in a gocd relationship,

aha? I'm talking about with aryome. | don't just mean sort of
boyfriend, girlfriend, 1 mean friend. | mean with anyonc. What
is the most important thing for you in a rclationship? (.06)
(1/4 448)
In excerpt 58 (which is the continuation of excerpt 57), the teacher
then resorted to giving information of her own, to "exposc her heart
and sou!” to her students first (see unrderlining). This proved to
work because after telling about what she valued most in a
relationship, a student (L1) "exposed his heart” to the class.
e excerpt 58
T (All nght, all right) ((Self-talk)). 1 suppose for me. | _suppose
) ) - ; .
MWMW - - ™ , Wel m
that as well
L ((Chuckles))

T But the the person is honcst. ycah? What what what about you?
Anything eclse? Anything eclse that you corsider very
important?

L1 Strong-willed  (w.p.)?

(7/4 448)

(b) Suspense 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 Sc do you want to Fnow what happened tc Lavinia in the end?
L (XX)

T Do you remember Lavinia? ((Chuckles)) At the end of the story
where was she?
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LL In her house. / At her house. / XX.

T In her house. That's right yeah . . . E:h, and what happened
when she entered the house?

L7 There was somebody=

T =Therc was somebody in the house. Where the lights on?

LL No.

T No, ithey weren't . . . X I'll tell you tomorrow what happened
then.

L oK

T Right. See you. ((Chuckles))
(1173 557)

In the excerpt above the suspense builder was 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:

* excerpt 60

T Now we will see if it is possible that LS 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 13/5 680)
Suspense builders of this type had a clear function of attracting the

students’ attention and producing laughter in class.

(c) Quick reports

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 skill-

oriented 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:

+ excernt 61

T Come back 10 me. Come back to me . . . All nght . . . Come on, tell me.
Have you cnjoyed English?

M-L No. ((Whispering))

LL  Yes / ((Chuckles)) / Ah yes.

T All right. You can be honest. (You don't have to say) the teacher
wants 0 say yes.

L9 ((Chuckles))

T No. Have you cnjoyed English? And Why? Give me a reason, not
Just ves. You say yes, L14.

LL  ((Chuckles))

T ((Chuckles)) Why . . . What have you cnjoyed’

L14  (.05) Becausc therc arc a fot of people.=

LL =((Laughter))

T Imponant, important. Tell me. tell me. Important. A lot of people,
you make friends.=

L14 =Ygs, You can ialk about somcthing of the faculty.

T Aha.

L14 And somc activity that | cnjoyed like waitching ch Mr Bcan=

LL {((Laughter))

T [((Laughter))

L14 =aventuras.

L9 {Adventures.

T {Adventures.

L14 Adventures.

T Aha. The adventures of Mr. Bean. Mhm.

L14  And another acuviucs ch some somc somc plays.

T OK. All nght. Fine. ((Writes on blackboard))

T OK. Anybody eclse? Anybody eclse enjoyed English? O1 no?

LL  ((Chuckles))

F Yes.

T L8. what dc you think? You haven't, you havent 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  Becausc il is nol 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) Ldont- 1 canl cxpress=

T =You can’t eapress yourself. (.02) You can . . . You just expressed
to me that you don’t like English because you can’t express
yourself.

LL  {(Chuckles))
T ((Chuckles)) OK. All right. So X different feels differently. OK.
Right.
(13/5 63)

It will be observed that both L14 and L8 did not get to say much,

especially L8 who did not finish his utterance (see underlining).

(@ Qeactions
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 stiudents say in a task where
students had to talk about themselves and their personalities:
* excerpt 62
T OK. All nghi. Come back to me. All nght. It was quite interesting
looking to sece how you sce yourselves and how | sec you. | mean,
I know i don't know you very well, aha because I | know you but
don't know you because I'm a tcacher and you are students and
bla bla bla. It's quite interssting to see what vou think of
yoursclves.
(7/4 423)
Having said this, Sharon conciuded 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 sce any problems with it? (.02) No? Does it look
OK? . . . Yeah? (.03) Yecah. It looks OK to me. Yeah, I can't really
sce any problem with it. So, all right, fine. ‘'2ry good L4. Thank
you very much. OK sit down. All right.

(26/3 422)
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In the excerpt abov: neither the teacher nor the students had

anything to add, bu: 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
Num! [ . ) ) |

Teacher
Type Bob Mark Sharon All teachers
Warm-ups — — 9 9
Suspense i 1 2 4
builders
Quick reports — — 4 4
Reactions 1 1 1 3

W e e e e e e e e e W R e e M e e e e e e K s e W R W R e R W M W e e M e e e W W W m a
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As regards the nature of tasks, Mark had fewer tasks with an
orienmation towards skill or a combined orientation to skill (eighteen
out of twenty-five). Since the bulk of Mark's tasks were oriented 10
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 skill-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 a 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,
explains only why there were no quick reports in the wrap-up
segment in Bob's class. All of Bob's tasks with some skill orientation
followed (he 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 quick 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, Mark's lesson on
Marco Polo would have led well to the introduction of some
contextual information, especially if we take into account ihat Mark
had a degree in History. However, Mark never did a warm-up in
that lesson, he presented the task right away with no preambles.
Another instance is found in Mark's 1/4 iask 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 relaticaships among others

and Sharon said:

* excerpt 64

T OK (.02) All right. let's finish there, ycah? call it a day. All
nght? OK.

L XX)

T | know. I'm not going 1o brng it 1o an cnd because it's also a
L di 06 i's zoing in difforen: direct L
going 1o bring it 10 an end. 10 a closc, Take it as enced. 18 S6)
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 tnpic that would subsequently be central to
the whole !esson.

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 teacher's questions v-ere not usually nominated and

studenis 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 answeving the teacher's

questions with the shortest possible answers.

Secondly, when students gave 2 response, the teacher's next
turn did not wusually 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.

L3

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:
e excerpt 65
T Has anybody ever heard of Ray Bradbury?
LL Eh?
T Eh? Eh? What? Ray Bradbury. Ray Bradbury? OK. He's 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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(D

(5)

(10)

(15)

(20)

OK. Next question. Next year, are you going to study- X are you
probably going to study English or not?
Yes.
Yeah, most of you usually say ycs mow. OK. What would you
change how you study English in any way? Any ways that you
approach, that you look at English, would you charge anything?
(.02) Can you change anything? (.02) I'm not communicating,
am I?
{((Chuckles))
Right. OK. Let's go back.
XX
Yeah? I'm communicating half. OK . . . Change the question. Ehm
next yecar what can you do to help yourself learm English
more? (.03) Al right. OK. This is where | expected to get a
silence.
((Chucklcs))
oK
((Chuckles)) / ((Murmur)
All nght, 1 want you to think about how you have studied
Enghsh this year. (.06) And | want you to think thcse questions.
((Showing transparency and wnting 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 bhelieve 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 in 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 All right. Eccentric. What does eccentric mean? 6o you know?
M No.

LL  ((Laughicr)) / XX.

T ((Laughs)) No. come on. What- what do you think it- what does
eccentric mecan? Any id-?

L2 Strange person? O:r

T Exactly. Aha. strange person, an cccentric person. Have you
ever seen or do you know any cccentric people?

F Yes.

T ((Laughs)) {Oh! Emma with those eyes. Yes ((Loud
laughter)).

LL [((Laughter))

L XX (school).
(2573 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 cvents. 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 teachcrs 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) ((Sclif talk)).
Em, we've got ((Writes on the blackboard for .07)). Write four
more scatences for me . . Aha? in this form ((Pointing to model
sentence on bb)) in this form. (.02) Wnte them individually.
Write them individually. Wrte them individually . . . Well
individually., you can 1alk to ecach 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 compleie were not easy. This is what he said at the end
of the preparatory scgment after he had gone over the first
sentence with the students'6:

* excerpt 69
T Really casy. ycah? The others arc not so casy. OK? ((Chuckling))

So what | want you to do in your groups now is decide, is it a
gerund?, is it an infinitive? Then decide, can you imake a rule

16 Ppedagogical events in psychological siructuring are underlined in
thiz section.
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about the use of the gerund or infinitive from those examples?
{(11/S sk 1)

In the excerot 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) aid 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 subsequeat lessons etc.). In
excerpt 70 there is one motivating event referring to the task as a
whole, uttered when Sharon presented an oral dictation:

o excerpt 70

T All nght, OK . . . We're going to hsten t¢ . . . (How many
sentences. Just @ minute) ((Seli talk)), we are going to listen to
cight sentences and you have to tell me how many words there

are in cach sentence, yeah? We've done this before.
(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 i» this section without distinction.

Most of the motivating events the three teachers uttered were
mentioned during the preparatory segment or when tihe 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 iold his students that they had two minutes before an

vral presentation statted while students were in the performance
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stage, in a way pressing students t0 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:

s excopt 71

T So. it's difficult but if ink al it 1 think it ible.
(11/5 1ask 3)

Table 15
l ) [ . hological ) |

Teacher
Location Bob Mark Sharon All teachers
In preparatory
segment 8 6 7 21
Outcide
preparatory 3 h] 1 9
segment
In assigning
of homework 9 7 —_— 16
All 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 were 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

I [ = I I . l .

Reassuring events
Motivating
events

Pressuring

events

As regards pedagogical events giving reassurance, one or
more teachers included utterances with the following content:

- 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,

L]

mentioning importance or usefulness,

+

describing negative consequences of not doing something as
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the teacher proposed,

- mentioning proximity to the final 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 to 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 evenis (see Table
16). Bob and Mark, on one and seven occasions respectively, tried to
give confidence to students for different parts of the school's 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 Mark's class.

Table 16
N [ . hological ,
unrelated to the final ¢xam

Teacher
Type of task Bob Mark Sharon All teachers
Tasks related te
final exam 7 10 ~— 17
Tasks unrelated
to fina! 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 1 want you to do, eh? becausc tomorrow we are
gonna look at this exercise. ((Showing handout)) Remember |
said on Thursday? Yeah.

LL  (XX)

T 1 know, | know, | know. You have 10 sil al home with vour hand
mmmwuwm
one- so could you do that exercise for tomorrow? And there's
onc other thing | want you to do. nght? ((Writes assignment on
bb for 07)) (Or no., no, we won't do it) ((Self talk)) ((Erases what
he has written)) (OK yeah) ((Self alk)). Right. So if you could do

ise I Id | l l Id L}
1o look ai thai cxcrcise tomorrow so thal we can finish gerunds
andnfinis (1175 548)

First Boo told them that the homework would be corrected in
the next lesson, probably implying that they really needed to ook
at it ai home. Then he sympathized with students when he
recognized, probably jokingly, that the homework was boring. But
ther 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 co 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 rcgular 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 Lf you gould do that cxercise tomorrow, I'd be a happy man.

(1173 555)
T I'd like vou eh (.02) if you would please do number . . . one-

(30/4 614)
T I'd like vou. if you ¢ould. to finish as many as possible.

(19/5 135)

Teacher's beliefs could influence the use of psychological
strucwring in homework assignments. The frequent use Mark made
of these type of pedagogical events could respond to the high
priority he gave to students’ werk 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).

I 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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Sharon's 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 a few problems with vocabulary, yecah? just a few. But

| (5/3 395)

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 nght. Eh d- go through the words. | want you to think.
E:h (.02) how you pronounce them?, how dc you think you
pronounce them. Yeah?, where's the stress, how do you
prorounce tl~om, importantly what do they mean, yeah? § 0
possibly, I think you probably knmow a lot of them. ycah? And if
you can't get. if you don't know, try and guess. Do they remind
you of any words that vou do know, yeah. And try to guess what
they are. All nght. ((Claps once)) You two and you've got two
there. Off you go.

(7/4 003)

This approach of Sharon and Mark seemed to aim at minimizing
difficulty both at the level of procedure (through specific
instructions) and affect (throvh 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 scgment of that excerpt consisted of
having students anticipate questions and write notes in preparation
for an oral presentation. In an atiempt to havc students sce 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 thecir 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
claborated 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.

« excerpt 78

T  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? Rcasons arc very imporiant becausc when
you comc to the {ront and say. We will put this pcrson here and
this person here, . . . il's a good idca (o justify that, to have a
reason. If not the other people can ask you. Well, why will you
pul this person herc and t(his 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 while you are speaking bccausc when
you comc out here in front of cverybody., cverybody looks very

i ? So it might be

a good idea just to write down one or two things. OK?

Five minutes ch? Let's go. Tick tock tick tock tick tock. Come on.
Let's make this fast, ch?

(26/3 1ask 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 agair in excerpt 79, where Bob presented a problem-solving

task l:ae this:

s excerpt 79

T E:h. chm what ! want cach group to do now, is to exchange their
ideas about the problem aand produce a definitive plan . = . This
plan you will prescnt o another group, OK? as . . . vyour

definiive plan. S0, whal's important aboul your plan is that the
other group can undersiand you So you must write on a
piece of paper . . . five or six points about the pian
and present that to the other group very very clearly .

M s not clear the other groups will not understand you., And
mnmmwmm_nmmuw

lass. th ay. Ah
LL  ((Chucklcs))
T Ycah? ((Chucklingl) So make sure they understand you

because I'd like to talk about it
{1/4 1ask 1}

In the excerpt above, Bob wanted students 10 give a clear
preseniation and jot down some notes to aid them durning the
reporting stage. He made students see the need to do these two
actions by attaching importance (o the first one (a reassuring event)
and by giving them a vivid and humorous portrayal of the
embarrassment they would experience if the quality of the report
was not good (a pressuring event). Like in excerpt 78, the
pedagogical events offer supportive arguments (o 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 orly visible in giving
specific instructions. but also in the unbalanced proportion of total
number of reassuring events versus pressuring events ziven by Bob

and Mark (see Table 17).
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Table 17
Num| [ . | lyi
pressure

Teacher
Type of event Bob Mark Sharorn
Reassuring events 2 11 3
Pressuring events 18 7 5

Whiie Bob gave two reassuring versus eighteen pressuring
events, Mark gave ecleven reassuring versus seven pressuriag
events. But even the precsuring events given by Mark and Sharon
were communicated in such a way that their impact was softened
or somechow counteracted. So for example, even though in excerpt
80 Sharon presented a word zame as difficult and challenging, she
justified it (the justification has been bold typed):

* excerpt 80

T  Six letters is meant to take you 3 lopg umc and last time you

did it very well and you got it in about three minutes.
So ch go. A word. | don't want letters, | want a word. (.02) It's

difficult. 1 hope.
(8/4 004)

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 15

shows that Bob and Mark provided psychological structuring with
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more frequency than Sharon. Twenty events were identified from
Bob, eighteen from Mark and just eight from Sharon. Bob gave
comparatively more psychological structuring than Mark if we take
into account the number of recorded lessons. Whiie Bob's twenty
events were identified in only five hours of recorded daia, Mark's
cighteen cvents were identified in almost double that time (nine
hours aad twenty-nine minutes). Part of this difference between
Bob and Mark, on the one hand, and Sharcn, 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 behefs
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 hcr 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:"

I do things that work that really work well in Physics. There's a good
fecling. 1 feel they are lcarning, it's going on. 1 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 listenings like giving them authentic readings.
my level three at Physics would not feel swamped. 1 mean I am not
saying they would find it easy but they'd sort of get wirough and ihey
wouldn't feel totally frustrated and otally X, whercas | have to grade
cverything so much more for my other third level class a lot a lot. 1
mecan it's diffcrent most of them.
(interview, p. 3)
In contrast, Bob described his students at the School of
Economics as fairly passive and lacking confidence, especially ir
production tasks, which were the tasks where he did communicate
a number of pressuring events:

Their expectations as to what their role 1s in class 15 that they should be
fairly passive, that the class s teacher-led. This 1s OK when we do
presentations and control practice but 1t s a problem when we do

production acuvitics such as brainstormung or free practice.
(interview, p. )

Bob also commented on the <ctudents’ feeling inhibited to initiate

turns in production activities:

They are young. Most of them are around mineteen and I'm not sure

what their previous language leaming expenence was but they

certainly don't secem tc accept the idea tinat they can jump in that

rcadily.

(mterview, p )
Similarly to Sharon, Bob also contrasted his class with another class
ot his (an intensive course), whese students were less passive, more
responsive to him than those at Economics.

Bob's view of his students at Physics permeated lessons. Gn
7/11, he gave a ‘esson which intended (o 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 faih 1n
students and their motivation was evident when he came to me
after class and told me that he only expected about (wo 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:



213

I've ncticed little faith in Bob from the comments he makes to students
about their attitudes towards Englich, the time they are prepared 1o
spend on Eng'ich and the resonance of what they do in class in their
learning.

(ficld note, p. 26)

How much the use cach tcacher made of psychological
structuring is influenced by the teacher's perceptions of the
students s unknown, but the evidence given above shows it is to
some extent. The teacher's pcrsonal 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 Englhish 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. |
wrote in my field notes: "Bob starts the lesson by saying that they
will be ‘invcstigating’ 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 b, students. Again, Bob's use of
pressuring statements could be one more sign of this general
tendency in him to present lcarning English as a difficult endeavor.
A further sign of this tendency to make English look difficult 1s
evidenced by the use of sophisticated v-ords as in the preceding

field note ("investigating” and “phenomenon”), which could
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indirectly be giving the impression that English is 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
example, in 26/3 Bob presented task 1 with pressuring events, but
he was very positive and cor<tructive in his commenis 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’ preseniations:

» excerpt 81
T It looks OK 10 me. Yean, | can't really see any problem with it. So.
all nght fine. Very good.

(26/3 426)

* cxcerpt 82

T Can you sec any problems anybody?

C (.13)

T Right OK. Is it OK then? scems all night? Ycah.

T-L3&L4 Em do you think your plan 1s hetter?

L3  XX)

T ((Laughs) Yecah” ((Self talk)) Is it OK? = . . All nght. Verv good.
(26/3 509)

A similar change in tore (being strict first and later offering
encouragement) was also observed uLetween what Bob said during
the preparawory 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 acturlly took place, this
active oehav:or did not matcerialize 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:
« excerpt 83
T | want you to think about the ones which were difficult, the
oncs 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. L.dnn.um_mu_m_h:._n.smw;_mndm

(18/‘ task 1)

When the task was 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 hac found difficult, as the teacher had announced
also in the preparatory segment. Probably these demanding
presentaticns in the preparatory segraent were geared to making
studen's 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 dJuring the

performancc siage:

¢ cxcerpt 84
T Are there any that you have parnticular problems with?
L7 Number (.02) number (.04)
T [Just one?

L7 [Number seven, [number ten,
L6 {Number [number
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T Number seven, number ten.
(18/5 089)
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 thc 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 compiete a
task and he also stressed that what they were working at had to be
ready to go "public:”

* cxcerpt 8517

T-G Have you got your definitive plan?

L3 No.

T You'v: 1 hai V e fini I
Because what will happen you will go 10 another group
and iry 1o persuade the other group that ycur Man s
better than 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:

17 Double indentation indicates the teacher is talking 10 a group of
students or that students are talking t0 cach other,
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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:

e excerpt 86

T Geod, All nght. 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:

e cxcerpt 87

L3 | think ch they are ch transitive verbs . Yeah?

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, ycah? A:nd 1 want v go,
there 1s no object there. Yeah?

L3 X this talk and ask perhaps=

T =Go back 10 L1 idca mavbe and lalk aboul thal for a_bil

” 2 .
| L3, s IW‘L‘L&] hink. J Lai deas -
and Il comc back in a minuic. OK?

(11/4 114)
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Fewer and less varied events and strategies could be
identified in Mark's 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 tnis 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 ithe task progressed, the teacher became “softer” with

students.
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