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CHAPTER 1

INTRODUCTION

1.1 Statement of the problem

In Thailand, students study English as a foreign language (EFDhe
common problem of EFL classrooms is that an EFkchteausually is faced with a
non- interactive classroom where students are éwetyl unresponsive and avoid
interacting with their teacher. Most of the studekeep quiet and do not respond to
the teacher’s questions. This problem is very ingarbecause interaction within the
classroom can bring about many advantages for &geyulearning such as
comprehension checks, language practice and sélis) (993).

A preliminary study was conducted in order to inigege why students did
not interact with their teacher. The study was posed of 3 steps of data collection:
1) observation, 2) questionnaires, and 3) intervidvor observations, three English
classes at a high school in Nakornratchsima previmere observed. It was found
that the students seemed not to have eye contatttgheir teacher and they were
guiet and often told their classmates “They did notlerstand what their teachers
said” or asked “what did the teacher say?” in THdie examples showed that the
students did not understand their teacher’s exfitamar instruction especially when
it was in English. It was noticeable that thesebpgms were found more frequently
in the native speakers’ classes than in Thai teathlsses. That was because Thai

teachers tended to use Thai (L1) for their explanabr instructions when the



students had problems understanding the lessorie sdme English native speakers
did not.

Then, the questionnaires were distributed so agptore why the students did
not directly interact verbally with their teachespecially when their teachers asked
guestions. 90 % of the students answered thatdioeyot understand the instructions
and 85 % replied that they had limited vocabulary.

After that, the students were interviewed why tl&y not ask their teachers
when they did not understand. About 91 % of thelestis mentioned that they did not
know how to ask their teachers to clarify the unkngpoints. When they did not
understand anything, the only way that studentsl useask for clarification was
saying “Again, please.” When the teacher hearddljeest, he repeated what he said
slowly because he thought that he spoke too fastadt, the students needed their
teacher to simplify the instruction or define someeabulary, not just to repeat it. But
they did not know how to ask specifically. As auk, the students kept quiet rather
than actively involved with the teaching.

In sum, this situation showed that students lackesd tools to interact or
communicate with their teacher. They knew only “kgaglease” which it was not
specific enough for the teacher to provide needdd. This is the reason why this
study is designed in order to find a solution ts ffroblem.

Many research studies discuss the advantagetei@fciional strategies that can help
students to initiate an interaction with their veatieachers and ultimately clarify unclear points
to enhance their understanding of the lessonstefoine, the effects of the use of interactional
strategies on teacher-student interactions andragidearning will be studied. The results of

this study may bring about useful suggestionsdalirg with an unresponsive class.



1.2 Rationale of the study

The study is framed by two theoretical backgroumtisssroom interaction and
language learning strategies. First, Sinclair @odlthard (1975) cited in Ellis (1994)
defined classroom interaction generally as “theglege interaction inside a
classroom” (p. 568). Classroom interaction is vienportant for language learning
and teaching because it leads to language acquisitid learning (Wu, 1998). Long
(1985) and Vygotsky (1978) believe that one cardbon one's knowledge through
interaction and co-operation with one's peers orentapable persons. Hatch (1978)
supports that classroom interaction contributesh® development of learning by
providing target language practice opportunitiedMoreover, Allwright (1984)
suggests the importance of classroom interactioat tih provides authentic
communication opportunities in the classroom. Hesveinteraction does not happen
automatically, especially when the communicationnisa foreign language. As a
result, both teacher and students need appropdale to make interaction occur in
language classrooms. In this study, interactistrategies were selected as tools for
students to initiate interaction and communicatiath their teachers. Definitions and
classifications of inteactional strategies are axy@d in Chapter 2.

The second area that concerns this study is laegle@yning strategies.
Language learning strategies are generally defasedehaviors, techniques, steps or
actions that learners do to aid their understandfrtye target language (Wenden and
Rubin, 1987). Learning strategies also includeatien-conscious steps or behaviors
used by language learners to enhance the acqnjsgiorage, retention, recall, and
use of new information (Rigney, 1978; Oxford, 199@anguage learning strategies

can be classified into three types. They are sostehtegies, communication



strategies, and learning strategies. Social gfiegeefer to the strategies that learners
participate in which they have opportunities towshand practice their knowledge.
Communication strategies refer to the strategies #mphasize the process of
participating in a conversation and understandih@twhe speaker means. Learning
strategies refer to the strategies that learnems cantribute directly to the
development of the language system constructed imtedactional strategies are
classified under this group of strategies.

Interactional strategies are the strategies whetlbyinterlocutors carry out
trouble-shooting exchanges cooperatively; thereformitual understanding is a
product of a successful execution by both partibsrifye and Scott 1995a).
According to Dornyé and Scott, the interactional strategies consistivaf verbal
strategies. They are appeals for help, repetitequests, clarification requests,
comprehension checks, and interpretive summarye stdents are expected to use
these strategies for initiating the interactionhwiiheir teacher in order to ultimately
enhance their comprehension of the lesson anddgaghstruction.

This study focused only on four strategies. Theerpretative summary
strategy was excluded because it is too advanadakfginners. Ellis (1993) states that
an interpretation requires learners to comprehdmed mhessage before he/she can
interpret it. However, the participants in thiadst were beginners and were not able
to understand basic input from their teacher. iSwpuld be too ambitious to train
them to use the interpretative summary within atéch time. It is hoped that the
selected interactional strategies would be helfals for students to bridge the gap

of communication in the classroom.



1.3 Purpose of the study

This study aims to investigate whether the intévael strategy training can
promote teacher-student interaction in an EFL otesa and to explore the effects of
interactional strategy training on students’ corhpresion, confidence and learning

atmosphere.

1.4 Resear ch Questions
1. Do the four interactional strategies, i.e. appdaishelp, repetition requests,
clarification requests, and comprehension checks inerease teacher-student
interaction in an EFL classroom?
2. What are the effects of interactional strategy nirej on students’

comprehension, confidence, and classroom atmosphere

1.5 Research Hypothesis
After training the interactional strategies, studeshould be able to use
interactional strategies during the class timenteract with their teacher for further

comprehension, confirmation and clarification defieg upon individual needs.

1.6 Definitions of key terms

Interactional strategies refer to the four strategies that students usk thiir
teachers during the class time.
1. Appeals for help are the requests that a student asks for aid from
the teacher by asking an explicit question such’Hewv do you

say...?” and “Could you tell me what is ... called?”.



2. Repetition requests are the ways that a student uses when not
hearing or understanding something properly suchPasdon?” and
“Again, please?”.
3. Clarification requests are the requests that a student asks for more
explanation of an unfamiliar meaning structure sasi'What do you
mean by...?” and “Could you explain me, what is...?".
4. Comprehension checks are the requests that a student asks
guestions to check if he/she understands the messagectly such as
“Am | correct?”
Teacher-student interaction refers tothe communication between students
and their teacher in the classroom.
Native speaker refers toa native English speaker who teaches English to Tha
students and does not speak Thai.
Comprehension refers to the students understanding of teaclestsuctional
guestions in verbal and non-verbal.
Confidence refers to the feeling and behaviors of students wduo initiate
communication to a native English teacher. Thenmgptas of behaviors
include answering teacher’s questions with shorteit-times, and no help
from their peers.
Classroom atmosphere refers to the teaching and learning atmosphere,

including class participation, and behavior thgigens during the instruction.



1.7 Summary

This chapter presents the problems relating tesoteom interaction in foreign
language classes in which there was not much ttterabetween the teacher and
students. Interactional strategies were seledeain students for improving this
unresponsive situation. This study aimed to tfaur interactional strategies: appeals
for help, repetition requestslarification requests, and comprehension checke T
research questions were proposed to explore theasing of the interaction between
the students and the native teacher and to exphweeffects of the interactional

strategy training on students’ comprehension, demfte, and learning atmosphere.



CHAPTER 2

LITERATURE REVIEW

This chapter discusses the literature around twim msgues. The first issue
concerns the role of classroom interaction in E€&ching and learning. The second

issue is about language learning strategies.

2.1 Classroom interaction

Classroom interactions between foreign languagedéea and their teachers
have been one of the most discussed topics in ddladsroom research and second
language acquisition research (Wu, 1998here are three main types of classroom
interaction: teacher-student, student-student, studlent-text.Recent studies on
classroom interaction have paid more attentioraorer talk, examining not only the
language produced by learners in response to tlaehee, but also their
communication strategies and learner interactiosui(Tcited in Carter& Nunan
(2001)).

2.1.1 Definitions of classroom interaction

There are many scholars with different perspectoreslassroom interaction.
According to Richards, Platt, and Platt (1992)sstaom interaction refers to the
patterns of verbal and non-verbal communicationthedypes of social relationships
which occur within classrooms. In shoctassroom interaction can be a classroom

process in which teachers and students negotiatagdthe class time for specific



purposes. This study focuses on teacher-studessrolam interaction because it is
one of the common problems of EFL students who texido have interaction within
their classroom.

2.1.2 Theimportance of classroom interaction in EFL language

instruction

Classroom interaction is an important feature i E#hguage instruction for
several reasons. Firstly, it provides specific svédgr learners to acquire specific
language usages. Secondly, it provides authentroramication opportunities in the
classroom (Allwright, 1984). Thirdly, an interaatioesults in collaborative exchanges
of thoughts or negotiation of meaning which is esisé for language development
(Brown, 2000; Yules and Tarone, 1991 cited Phitlips Kellerman, Selinker,
Sharwood Smith, and Swain).

An interaction refers to communication betweenvidlials, particularly when
they are negotiating meaning in order to facilita@mmunication (Ellis, 1999).
Hatch (1978) suggests that classroom interactiotriboites to language development
because it provides target language practice oppitids. However, interaction is
important not only because it provides non-natigeakers with an opportunity to
receive input, made comprehensible through negmiatbut also because this
interaction provides non-native speakers with opyoties to modify their speech
for another learner so that the output is more getmgnsible (Long 1983a; Varonis
and Gass 1985). On this point, Pica, Holliday, issvand Morgenthaler (1989)
identify different ways in which negotiated intetiao with an interlocutor helps the
learner to understand unfamiliar L2 input. Theyidad that it is also through

negotiation that learners gain opportunities tadpo® new words as well. If students
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have opportunities to practice the target languhgeugh such an interaction, they
will be able to negotiate meaning in that languigeake input more comprehensible
(Long, 1983a). These ways to modify speech to aeh@mmprehensible input and
output will lead to greater levels of language asitjon.

Secondly, an interaction provides an authentic camaation in classroom
setting. In real-life communication, the languagegenerally used to express ideas
(Lightbown & Spada, 1999). From the perspective of pedago@yiwright (1984)
observes that interaction is “the fundamental faictlassroom pedagogy because
everything that happens in the classroom happaonsigh a process of live person-
to-person interaction” It means that EFL studerats practice their speaking skills
naturally in the classroom setting by interactintghvwheir peers or their teacher.

Thirdly, an interaction is a collaborative exaba of thoughts or negotiation
of meaning (Brown, 2001). The importance of intéoacbetween human beings as
they use language in various contexts to negatig@ning, is that an idea is taken out
of one person’s head and into the head of anoteeop. Yule and Tarone (1991)
discuss the roles of participants within interactid’icaet al. (1989) state that
negotiation of meaning can help accomplish a gl for second language
acquisition by enabling learners modify their owmitput, and by providing
opportunities for them to access second languaggef@rm and meaning.

In short, classroom interaction can help monitoidshts by interacting with
their teacher and communicating their immediateblenmms through interaction with
their teachers or their peers. Interaction in thestime is important because students

can take these opportunities to develop their lagguability. Moreover, students
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have opportunities to speak as the real life sdnah classroom setting and they can

exchange their ideas and negotiate their meanisgexch.

2.2 Theoretical Background

There are three key theoretical frameworks thaforin this study:
Interactional Hypothesis, Zone of Proximal Develemin (ZPD) and Language
Learning Strategies.

2.2.1 Interactional Hypothesis

Long (1983a) defines Interaction Hypothesis asviimeous modifications that
a native speaker and other interlocutors createorster to render their input
comprehensible to learners. For example, nativealgrs often slow down their
speech to second language learners, or speak rldverdtely to simplify their input.
Modifications also include comprehension checksyifitation/repair requests or
paraphrase (Brown, 2001). Long (1983a) posits tmmhprehensible input is the
result of modified interaction, and that the negiidn of meaning through interaction
is crucial to language development. It increasamkr's comprehension of input and
provides important information about form-functimlationships. He maintains that
speakers make changes in their language as thenaghtor negotiate meaning with
each other for improving their comprehension. Hesory implies that learners cannot
simply listen to input, but that they must be agetaonversational participants who
interact and negotiate the type of input they nex@ order to acquire language.

Gass and Varonis (1994) point out that a numbstuwafies have supported the
link between interaction and acquisition because iateraction leads to

comprehensible input and output modification mod{§wan & Lapkin, 1998).
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Moreover, Vygotsky (1978) also believes that knalgle occurs through the
interaction process, which he sees as primarilyoeiak process. In all cases,
variations of the Interactional Hypothesis asdeat the process of interaction helps
speakers make input and output comprehensible.

2.2.2 Zone of Proximal Development (ZPD)

Vygotsky (1978) defines the Zone of Proximal Depatent (ZPD) as "the
distance between a child's actual developmenta&l las determined by independent
problem solving and the level of potential develepinas determined through
problem solving under guidance or in collaboratvath more capable peers”(p.86).
In other words, a student can perform a task uedaegrnal guidance (in this case,
teacher and parents) or with peer collaboratioh¢bald not be achieved alone. The
Zone of Proximal Development can bridge the gagvbeh what is known and what
can be known through social relations. Vygotskaimk that learning will occur if
appropriate assistance is provided within this zomte also believes that one can
build on one's knowledge through interaction an@peration with one's peers.

In this sense, a teacher in an EFL learning sttnatian be regarded as a
collaborator or a coach, who provides appropriaiaffsiding to lead students to
increase their learning capacity. Scaffolding ismeethod of structuring an
instructional task in a way that helps learnergigadly advance through the process.
Pressley and McCormick (1995) aHausfather (1996) have developed Vygoysky’s
concept and proposed ways that scaffolding anghmecal teaching can be effective
strategies to access the Zone of Proximal Developmécaffolding requires the

teacher to provide students the opportunity to rekteheir current skills and
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knowledge. So, the word scaffolding is needed ks study because it will help
students to success through their learning process.

In this study, interactional strategies are regau@®etools to enable students to
initiate the interaction with their teacher. Théenmaction is keys; it is hoped that the
students would be able to negotiate the meaningviodt is being taught and
communicate their ideas or problems with their beacand the teacher will adjust to
their needs and provide help accordingly. The ide#bout communication and
interactional strategies will be presented undegul@age learning strategies in the

section.

2.3 Language learning strategies

2.3.1 Definitions of language lear ning strategies

The term “language learning strategy” has beemddfby many researchers.
Wenden and Rubin (1987) define learning strategge®any sets of operations, steps,
plans, routines used by the learner to facilithe @btaining, storage, retrieval, and
use of information”(p. 19). According to Richarddatt and Platt (1992), learning
strategies are "intentional behavior and thougbkediby learners during learning so
as to better help them understand, learn, or reraendw information”(p. 209)

In general, language learning strategies are comgnmaescribed as behaviors,
techniques, steps or actions that learners do dothair understanding of the target
language. Language learning strategies also inthaleften-conscious steps or behaviors
used by language learners to enhance the acquisitwrage, retention, recall, and use of
new information (Rigney, 1978; Oxford, 1990). Mastydents use learning strategies to

develop their linguistic and sociolinguistic congrete (Faerch and Kasper, 1983).
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2.3.2 Theimportance of language lear ning strategies

The importance of being aware of language learmsingtegies in the EFL
classroom is that they are tools that can be dalibly selected to help students
during the process of language learning. Oxford9Q)9mentions that language
learning strategies are tools for active, self-ated movement, which is essential for
developing communicative competence. Lessard-@oug1997) posits that
language learning strategies can contribute taldwelopment of the communicative
competence of the students. Fedderholdt (199&¥ ¢it Hismanoglu (2000) states
that the language learner’s ability to select frarwide variety of language learning
strategies appropriately can improve his langudgiés sSn a better way. In short,
knowledge of language learning strategies is ingmirbecause this awareness can
help develop linguistic, sociolinguistics and conmaative competence which are the
main focuses for learning a foreign language asdr@gl for communication in L2.

2.3.3 The classification of learning strategies

Language learning strategies have been classifiednany scholars, e.g.,
Wenden and Rubin (1987), O'Malley, Chamot, Stewianzanares, Kupper, and
Russo (1985), Oxford (1990), Stern (1992), andrsdrogeneral, these classifications
seem to overlap considerably. For example, Weratah Rubin (1987) classifies
language learning strategies in three categoriesials strategies, communication
strategies, and language learning strategiesstlysisocial strategies are the activities
learners engage in which afford them opportunitielse exposed to and practice their
knowledge. Although these strategies provide exosn the target language, they
contribute indirectly to learning since they do nead directly to the obtaining,

storing, retrieving, and using of language. (Wended Rubin, 1987).
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Secondly, communication strategies are the stredethat emphasize the
process of participating in a conversation and tstdading what the speaker means.
They are the ways that L2 learners use to copedifficulties while speaking.

Thirdly, language learning strategies are spedi§icncerned with linguistic
acquisition. There are two main types: cognitivehéng strategies and metacognitive
learning strategies. First, cognitive learningtsigées are any mental processes which
learners utilize of in language learning such gsetigon, resourcing, translation,
grouping, deduction, recombination, imagery, auglitoepresentation, key word,
contextualization, elaboration, transfer, and iefging. Second, metacognitive
learning strategies are strategies that involvekthg about the mental processes used
in the learning process, monitoring learning whilés taking place, and evaluating
learning after it had occurred (Richards, et @92). Interactional strategies, which
are the main focus of this study, are classifiedcagnitive strategies. Forms of
interactional strategies are elaborated in thefhg section.

2.3.4 Interactional strategies

Interactional strategies refer to the strategiesretiy the teacher and students
carry out trouble-shooting exchanges cooperativeind therefore mutual
understanding is successfully executed for botligsafDornyé and Scott, 1995a). In
fact, there are many interactional strategies ie thventory such as guessing,
expressing non-understanding, interpretive sumnaag/ so on. However, some are
appropriate for Thai learners, some are not. lteddp on the cultural context; Thai
students are often quiet and seemingly unresponsitke teacher’'s questions. The
challenge is to develop a strategy that can oveediis pattern of reticence.

The four strategies include
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Strategies

Functions

Examples of languag

1. Appealsfor help

The learner asks for aid b

y- How do you say...?

asking an explicit question - What do you call... in

concerning a specific gap

in one’s understanding.

English?

- Could you tell me what i
... called?

-What does the word

mean?

12

3. Repetition requests

The learner uses them
when not hearing or

understanding something

properly.

- Pardon?

please?

- Again, please?

- Could you say that again

3. Clarification requests

The learner requests the
explanation of an unclear

point.

- What do you mean by...
- Could you explain to me

what is...?

4. Comprehension checks

The learner asks question
to check if she/he correctl

understands their messag

s Am | correct?

y

e.

1. Appeals for help means that the learner is asking for aid, by a@skin

explicit question concerning a specific within tbeurse of an interaction. (Dorriye

and Scott, 1995a).The learner may venture a pessibess and then ask for

verification of the correctness of the attempt.udedte (2001) states that appeals for
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assistance are particularly worthwhile; they use apportunity to learn new words
and have the opportunity to use target languagesiocial setting.

2. Repetition requests are used when the learner is not hearing or
understanding something properly (Dorhvged Scott, 1995a). Pica (1988) supports
that explicit requests and repetition signals aestiqularly efficient means of
prompting non-native speakers to adjust their attees toward level of their partners.

3. Clarification requests mean that the learner requests the explanation of
unfamiliar meaning structures (Dorriyand Scott, 1995a).Lloyd (1991) cited in
Kasper & Kellerman. (1997) states that clarificatioequests can help learners
develop their ability as independent communicators.

4. Comprehension checks mean that the learner asks questions to check if
understanding is correct. Long (1983a) states ¢batprehension check strategies
provide learners with opportunities to resolve th@mprehension difficulties and

therefore make negotiation of meaning possible.

2.4 Previousresear ch studies

A great deal of communication strategies reseasshldeen done on how to
keep conversation going. This study, however,osu$ed on those interactional
strategies that students will use to initiate garection with their teachers, not peers,
S0 as to comprehend the teacher’s instructionssoles.

2.4.1 Communication strategy training research

Gabrielatog1992) conducted the project in which he wrote dasplans for
teaching students. The subjects were secondapokstudents, 14-16 years of age

who studied in a private EFL school that used ankracentred approach to develop
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learning activities/tasks. The results of the gtuere that the students sounded more
confident and willing to interact with their teachend peers, their arguments were
clearer and instances of silence or use of L1 wedriced after the training in
interactioal strategies very few. They become #8sto use English (L2) with both
their teacher and peers. He clarified that thdesits had developed to use the target
language which had no negative impact on their pediormance.

2.4.2 Classroom interaction research of L2

Ellis, Tanaka, and Yamazaki (1994) investigated dfiects of modified
interaction on comprehension and vocabulary adipmsi The subjects were 127
high-school students of English in Japan. The mneat took the form of a listening
task which students were asked to listen to afséitections. The major results were
(1) interactionally modified input resulted in @tcomprehension than pre-modified
input, (2) interactionally modified input led to neonew words being acquired than
pre-modified input, and (3) the active participatalid not learn more new words.
They concluded that comprehensible input seemeattor with the interactionally
modified rather than pre-modified input.

This study confirms the hypothesis that the intéoacduring class time plays
vital role in making input more comprehensible.ekfthe students can interact with
their teacher, those interactions may lead to asirgyly comprehensible input, and

thus greater levels of understanding.

Snell (1999) conducted research with a groupwanty-three sophomores
majoring in English at a small private Tokyo wonsecollege. The class was taught
by an American teacher with several years teaclingapanese universities. He

taught four basics English skills. His problem \lzest the students were unresponsive
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and avoided interaction with the teacher. So, bi®a research project attempted to
explore this problem and sought to create a maerantive teacher-student class
interchange in a class of Japanese English learHersaught interactional strategies
to students in that class. The results were nguasessful as he hoped. For instance,
the students needed to be prompted with eye coatatct repeated question from the
teacher to answer questions, and when they didimd¢rstand something, they still
did not interrupt the teacher with a question. Hesvethe students did interact with
the teacher non-verbally by nodding and showing esdatial expressions. Some
students answered the teacher's questions andasied questions before the class.
The researcher concluded that the unresponsivenfesise class was caused by
cultural factors. Moreover, he found an unantiepaside effect; when the teacher
was seen as being more concerned with the interadtie response of the students
was a welcome surprise and contributed to the iwgrent. There seems to have
been some success in instructing, reminding and theecting the students to

become more interactive with the teacher.

Both Thai and Japanese learners are not differerteims of classroom
culture. Hence, in order to prevent cultural diéfeces problem in this study, the
researcher provides articles namely “Improving ydwaching through Effective
Questioning Techniques” and “Improving Teacher-8tidinteraction in the EFL
Classroom: An Action Research Report” (See Apperkipage 91) for the native

English teacher because he/she may not understarsitiation of an EFL classroom.
2.4.3 Language learning strategiestraining

Lessard-Clouston (1997) conducted research withtdd#hers. He talked

about language learning strategies and using l@gglearning strategies in the
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classroom for developing communicative competeHecbriefly described 3 steps to

implement language learning strategy training ircosel or foreign language

classrooms. The first step was to study the tegotamtext. The second was to focus
on some practical issues related to using langlesgaing strategies in the classroom
and the last step was to encourage learners tectefheir strategies used. He
concluded that explicitly teaching language leagnstrategies not only encouraged
learners to become better in their language legroirt also helped teachers reflect on

and improved their teaching.

Their research suggested 3 steps for traininguiagg learning strategies in
the classroom. The researcher has adopted theofdiaining steps to use in this

study to ensure the success of instructional gfydraining.

2.5 Summary

This chapter presents a review of literature osstlom interaction and its
importance in EFL teaching. Three related theaamétimackground were reviewed.
They were Interaction Hypothesis for promoting coamgnsible input, the Zone of
Proximal Development for properly scaffolding tmeeraction gap in the classroom,
and language learning strategies under which ictiersal strategies were considered
as a subgroup. Lastly, the previous researchedudivolving with communication
strategy training, classroom interaction and lagguaarning strategies training were

also discussed.



CHAPTER 3

RESEARCH METHODOLOGY

This chapter presents the procedure of the studghwihcludes the research
design, participants of the study, research instnis) and data collection procedure.

The last part deals with how to analyze and intrfire data.

3.1 Research design

This study is a classroom-based research projaathwwas conducted in
order to reflect upon and solve the students’ mwblof unresponsiveness in a
classroomit aims to find a practical solution to alleviatather-student interactional
problems caused by this reticence. The students tv@ined in a set of interactional
strategies which can be regarded as tools foatmtj interaction in the classroom. It
was hoped that these interactional strategies wbeltielpful for students to bridge
the gap of communication in the classroom and becorare capable of interacting

with their native speaker teacher.

3.2 Participants of the study

The participants of the study were a class of ligtool students who studied
English with a native English teacher who could speak Thai. There were 17
students in a class. Half of these participanteewandomly selected for interview

after training.
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3.3 Instruments

3.3.1 Classr oom observation

The classroom observation method involved the rebea observing,
recording and later analyzing events in the classrolt was used as the main
instrument for data collection. After trainingethise of strategies and the number of
teacher-student interaction in the classroom wésewed and noted. Together with
the observation, the following additional tools eeeeded.

a. Video-taping was used for recording the classroom atmosphere and

instruction. The researcher viewed the video-tdpedounting the strategies

used observing the context of the strategies usddckssroom atmosphere,

thus verifying the notes.

b. Observational notes were written by the researcher during class. The

events related to interesting aspects through tloaversation were

documented in detail and verified with video tramss. (See Appendix A,

page 73)

c. Observation check sheet consisted of students’ seat diagram. The

researcher used it for illustrating turn- takinglod teacher-student interaction

during class time. (See Appendix B, page 74)

3.3.2 Semi-structured interview

Semi-structured interviews were used to gather @dmaut the effects of
interactional strategy training on teacher-studéemtsraction. A set of open-ended
guestions were prepared for finding out studemd' i@acher’s opinions about the use
of interactional strategies with their native teachThe interview helped the

researcher get in-depth perspectives from thegpaatits. (See Appendix C, page 75)
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Table 3.3 Summary of research instruments and data analysis

Research Questions

Instruments

Data analysis

1. Do the four interactiona

|1. Classroom observatia

strategies, i.e., appeals for- Observational check

help, repetition requests,
clarification requests, and
comprehension checks
help increase teacher-
student interaction in an

EFL classroom?

sheets

- Observational notes

2. Semi-structured

interview

n Count the number of the

turns taken by both parties

and compare between
before and after
interactional strategy
training.

- Description of classroom
interaction, atmosphere ar

relevant aspects.

nd

2. What are the effects
of interactional
strategy training on
students'
comprehension,

confidence, and

classroom atmosphere”

1. Classroom observatia

- Observational notes

2. Semi-structured

interview

D

rClassify the answers into
group: Positive/ Neutral/
Negative, use percentage
compare the data betweer
before and after
interactional strategy
training.

- Review the descriptions
find the themes and discu

the results.
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3.4 Timeframe

For the procedure of the study, the researcheavieltl the steps below:

Duration/Week | Data collection procedure I nstruments
Before training | Classroom observation 1 Classroom observation
Week 1 e Video taping

e Observation note

e Observation check sheet

e Semi-structured interview

Week 2 Classroom observation 2 Classroom observatio
e Video taping
e Observation note

e (Observation check sheet

Week 3 Classroom observation 3 Classroom observatio
e Video taping
e (Observation note

e Observation check sheet

Training week | Strategy training: Task A

Week 4 Appeals for help and (See Appendix D and E, PP 77
Repetition requests and 78)

Week 5 Strategy Training: Task B

Clarification requests and | (See Appendix F and G, PP 80

Comprehension checks and 84)
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Duration/Week | Data collection procedure Instruments
Week 6 Training assessment Task C

(See Appendix H, PP 85)
Duration/Week Data collection procedure Instruments

After training

Classroom observation 4

Classroom observation

Week 7 e Video taping
e Observation note
e Observation check sheet
Week 8 Classroom observation 5 | Classroom observation
e Lesson 1(Body partst e Video taping
common health e Observation note
problems) e Observation check sheet
(see Appendix I, page 88)
Week 9 Classroom observation 6 | Classroom observation
e Lesson 2 (Fashion) | e Video taping
(see Appendix I, page 90 ) | ¢ Observation note
e Observation check sheet
Week 10 Interview the participants Semi-structurgdrview
Week 11 Transcribe the video onto
paper
Week 12 Analyze data

In order to compare the results before and after itheractional strategy

training, the data concerning classroom atmospaedeinteractional patterns during



26

class time were collected during the first to thiwrdeks. The training in interactional
strategies took place during the forth and thehfifteeks. In the sixth week, the
students’ abilities of using interactional stragsgiwere assessed. Then, the class was
observed and video taped again from the severngheitfhth and the ninth weeks to
study the nature of any effects in terms of theradttion between the teacher and
students, the strategies used and classroom ateresph week ten, students and the
teacher were interviewed about the effect of irt#oaal strategies on their learning
and teaching. In the last two weeks, the data fuaeo tape and audio tape were
transcribed and analyzed.

The design of this study was intentionally reséicto the one factor, the
training in interactional strategies. The researcbontrolled the quality of the
designed lessons by asking experts in ELT to vididae design of the lesson plan.
For the native teacher, the researcher provided awiwles about how to give
feedback to students’ responses and how to possiogoe which were thoughts and
interaction provoking. With these controls, theeaasher hoped that the strategy

training was clearly focused.

3.5 Data analysis

Data from three different sources were analyzdtierfollowing manner:

- Data from observational notes The researcher coded and categorized the
data from these notes in three aspects: a) commseimeto see if the students
could comprehend more the teacher’s instructionstbglents’ confidence in
using interactional strategies with their teaclarl c) classroom atmosphere

to see if the students’ participation in class wease interactive.
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Data from observational check sheet The researcher used the data for
ensuring the number of the turns of interactiomduetween the teacher and
students. Turn-taking was the main unit of analyfs counting the
interaction. Crookes (1990) defined the turn asamnmore streams of speech
bounded by speech of another, usually an intetwciithe researcher studied
numbers of interactional turns among participaftseere are many kinds of
turns such as the turn of instruction or the tufninteraction. This study
focused on the interactional turns. For the nunalbdine turns, percentage was
used to compare the number of the turns beforeaéiadinteractional strategy
training. The following conversation illustratesvwhahe turns of interaction
were counted.

Example 1

T: Who are you going out with tonight?......... (1)

S. My mother D

T:Verygood. Q)

(The interaction turn was on one topic and thneeractional turns.)

Example 2

T: What did you do last night? ... (1)
S ... (He smileswhat? ... ()
T: What did you do last night? ... (2)
S. Listen to the radio. ... (1)
T: When did you listen to the radio? ............. (1)

S.9oclock. L ()
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(The interaction turn was on one togdige interactional turns, and one

interactional strategy.)
- Datafrom semi-structured interview The students’ opinions were classified
into 3 groups: positive, neutral, and negativerc®atage was used to find the

majority of opinions and comparison.

3.6 Summary

This chapter presents the procedures of the sflidg. study is classroom-
based research. The students were observed iirshéhfee weeks. Then, they were
trained interactional strategies for three weeligerAthat they were observed for the
second time for three weeks. In the last week, tlweye interviewed. Classroom
observation and semi-structured interview were ittegruments for collecting the

data. Number of the interactional turns and pesgmntvere used to analyze the data.



CHAPTER 4

RESULTS OF THE STUDY

This chapter presents the results of the studyusing the two research

guestions as framework.

4.1 Results
4.1.1 Research question 1: Do the four interactiomatrategies, i.eappeals
for help, repetition requests, clarificaibn requests, and
comprehension checks help increase teackstudent interaction in
an EFL classroom?

Data from the observational notes, observationackhsheet and semi-
structured interview were used to answer Reseanodstipn 1. Quantitatively, the
number of interaction turns before and after thieractional strategy training is
compared and presented. Table 4.1.1 shows thédfdee the training.

Table 4.1.1 Before interactional strategy training

Weeks Topic (s)| Interaction | Interactional | Class time| Proportion
turn(s) strategies | (minutes) | Turns/ min
1 1 20 0 33 0.61
2 1 0 0 16 0
3 2 8 0 14 0.57
Total/average 4 28 0 63 0.39
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In the first week, twenty interactional turns wévand. The teacher started the
lesson with the questions “Did you ever go to__ S®idents answered the questions
by using short answers (Yes or No).

For example

T. Did you ever go to Bangkok? (Ask student # 1)

S1: No

T. Did you ever go to Bangkok? (Ask student # 3)

S3: Yes

T. Did you ever go to Bangkok? (Ask student # 7)

S7:No
The form of the interaction was only a question andwer type. The proportion of
turns is 0.61 per minute or about one turn perwautes. In the second week, there
were six students in the classroom because theofdbe students went to military
camp. The teacher spent time drawing pictures célolary words on the blackboard
and asked the students to repeat the words. Thenieticher assessed students’
comprehension by pointing to the picture and askéthat's this?” There was no
reply. There were no interaction turns becaussstindents did not pay attention to the
instruction. Some drew the pictures in their not&soand talked to their friends on
an unrelated topic. In the third week, two topicsrevraised. The first was about the
teacher’s accident. The students saw the teachsrisin a sling and had a piece of
cloth hanging around his neck. The students askpeestion like “hotel?” to ask their
teacher, meaning that “the teacher went to a ha8pitThe teacher corrected the
guestion saying “a hospital, not a hotel”. Eightemactional turns were found when
discussing this topic. The second topic was ab@aesm which was the lesson of that

day. The teacher spent time writing the poem orbthekboard and told the students

to copy it into their notebook3here were no interactional turns because the égach
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acted and told them to open up a dictionary to threlmeaning of those word3he

average of interactional turns is about one tumtipee minutes

Table 4.1.2 After interactional strategy training

Weeks Topic | Interaction Interactional | Class time | Proportion
(s) turn(s) strategies (minutes) | Turns/ Min

4 1 43 6 37 1.16

5 1 11 3 26 0.42

6 1 20 3 32 0.63

Total/average 3 74 12 95 0.74

In the forth weekforty- three interactional turns were found. Theslen was
about how to answer questions about their hometdWwa.questions included “What
city are you from?”, “What village are you from?\What town are you from?”,
“What province are you from?”, “What country areuyérom?”. The students
answered by using their personal data. Some stuidaigted their hands to answer.
Most of the answers were not only ‘Yes/No’. Thedstnts could make a complete
sentence because the teacher wrote necessary dommeny possible answers on the
blackboard. Repetition requests were used wherestsidvanted the teacher to repeat
the question.

For example

T: What country are you from?

S4: Pardon?

T: What country are you from?

S4: I'm from Thailand.

T: What village are you from? (Student # 3)
S3: Again, please.

T: What village are you from?

S3: I am from Phoklang.

Since there were five different words: village ycitown, province and country, the

students just wanted to be sure about differentdsvased in each question.
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In the fifth week, eleven interactional turns wéyand. The lesson was about
sickness and symptoms. The students were askddyt@mame and draw a picture.
The pictures and actions were used to present afsaicabulary. Several students
used repetition requests and clarification requiestolve a communication problem.
For example, S4 did not understand the meaningeofvord “monster”. He asked his

teacher “What is a monster? | don’'t understand”.

For example

T: We will draw a picture of a monster

S4: What? (It was a kind of repetition requests.)
T: Monster

S4: What is a monster? | don’t understand

T: Itis not human. It is a kind of ghost.

In the sixth week, twenty interactional turns wirend. The lesson was about
fashion. The teacher asked the students some guestbout their favorite fashion
styles and gave some expressions to them such ysu‘lgo to a birthday party, how

would you like to dress up?”

For example

Repetition request between teacher and students.

T: Who wears a blouse?

S1: What? (It was a kind of repetition requestd #tadent asked the
teacher.)

T: Who wears a blouse?

S: --- (Female students were quiet but they rateed hand$

Repetition requests between students and students.

S18: What do you like to wear?
S17: What? (It was a kind of repetition requesist thtudent asked
their
peers.)
S18: What do you like to wear?
S17: | like to wear socks, slippers and glasses.
S7: What do you like to wear?
S8: Again, please.
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S7: What do you like to wear?
S8: | like to wear blouse and skirt.

Table 4.1.3 Comparison of the interactional turns bfore and after the

training
Period Interactional Class time Proportion
turns (minutes) (Turns/minutes)
Before the training| 28 63 0.39
After the training 74 95 0.74

From the comparison of the number of teacher-stuidégraction turns before
and after the training, it can be concluded thatiibmber of the interactions clearly
increased after the students were trained to use $oteractional strategies. In other
words, they had more interaction with the teachlejr answers provided more
information, and were no longer short than ‘Yes'NMo’ answers. When the question
involved their personal details, some of the sttglerolunteered to answer the
teacher’'s questions. When most of them had a prolabout the communication,
they used some of the interactional strategiesetp them to solve the problem. For
example, when the students heard some unclear Vilanassthe teacher, they asked
the teacher to repeat them by using ‘What?’ ordBa?’ or ‘Again, please’. Most
students used repetition requests to solve imphperard words or to ensure the
correctness of the heard words. In addition, Sa@sis teacher to clarify the word’s
meaning by using clarification requests.

Students not only used interactional strategidh tie teacher but they also
used them with their partners when doing a pairrkvaxtivity. They talked to their
friends about the meaning of the words. Howeveatelwere some students who still

did not pay attention to the lesson or some theftepred to get direct help from peers
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rather than using the interactional strategies. é&s@mple, there was a particularly
quiet student. When he had to reply, he turnednimtheer student without saying

anything and his peer shook his head as well. Tlo@e, student translated the
guestion into Thai for him, but he still did nophg. These extracts show that some of
the student’s behaviors have changed after thainigibut not all.

“When students had the problems about communicatibey used some
interactional strategies to solve the problem iastef being quiet”

(Observational note, Week 4)
“Students also use interactional strategies witleithpartners when they
heard unclear words from their partner”

(Observational note, Week 6)

“Students talked to their peers to clarify the wsirtheaning”

(Observational note, Week 6)

During his interview, the teacher stated that &e been very pleased with the
students’ behaviors. After the training, they depeld their skills in listening and
speaking, so it was easier for him to communicathk them. However, there were a
few of the students who seemed to have very limitedds. They did not understand
the meaning of any words.

“After training, most of the students’ ability waleveloped. | had been very

pleased with the overall behaviofrhey had more of an attention span than

before and functioned more as a co-operative grolipere was a group of

the students (about five or six) who had problerbsué the vocabulary

meanings.”
(Teacher’s interview)

It can be concluded that the students’ interactibef®re and after training
were different. The students had more interactieitis their teacher. They answered

the questions, listened to the instructions andl useetition requests to solve their
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communication problem. Moreover, they also intexdawith their peers when doing
their activities and asked for help. They askedrthiéends to clarify the word’s
meanings or the teacher’s instruction of some Hietss

In this section, repetition requests were the fooesause most of students
used these strategies in other situations.

Table 4.1.4 Comparison of strategies used by theustents after the training

Interactional Frequency used Situation used
strategies

Appeals for help -
Repetition requests | 11 - The students were unclear of the
requests teacher’s pronunciation.
-What (7)
- Again, please (3)
- Pardon (1)
Clarification requests | 1 - The students did not understand the
- | don’t understand meaning of the word “monster”.
Comprehension -
checks

The repetition requests were used by the studeittsboth the teacher and
their peers. Repetition requests such as “PardowAiat?” and “Again, please” were
used more than others. From the semi-structuredvietv, they stated that repetition
request was very short and easy to use. Eleveaf@séventeen students reported that
the rest of interactional strategies were not usszhuse they were too long and hard
to remember. S 4 used ‘I don’'t understand’ wheridenot understand the meaning
of the word.

Examplesof repetition request:

In the situation that the students wanted the &aichrepeat something.
1. T: You can give it to your sister. Who wears a b

S1: What?
T: Who wears a blouse?
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T: I am from Vancouver. What city are you from?
(Ask student # 3)

S3: Again, please.

T: What city are you from?

T: No country, who know? What province are yomf?
S4: Pardon.
T: What is your province? (Ask student # 4)

T: What city and town are you from? (Ask studen}
S7: What?
T: What city and town are you from?

T: What province are you from? (Ask student) 10
S10:--- (Quiet). What?
T: What province are you from?

S18: What do you like to wear?
S17: What?
S18: What do you like to wear?

S7: What do you like to vrear
S8: Again, please.
S7: What do you like to wear?

Table 4.1.5 The reasons students used or did notauparticular interactional

strategies
Interactional Reasons for using these Reasons for not using
strategies strategies these strategies

Appeals for helps

- They could ask their
peers in Thai and the
teacher was a native
speaker so they might not
understand the teacher’s
answer in English.

Repetition They were short and easy to

requests remember.

Clarification Only S4 used it when he did nat- They were too long.
requests know the meaning of “monster”. - Students could not

He felt like he really wanted to | remember the requests and
understand this word in order t¢ use them automatically in ja
play game. speaking task.

Comprehension
checks

- Students were not
advanced enough to make
sentences to check their
comprehension.




37

The information above shows that each strategyiregsja thinking process
and a subsequent discussion process. This grotie agtudents can be considered as
beginners, so they chose some of the easy stratégibelp their learning. Thus,
repetition requests were the most common, descrigedbeing the easiest to
remember.

4.1.2 Research question 2: What are the effectsioteractional strategy
training on student’s comprehension, cordence, and classroom
atmosphere?

The data which were gathered from classroom obs8eng the student's
interview and the teacher’s interview are preseirtdabth qualitative and quantitative
forms to answer Research Question 2. To illusttaesituation clearly, some parts of
the data were extracted and italicized.

The following section contains the descriptions sifidents’ and teacher’s
interaction and the changes of students’ comprétiensonfidence, and classroom
atmosphere before and after training.

Changes in students’ comprehension

With regard to the students’ understanding of tisructions, students hardly
understood the lesson or the instruction beforaitrg. When the teacher explained
the vocabulary or the lesson and asked “Do you nstaied?’ or ‘Do you have any
problems about my lesson?’ they were quiet. It mtuae teacher think that they
understood the instruction. In fact, the studentsribt understand the instruction.
They reported that the more explanation, the mufiewt it was to understood.

After the training, some students, who gave pasitipinions, reported that

they had more interaction with their teacher andemmderstanding about the unclear
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points because they used some interactional skeatég solve their communication

problems.

“After we had been trained about interactional s&rgies, we tried to
use them with the teacher when we were not cleaowofe words. It
worked. The teacher changed it to the easier woftien, we could
understand his explanation.”

(Student #17)

Moreover, they could answer teacher’s questionsriger sentences (Not only ‘Yes’
or ‘No’). However, for the students who had a peoblwith limited vocabulary, they
still could not understand the instruction althodigly used interactional strategies to
solve their learning problem. Five students gaeesimilar opinions.

Example of these reasons were:

“I did not understand what the teacher said becaludiel not know the
vocabulary although my teacher had already chartgettie new word.
| felt very worried and nervous to interact whewds asked to answer
the questions. | was pretty anxious when it's nmg to interact with
the teacher.”

(Student # 3)

“These strategies did not help me because | coatdunderstand what
the teacher said because | did not know the voeapuMy vocabulary
was very limited. | forgot new words very quicktydiscouraged me
and | lost my hope about studying English”

(Student # 9)

The data of the students’ understanding of theungbn were presented below.
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Table 4.1.6 Comparison of students’ comprehension effore and after the

training
Responses before Before After Responses after the
the training (Percentage) | (Percentage) training
Positive 5.88 47.05 Positive
- Completely - Completely understood
understood (1) (8)
Neutral 17.65 23.53 Neutral
- Occasionally - Occasionally understood
understood (3) (4)
Negative 76.47 2041 Negative
- Rarely understood - Rarely understood (5)
(13)

From the table, the data reveal that after thenitrgi 47.05 percent of the students
could understand the teacher’s instruction comlylébecause they could ask the
teacher to clarify unclear points. There were 2441 percent unable to understand
the teacher’s instruction, but this was down friwe megative way.
The data from the observational notes confirmedsthdents’ interview as follows:
Before the training
There were seventeen students in the classroomsddtang arrangement was
fixed. The students had to sit on that same seaalfasemester long. The teacher
started his lesson and the students listened tghesenting vocabulary in front of the
classroom. Then, the teacher checked their unaelis about the words’ meanings.
Some students were talking about something eldegbmut the lesson. Two students
were talking to each other all the time. The staslen the first row, were not actively

participating in answering the questions. When shalents were asked questions,
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some were quiet and made no eyes contact with thagher. Some students only
smiled to the teacher. Some shook their headsaw #fat they could not answer the
guestion. As a result, the teacher passed theigndstother students, who were also
guiet. Several students tried to answer the questioit their answers were only ‘Yes’

or ‘No’. Extracts below were frequently noted dgriobservation.

“Some students did not respond to the teacher'sstjue They avoided
having eye contact with the teacher. When the &achme closed to one of
them, he smiled and shook his head.”

(Observational note, week 1)
“S9 and S10 were talking to each other about somgtlelse all the time
without paying attention to the instruction.”

(Observational note, week 1)
“Students responded to the teacher’s questionsshat form.

They said only “Yes” or “No” rather than giving merinformation.”
(Observational note, week 1)

Another source of data is from the teacher’s inéswv It can be concluded
that most of the problems concerned with the comeation ability of the students.
Since they were either quiet or talking all the djnthey did not interact with the
teacher. So he did not know whether they understo®tesson.

After the training

After the training, the students used interacti@iedtegies as tools to enable

them to clarify unclear points. Extracts below wedrequently noted during

observation.

“The students tried to use interactional strategiessimplify their
unknown points.”
(Observational note, week 4)

“The students had more interaction to the teachéfter the
conversation, the teacher checked their comprebeansy asking ‘Do
you understand?’ They said ‘Yes’ loudly and somelesits nodded
their head when comprehended the lesson.”
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(Observational note, week 5)
On the other hands, there were five or six studetsse comprehension or

understanding did not increase because they didnmmt enough vocabulary.

“S3 tried to use interactional to help him to corapend the lesson but
he still could not answer the teacher’s questions”
(Observational note, week 6)

It was apparent that interactional strategies cbelgp some students who had
sufficient vocabulary but they could not help studewhose limited vocabulary was
too low.

Student’s confidence

Before the training, there were only a couple oflehts who interacted with
the native teacher. The rest were quiet. Accordingheir previous responses, the
students who did not know the word’s meaning feltelol with studying. They said
that they did not understand the meanings of questiso they did not know how to
answer the questions as basically stopped payiegten.

After the training, most of the students reporteat they had more confidence
to interact with the teacher. They could ask tlaeher something that they could not
understand or was unclear. There were several ri#ideho responded during the

interview with similar opinions.

“I had more confidence to interact with my teach&ithough | knew |
used incorrect words, my teacher was kind and abeck those words
for me.”

(Student # 2)

“I could ask the teacher the thing that | could noderstand.”
(Student #12)
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“I had more confidence to interact with the teach8ometimes | was
not sure whether my questions were right or wrorte teacher tried
to understand my questions and responded to it”
(Student #17)

The summary of students’ responses about languesgeihg is presented in Table

4.1.7

Table 4.1.7 Comparison of students’ reported levelsf confidence before and

after the training

Responses before Before After Responses after the
the training (Percentage) | (Percentage) training
Positive 5.89 58.83 Positive
- Actively - More comprehension(5
participating in the - More confidence(5)
lesson (1)
Neutral 0 5.88 Neutral
- - No participation in the
lesson (1)

Negative _
- Anxious(11) 94.11 35.29 Negative
- Bored(5) - Anxious (6)

N—r

From the table, the data revealed that after theibhg, the reported positive

opinion about students’ language learning incredeed8.83 %. Students said they

had more confidence and understood the lesson$.ofitthe students had changed

their response from being negative to positive. réhwere only 35.29 % of the

students who still had negative opinions aboutiéseon and the teacher’s instruction

because of their anxiety about interacting withtéecher.

The data from the observational notes confirmedsthdents’ interview as following:
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Before training

Observational notes revealed that the studentdlysegpt quiet in class. They
seemed to be afraid to answer the teacher’'s questioey did not participate in
classroom activities. Some students were too nareoslanxious to interact with the
teacher. Some seemed to be bored with the teachstraction.

After training

It was found that the students reported feelingfident, as though they had
tools for asking the questions to the teacher. Ti@y more understanding of the
vocabulary and the lesson, and had more confidémdateract with the teacher
because he was very patient to listen to studeuisstions. The students appreciated
that he corrected the wrong words for students,theg enjoyed the games, drawing
pictures following to instructions during the cldsse.

“The students were happy, they were laughing ttedber.”

(Observational note, week 5)

From the teacher’s interview about students’ laggulearning, he said that

students seemed to participate in his lesson. Hewsey satisfied that the students

could improve their communication skills. He mengd:

“Some students had been listening and speakingctefdy and |, their
teacher, had been very pleased with the overallabehn. Their ability in
communicating was developed. It seemed to be ef@siene to communicate
with the students and the students seemed morsefdan learning my lesson.
They had more attention than before and functiomede as a co-operative
group.”

(Teacher’s interview)

But there were some students who were still anximusanswer the teacher’s

guestions. They reported that when the teacherdaskesstions, they did not



44

understand them. It made them feel pressured acoimfortable. They believed that
their speaking skill was very poor, so they wekeagis nervous to answer.
“The knowledge both Thai and English had gone afsay my head.
| could not remember anything.”
(Student # 9)
“I could not understand what the teacher said bessali had poor English
ability.”
(Student # 10)
It can be concluded that after the training, thedents who already had

sufficient vocabulary had more confidence to interaith the native teacher, but

below a certain level, no change was observed.

Classroom atmosphere
Students

Regarding the classroom atmosphere, before thargaimost of the students
felt uncomfortable to study with the foreign teachBEhey could not understand the
teacher’s questions. One of the students said Werg afraid of speaking with the
foreign teacher and only one student who did ne¢ giny idea about learning with
the native teacher.

After the training of interactional strategies, wf the students felt more
comfortable to interact with the teacher. They shat they had more confidence to
interact with the teacher that made them feel fesstrated to interact and brave
enough to converse with the native teacher. Orother hand, some students were
still uncomfortable because they could not undedsighat the teacher said. They did
not know the meaning of vocabulary though the teablad explained the meaning of

words several times. The data were presented ite Bab.8
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Table 4.1.8 Comparison of the classroom atmosphere before andftar the

training

Responses before Before After Responses after the
the training (Percentage) | (Percentage) training

Positive 0 41.18 Positive
- Less frustrated (0 - Less frustrated (7)
Neutral 5.88 29.41 Neutral
- No idea (1) - No idea (5)
Negative 94.12 29.41 Negative
- Fearful (6) - Uncomfortable (5)
- Uncomfortable
(10)

In sum, 41.18 %of the students felt less frustratedlass. The number of
students who had negative opinions about the dassatmosphere decreased. About
half of student changed their feeling from negaftiearful and uncomfortable) to be
more positive with the English class. However, 29% of the students still felt
uncomfortable with the classroom atmosphere, aghahey had the same training.
They stated that they could not understand whateaeher said because they did not
have enough vocabulary, and did not make effort.

The data from the observational notes also supghaitte students’ interview as
follows:

Before the training

From the observational notes, the classroom wag sitant. The students in
the first row seemed to pay more attention to #azler than others who sat in the

other rows. However, when the questions were pasedi of the students were quiet.
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The students did not answer the teacher’s questidrese extracts were often found
in the observational notes.

“The atmosphere was uncomfortable. The students weiet when questions

were posed. The teacher was irritated. His sound ader and the students

seemed to fear him”
(Observational note, week 1)

From the teacher’s interview, the students didpagt attention to his lesson. It
seemed very difficult to teach the lesson to stiglerle felt uncomfortable in
teaching. He felt like he could not manage thesctzsm.

“They did not listen to me. They seemed not to tstded my words”
(Teacher's interview)

After the training

From the observational notes, the classroom atnewepivas different. The
students tried to talk about their personal homatolhey attempted more to answer
the teacher’s questions and asked when they dikmmtv any words. It might be
partly because they were having fun with the garh@rawing the picture. The
strategies were used once in a while when theyyraakded the answer to complete

the task. They smiled and were happy to guesstuher’s acting.

“The classroom atmosphere was kind of more relaxiibre students
answered the teacher’s questions and they wantsbace their personal data
or join to the game.”

(Observational note, week 5)



47

Teacher
From the teacher’s interview about the classroanoaphere, he revealed that
after the training, the students had more confidedoncanswer his questions. They
were better in answering his questions and tridehiee more interaction with him.
When he heard some interactional strategies frarsthdents, he knew that they
did not comprehend the lesson being taught. Hd toeuse new words, after his

body language, or act out until they understood.

However, he stated that interactional strategyitngi was very effective in a
Thai classroom and he preferred using them togetitarsome simple alternative
methods such as flash card and pictures since ragidbowed that they needed
other aids. Teaching aids were helpful and necgssar enhance teaching
effectiveness. Moreover, he stated that using actenal strategies for teaching
English as a foreign language is extremely usedulaf teacher but teaching the
strategies to students may not present progressibestudents are always seeking

short-cuts and easy answers.

The data from the observational notes confirmedsthdents’ interview as following:

Before training

Observational notes reveal that the first threeksethe native English teacher
just came to the class and presented vocabulagn,Tte asked the students to repeat
the vocabulary. After that he checked their undeding of the meanings of each
word. He stood in front of the class and asked tiues to the students, who just sat
quietly. They did not respond to the questions. Wthe students did not answer the
guestions, the teacher gave the same questioh® tother students. They were still

guiet. The teacher seemed to be irritated. He spmkder. Finally, there were some
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students answering his questions, but their answere only ‘Yes’ or ‘No’. The

extracts below illustrate his teaching in the dlassn.

“Teacher presented vocabulary to students. Thenaslked them to repeat those
words. Every student just sat still and was quAdter presenting new vocabulary, the
teacher checked students’ understanding of the mgani each word”

(Observational note, week 1)

“It was very teacher- fronted class. It seemedtdaeher did
all the instruction alone”

(Observational note, week 1)

“The teacher was quite irritated and bored wherdgtots were quiet.
They did not respond to his questions. Some stsidieoited as if they wanted to say
something but they didn’t.”

(Observational note, week 1)

The responses from students’ interview verified abservation that students
really did not want to interact with the teachearing that they might not understand
what the teacher said. On the other hand, the ¢eatii not know how to cope with
the silence because he did not know what the pmobies. Nobody answered his
guestions so the atmosphere in the classroom wzes iguiet and uncomfortable. The
teacher seemed to be irritated very easily whichb@anoticed from his raised voice.

The data from the teacher’'s interview also confoiméhat he felt

uncomfortable because nobody wanted to interadi hitn and they seemed to be
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afraid of him. They seemed to understand the lesswractually did not. They just

kept quiet when they did not know what to do.

“At first, they were so shy to interact with me eytseemed to understand my

questions. When | asked the questions to themw@eyquiet.”
(Teacher’s interview)

After the training

From the observational notes, it was found thatsthecture of instruction has
not changed much. The teacher still presented waabfirst. Then, he asked the
students to repeat those words, and checked thergsl knowledge of meanings of
each word. He realized that teaching aids couldhékpful so he used pictures,
provided some examples and actions to introducevmends. As a result, the students
could understand some words faster. They sometumsed interactional strategies
such as “What?” or “Pardon?” when they got strugthvgome points to show that
they had some problem with those points. They whhien to clarify those words. He
smiled to the students because they tried to raplyis questions. Sometimes they
raised their hands to volunteer to answer the orestThe students answered his

guestions with longer sentences as illustratedielo

“Teacher asked the class some the questions, studerds raised their hand to show
that they wanted to answer that question.”

(Observational note, week 4)
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“The teacher assessed them about the vocabularghbwing the pictures.
Some students raised their hands to answer.”

(Observational note, week 5)

From the teacher’s interview, after the training, $aid that he was very
satisfied with the students’ attempts to interaghvhim. The students paid more
attention to the lesson. Only about 5-6 studengsneel to have very limited words.
They still could not understand the meaning of woyds.

It can be concluded that the teacher’s feelingsiateaching before and after
the training has changed in a positive way thoughnstructional patterns remained
the same. He tried to answer the students’ questiod he was patient to encourage
students to have more interaction once it startésl.tried to understand students’
problems or guessed their problems from the intenaal strategies they used. The
interactional strategies allowed him to know whgytlwere quiet and enabled him to
address the problems correctly.

According to the result of the study, it can benmarized that interactional
strategies were useful for the students’ languagening. They reported that these
strategies could help them start interacting with teacher. Most students changed
their learning behaviors, by trying to interact twitheir teacher. As a result, the
teacher could manage the classroom more effectiaglg a growing number of the
students had more confidence to interact with ttegicher and classroom atmosphere
was more relaxing. It can be said that students’afsnteractional strategies led the

teacher to know better about their problems, sa tima could provide help
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appropriately. The classroom was not as quiet &wrd@and a majority of students

could comprehend the lesson and answer the qusstion

4.2 Summary

This chapter presents the results of the studhetwo research questions. It
was found that interactional strategy training @&aduse changed students’ behaviors
from keeping quiet to be more interactve. The teastudent interaction in the
English class increased. The students had moredemake to interact with the native
teacher. The atmosphere in the classroom seenertwre facilitating and relaxing.
The students and the teacher stated that thesegstmwere useful both for students’

language learning and teacher’s instruction.



CHAPTER 5

DISCUSSION AND RECOMMENDATIONS

This chapter presents the summary of the studyslt®e discussion of the
results, the pedagogical implications of the stadg recommendations for further

research studies.

5.1 Summary of the results of the study

Research Question 1 was to investigate the eftddtsteractional strategy
training on teacher-student interaction. The resolt the quantitative analysis
show that the number of interaction turns betweles teacher and students
increased. Prior to interactional strategy trainitig students kept quiet when the
teacher asked questions. Several students resptmtiesl teacher’s questions with
simple ‘Yes’ and ‘No’ answer. The average numbemntdraction turns was about
one turn per three minutes. After the training, #tedents used interactional
strategies that were taught to them as tools fitiaiimg their interaction. Their
responses to the teacher’s questions were longiemane meaningful. Further, the

average number of interaction turns was about twustper three minutes.

With regards to the frequency of the various etys, the students used
repetition requests most often because it was gasgmember than the others.
Qualitatively behaviors appeared to change fromdpguiet to be more interactive

with their teacher and the interactions with trecteer lasted longer.
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Research Question 2 further explored the effetisteractional strategy
training on students’ comprehension, confidence laathing atmosphere. It was
found that the students could comprehend the lebstier. They could ask their
teacher when they could not understand somethimgeder, more students could

respond to the teacher’s questions.

For the students’ confidence, it was found in thienviews with students
that most of the students said that they felt numefident to interact with their
teacher for two reasons. First, they stated thatactional strategies were useful
tools for enhancing the ability to communicate witieir teacher. Second, they
claimed to have more confidence to use Englishlassc This, they said, was
evident in the fact that they volunteered to anstherteacher’s questions because
they had more understanding and the teacher wgagient to listen to students’
guestions. Respondents felt good that they cowlplared to the teacher’s questions
with longer answers than ‘Yes’ or ‘No’. The teach®so mentioned that his
students seemed more confident to interact withdmh volunteered to participate
in classroom activities. Moreover, he felt that kisdents had developed greater

communication skills as a result of the study.

For the teaching and learning atmosphere, the ésathought that
interactional strategies were useful and helpful lids instruction and class
management. These strategies allowed him to discewen his instructional
problems might occur. For example, when they usedhteractional strategy, it
meant that they might need more explanation. Vegkplanation alone might not

be enough to ensure that the students understeddgtons completely.
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5.2 Discussion

This section is a discussion of three salient gofatind in this study. They
include: 1) the interactional strategies most feagly used by the students; 2) the
factors affecting the successful use of interaeti@trategies; and 3) the relationship
between interaction and comprehension.

5.2.1. The most frequent interactional strategiessed by the students

In this study, the students were trained to use foteractional strategies:
appeals for help, repetition requests, clarifiaaticequests, and comprehension
checks. Each type of interactional strategies sedikéerent purposes. Following are
the discussion of the reasons the students usedidonot use each of the four
interactional strategies as reported in interviews.

Repetition requests

Repetition requests were used most frequently leystiudents. From the
interview, the students reported that these stiegagere short and easy to remember.
They used these strategies when they could not $maething properly from the
teacher as well as when they wanted the teachiepaat or give further explanation.

The students had five choices for repetitions retpue

1) Pardon?

2) Could you say it again, please?

3) Again, please

4) What?

5) Excuse me?

From the observational notes, it was found thatstiidents used three words

from the list namely Pardon?, Again, please, an&t®hThe question “What?” was



55

used more frequently than others. From the studemeyview, they reported that
they could use it automatically because it was kortsand easy for them to
remember.

For example

T: What is your province? (Ask # 4)

S4: What?

T: What is your province?

S4: Khon Kean

The function of repetition requests was used whenstudents could not hear
something properly. However, repetition requesteewussed in for other purposes, too
as shown in the example below.

For example

T: You are from Southeast Asia. Do you know thelwanternational”?

S: (Quiet)

T: Do you know the word “ international”? (Ask # 4)

S: Again, please. (From the observational notes, students repeated the

word “international” for four or five times. He sdiin Thai that he was

familiar with this word.guquz))

T: “International”. Ninja is an international movieSo “international” means

it is between countries.

(Observational note, week 5)

From the example, the student did not use “Agdegge” in the function of repetition
requests. He needed the teacher to explain theingeah the vocabulary to him.
Sawir (2003) and Faerch and Kasper (1983) repaht&idrepetition can be employed
as a way of requesting confirmation or clarificatid@ he results of Wannaruk’s study
(2003) supported that EFL students used repetigquests and clarification requests
automatically when they faced communication prolslem

Clarification requests

The students had seven choices of clarificationests;
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1) | don’t understand__.
2) I'm not sure what you mean by saying “ ”

3) I'm not following you.

4) It's not clear enough yet

5) Could you make that clearer, please?

6) Could you tell me more?

7) What do you meanby  ?

The finding indicated that only one student used #irategy to ask the
teacher about the meaning of vocabulary. Thoughetlveere many choices for
clarification requests, this student used “I damtlerstand”. This sentence was used
quite automatically for EFL students (Wannaruk, 20@hen they faced any unclear
points. For example, when S4 asked his teacheratW&hmonster? | don’t
understand”, his teacher tried to simplify his exltion to him. The rest of the
students were asked why they did not use clarnfinatequests. Most of the students
reported that they actually wanted to clarify theaming of the unclear words, but
they could not remember how to make a requestlésification. Moreover, some of
the students said they tried to think of the cleaiion request strategies but their
brains went blank even though they had demonstrtdtat they could use these
strategies during the training and in the trairasgessment before.

In comparison with the repetition requests, claafion requests were longer
and therefore, harder to remember and use in @iteation.

Appeals for helps

The students had two choices of appeals for help:

1) What do you call... in English?
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2) How do you say 2.

According to the results of the study, it was fotinat the students did not use
appeals for help with their teacher because theydcask for help directly from their
peers. It was more convenient for them to solvepitoblem by asking their peers in
Thai because the native teacher did not know stadeh. For example, S6 asked S4

what the word for fszTis¢” was in English. In addition, they knew that thieacher

could not help them translate from Thai into Erglids the students’ input involved
the students’ L1, appeals for help could be usél thie native teacher who could not
understand the students’ L1.

Comprehension checks

The students had three choices of comprehensiakshe

1) Did you say...?

2) You said...?

3) You mean...?.

The study found that the students did not use cehgrsion checks. They
said that these strategies were complex despitdattiethat comprehension checks
were as short as the repetition requests. Accortinthe literature (Ellis, 1993)
comprehension checks contain a number of sub-pgese#\ student would need to
comprehend, summarize and paraphrase the teachessage before checking their
comprehension. As Ellis (1993) stated, studentsulshcomprehend the message
before they can check it. However, because theestadn the present study did not
understand the meaning of words, neither could theymarize nor paraphrase the

message.
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According to their purposes or functions, differstrategies were used in the
different situations. Interactional strategies doulp students become more involved
with their lesson. Therefore, all of these stragegshould be introduced to EFL
students.

5.2.2. Factors affecting the successful use of irietional strategies

The results of the study revealed two factors #éfigcthe successful use of
interactional strategies in the classroom: teashexSponses and student’s language
proficiency.

Teacher’s responses

In an interactive classroom, the teacher’s resgoase very important. In this
study, the students were trained to use four intenaal strategies. They used these
strategies when they had some problems or did md¢rgtand something. From the
strategies the student used, it was found thaisthéents tried to use interactional
strategies but they were not successful in usihgfahem. There were two possible
reasons explaining the students’ unsuccessful kis®t, the results of Sawir's study
(2003) supported this idea that one strategy caen@oyed in the same way as the
other strategies. The students might use intersatistrategies for multiple purposes.
For example, the student used “Again, please” ¢adlacher. It may not mean that the
student wanted the teacher to repeat the sentéfe&She may use “Again, please” as
a clarification request. He/She may want the teatbeclarify the unclear point.
Therefore, the teacher should provide various kafdesponses by guessing from the
students’ facial expression, context, and situatid®roper response will extend the
conversation between teacher and student and emtsindent's comprehension of

the lesson.
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Second, the teacher responded only in Englishdcsthdents because he is a
native speaker. Even though the teacher simplifisdexplanation, the students did
not seem to understand those meaning completelausec they had Ilimited
vocabulary. This shows that verbal responses atoae not be adequate. From the
teacher’s opinion using other teaching aids wilhii@re effective than relying only on
verbal explanation.

Student’s language proficiency

Student’s language proficiency could be anothetofathat obstructed then
from using strategies with their teacher. The sixients, who had limited vocabulary
and lacked of grammatical competence thought thlabuigh they used interactional
strategies with their teacher to clarify somethitinggy still could not understand that
explanation. They were afraid to interact with tbacher.

5.2.3. The relationship between interaction and coprehension

This section presents the relationship betweeasraotion and comprehension
which resulted from the use of interactional styegs. The next page shows the
figure which illustrates how interactional straegyi can facilitate students’

comprehension which is the result of this study.
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Froblem

.

students use interactional strategies.

The teacher learns about the students” problem.

The teacher provides proper responses.

.

Students have got some 1deas to talk

/N

students feel relaxed. Students are more confident.

AV

Students try to respond to their teacher

students comprehend the lesson through interacting with the teacher

A 4
This leads to learning

Figurel. How interactional strategies facilitate interanticomprehension, and
finally learning

The students used interactional strategies withigheher and as a result, the
teacher discovers that something was wrong withirieuction. Then, the teacher
tried to provide possible solutions to the probleynguessing from the interactional
strategies they used. The students primarily utoledsthe questions and were able to
interact with their teacher. They felt relaxed corenconfident to interact with their
teacher. After they had chance to negotiate tihemt by interacting with the teacher,

they could comprehend their lesson. Long (198ldtedtthat negotiated interaction is
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especially important for learners to make input poghensible. Learners can modify
their input through the interaction. Long (1983&ted that modification involve the
negotiation of meaning, and this negotiation inelithteractional strategies.

This figure (Figure 1) is similar to Long’s intetan hypothesis in the part of
the modified input. He believes that interactiorthis way to modify student’s input.
Moreover, he stated that modified input was crulmalanguage development (Long,
1983a).

In this study, before the training, the studentsil@onot understand the
instruction nor did they know how to ask in ordermodify their input. After the
training, they could modify their input by usingteénactional strategies as tools to
negotiate for their comprehension. It can be asduthat the interaction helped the
students enhance their language learning becaegedtld comprehend, interact and

finally produce some language.

5.3 The Pedagogical Implications of the Study

The pedagogical implications based on the restilfisi® study are as follows:

1. According to the results of the stualter the training, the interaction turns
increased and students reported that they fetkedlan the classroom. Therefore, for
teachers faced with unresponsive students, interadtstrategies are useful ways to
help the students start to interact with the teadHence, all of interactional strategies
should be introduced to the students to offer tleenhance to be both speaker and
listener in a real situation.

2. For the training, teachers shouldrease more time and activities for

practice to ensure that the students can use ggatappropriately and automatically
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in a real situation. In this study, the studentseateained four interactional strategies
within two and a half hours. However, some straegire more complex than others.
As a result, they used only the short and easytegies. When training, the
complexity of strategies should be considered togretvith the students’ ability in
order to benefit for their language learning. Thedents may need more time and
activities to memorize the long sentences. Sonetegfies such as comprehension
checks, the teacher should analyze the strategyutlgrand plan to train subskills to
the students. More time and activities for practiaé help students acquire these
strategies successfully.

3. According to the discussion of thadyg, teacher’'s responses are very
important teachers should have effective techniqaegspond to the students other

than just verbally.

5.4 The Recommendations for Further Study

This section suggests the need for further resesgdbllows:

1. From the interview, the students gave the reasdms they did not use
interactional strategies, for example, a) it waglha remember, b) they had limited
vocabulary and c) they did not want to use it. €hehould be some other factors
affecting student’s use of interactional strategrdsich are worth exploring in depth.

2. The study lastedix weeks to observe the students. In the lase tiweeks,
the students began to use interactional strate@iesrefore, a longitudinal study is
recommended to study the acquisition of interaetisirategies. The strategy used

may delay.
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5.5 Summary

This chapter presents the summary of the studye Thost frequent
interactional strategies used by the students, fdwors affecting the use of
interactional strategies, and the relationship betwinteraction and comprehension
were discussed. The pedagogical implications armed rdcommendations for the

further study were also suggested.
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APPENDIX A

Observational note
Classroom atmosphere (Before and after training)

Atmosphere

confidence

Interaction

Comprehension




APPENDIX B

Observational check sheet (Use with VDO viewing)

17
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APPENDIX C

Semi-structured interviewing questions for students.

The set of the questionsfor Resear ch Question 1:

1.

What did you do when you did not understand thehtegs questions or
instruction?

Can interactional strategies help you interact widhbr native teacher?
How did you feel when you had to talk to him?

Why didn’t you interact with your teacher?

The set of questions for Resear ch Question 2;

1.

2.

Do you know these interactional strategies before?

How do you feel about the atmosphere in the class?o

How do you feel about your language learning dfterinteractional strategies
training?

Can interactional strategies help you understanu tgacher’s questions or
instruction?

Can you comprehend the lesson better? Can yowsgime examples?

I nterviewing questionsfor the teacher.

The set of questions to interview the native teafbrethe opinion concerning the use

of interactional strategies after the interacticstedtegy training.

1. Do you think that students have more interactiott wou?
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Is it easier for your instruction? And in what way?

How do you feel about the effects of interacticstahtegies with your
teaching?

Do you think it is useful to train interactionatagegies to students?

. What do you think about students’ comprehension?

. What do you think about classroom atmosphere?

o [y d
mmuaumymmvﬂﬂﬂ
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APPENDIX D

Strategy Training Plan

Strategy |: Appealsfor help
Appealsfor help mean that the student is asking for appeals fratdgacher by
using an explicit question concerning a gap in 8h& knowledge.
The questions to ask for help are:
1. What do you call... in English?
2. How do you say___in English?
The steps of training are as follows:
1. Divide students into four groups.
2. Set the context for the task: the situation fos thsk is in a desert.

3. Give a situation card and instructions.

Situation card

Suppose you will have to take an adventure in artlésr a week and you can choose only ten
things with you to survive. What will you wanttmke with you?

** [f you do not know the vocabulary, you can akk trainer. You do not allow to use a
dictionarv

Assumption:

It is certain that there are many English wordg tha students do not know
for things they want to take to the desert witmthguch as flash light, canned food,
etc. In addition, they are not allowed to use diwdiry. As a result, they are forced to

use “appeals for help” strategy to ask for Engligirds from the trainer.
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Strategy I1: Repetition requests
Repetition requests are the ways that the student uses when not Ilgearin
understanding something properly.
The questionsto repeat the sentence or word that they unheard or are not sure
are

1. Pardon?

2. Could you say it again, please?

3. Again, please?

4. What?

5. Excuse me?
The steps of training are asfollows: Dictation activity
1. Give the instructions to the students.
2. Read one word at a time (The trainer will readftlg or unclearly) and ask
the students to write the word in their paper. Tlyave the students
opportunities to request for repetition.
Assumption:

As the trainer reads the words unclearly or fasgjents will be required to
use repetition requests when they cannot hear éindsnproperly.
Instruction: Listen to the word the trainer reads and writewioeds in the given

piece of paper. Words for dictation are



1

Fruits: | like to eat pomelo, cantaloupes, and rose apples.
Vegetables: | go to the market for buying cucumbers, potataes, asparagus.
Occupations: In my family, my father is a policeman; my mothgui clerk;

my brother is a lawyer; | am an astronaut.



APPENDIX F

Strategy I11: Clarification requests
Clarification requests mean that the learner regudee explanation of unfamiliar
words or sentences.
The sentences and questions for asking for clatiba:
1. I don’t understand
2. I'm not sure what you mean by saying “
3. I'm not following you.
4. It's not clear enough yet.
5. Could you make that clearer, please?
6. Could you tell me more?
7. What do you mean by ...?
The steps of training are as follows:
1. The trainer reads the text to the students twiog asks them to draw a
picture of what the teacher said without askingclarification.
2. The trainer gives them a new piece of paper to @@icture again.
But for this time, the trainer allows then to ask the meanings of unknown
vocabulary by using clarification requests.
Assumption:
The story will contain some difficult words thatlwbe required the students
to make clarification requests. Then, the traindl giwve or explain the meaning to

them.
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Thestory for training clarificatin request strategy

Peter has a beautifliving room in hisapartment. In that room, there are
two doorways to enter this room there ishaige armchair on thecor ner between
these two doors. Theemendous portrait is above the armchair anchiéngs on the
wall. Theoppositeis a television tdelevise the football match between Sheffield
Wednesday and Birmingham. A fat golden fish swima glass jar as aguarium
which is put on the TV set. The next is tiearth where is thentique clock is
above. Itgpendulum is oscillating. In front of the hearth is theectangle car pet. The
telephone is on thigny rectangle desk, they are next to the right doorway of the

armchair.

Bold words are predicted unknown words and their meanings ar e given below.
* Living room is a room where we usually watch T¥talk to others.

* Apartment is a room where we live in like a house

* Doorway is a kind of an exit door.

* Armchair is a soft chair like a sofa

* Corner is the word in Thai call”.

* Between is something in the middle.

* Portrait is a painting picture of a person.
* Opposite is not the same side.

* Televise means broadcast, show.

* Golden is a kind of color.

* Jar or aquarium is something in which we putfikk in.
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* Above means on top of it.

* Oscillating means moving back and forth.

* Carpet means a rug which we put at the front doalean our feet before getting
into the house.

* Tiny means small

* Sheffield Wednesday and Birmingham are the folbtkams in England.

* Huge, tremendous and vast mean big.

* Hearth is a fireplace.

* TV set is a television

* Pendulum is a swinging pendant beneath the dlbukktum, in Thai )

* Antique means old.

* Rectangle is

The following is the key picture for this activisie

1

Sour ce:

http://imwww.
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Strategy 1V: Comprehension checks
Comprehension checks mean that the learners aski@u®to check if they
understand the message correctly.
The questions for checking comprehensiom
1. Did you say...?
2. You said...?
3. You mean...?
The steps of training are as follows:

1. The trainer gives students pieces of wood withedéht colors and shapes

such as circle, rectangle and square.

2. The trainer asks them to follow the instructions.

Assumption:

In this activity, as students are asked to foll@me complex instructions, if
they do not comprehend them, they will have toasaprehension checks strategy in
order to perform the task correctly.

Comprehension checkstask for training

Put a green rectangle at the bottom.

Then put yellow and red triangles on it to makejaase.

Put a green square under the green rectangle wehpet before.

Put two green rectangles on the top to form a roof.
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Activity for assessing four interactional strategies.

Instructions:
Students will get a worksheet. The trainer readstéixt and the student have to
fill in the blanks. Then, give the worksheet te thainer. After that, these pieces
of paper will be returned to the students agaire Tainer will read the riddle
again and ask “Who am 1?”. Students are allowe@ddb the trainer about the
English word of the answer for practicing appeatshelp strategies.
1. I am short and stout.
Here is my handle, here is my spout
When the water’s boiling, here my shout,
“Tip me over, pure me out”

Who am 1? (Teapot)

2. 1 am short and fat.

Here is my broomstick, here is my hat.
When the jolly sunshine comes to stay.
Then | slowly melt away

Who am I? (Snowman)
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Anticipation of difficulties of thetask that may require interactional strategies
1. I am short and stout (Clarification request&adpunclearly).

Here is my handle (Repetition requests; speakdst),fhere is my
spout(Clarification requests; speak unclearly).

When the water’s boiling, here my shout,

“Tip me over, pure me out” Who am I1? (Teapot) (Qoenension check and
Appeals for help)

2. 1 am short and fat.

Here is my broomstick (Clarification requests; $peaclearly), here is my hat.
When the jolly (Repetition requests; speak too) faghshine comes to stay.
Then | slowly melt (Clarification requests; speaiklearly) away (Snowman)
(Comprehension check and Appeals for help) wilube when the students try to

find the answer



Students’ worksheet

Fill the hearing wordsin the blank

Hereismy......... , here is my hat.
When the ......... sunshine comesto ..........

Then I slowly ......... away Who am I?

84



APPENDIX 1

Lesson plan
Unit 1: Body parts- common health problems

Time: 40 minutes
Objectives Students should be able to...
- identify their body parts.

- describe their common health problems

Time Activities

(Mins)
1-5 Teacher informs the topic and objectives ofiéisson.
6- 30 Teacher presents vocabulary: Body parts.

1. Teacher presents vocabulary concerning bodg pad plays game
“Part to Part”. For example, the teacher saysKiiadack,” then the
students have to turn their back to each otheremthe teacher says
“arm to arm,” students move their arms close tar tha@rtner’s arm.

2. Check their vocabulary by asking them to drapicture of a monster
to clarify the instruction.
Monster’s description:
The monster has got a big face. It has two tinyseyel ears. Its body is$
too fat. It has two small arms and hands. But & tweo big legs and feef.

It is smiling.
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Time Activities
(Mins)
3. Then the teacher will present some common x&plems. He will
put a some band aids on the parts of the bodyrpiend say the
sentence and also write them on the board:
a. He has a headache.
b. He has a toothache.
c. He catches a cold. He is sick, has a runnisg amd coughs a lot.
d. He has a sprained angle.
e. He has a cut. Itis breeding now.
f. He has got some allergies on his arm. It iy wehy.
4. Then students do an exercise — match sicknékssive symptoms.
30-40 Assessment
5. Pair work:

Two students go to the teacher’s desk. A studeawsla piece of paper
(with sickness on it). Then, she/he acts out (paggto have that
sickness and describes its symptoms. The otheerstgilves

appropriate suggestions.

Exercise: Match sickness and symptoms

1. catch a cold a. have a queasy feeling in theatbm
2. red eyes b. sore throat
3. flu c. labored breathing

4. cough d. running nose
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5. can't breathe e. swollen ankle
6. upset stomach f. pain eyes
7. sprained angle g. high temperature

Unit 2: Fashion
Time: 40 minutes
Objectives: Students should be able to ....
- use vocabulary about clothes.
- talk about the ways that they usually dressoufior some special occasion

such as birthday party.

Time Activities

1-5 Teacher informs about the topic and objectofabe lesson.

6-20 1. Teacher presents them vocabulary usingneist

2. The teacher elicits vocabulary concerning chajfrom students and
tells the students if they do not know the vocatyula

Sweater Jacket Shorts Trousers Suitrt Si8kirt Jeans
Dress Blouse Polo shirt Shoes Tie Shdekppers Socks
Glasses The teacher gives an example of the sentéiike to wear
shorts and t-shirt on the weekend. Then, showitteres to the

students and ask them to describe what he/sheaisnge

21-30 | 3. Teacher asks them to present their clgtbiyles.
1. How about your style? What kind of clothes do yi&e best to
wear?

2. If you go to a birthday party, how will you like thress up?
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Time

Activities

30-40

Assessment: Two students go in front of the class and perform a
conversation about what they like to wear at hontesome other
occasion or optional: Pair works- one student whers about what
he/she likes to dress up. Then, ask their partnselect a picture that

corresponds to his style.
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APPENDIX J

Articlefor teacher

IMPROVING YOUR TEACHING

THROUGH EFFECTIVE QUESTIONING TECHNIQUES

William G. Camp

Virginia Polytechnic Institute and State University

Questioning is one of the most often used teacténgniques according to Kim and
Kellough (1987). According to Callahan and Clark@®§8), the use of questions is
one of the most important of all teaching technggu&/e use questioning during a
class to stimulate thinking, assess student pregotgck on teacher clarity, motivate
students to pay attention, maintain classroom obnprovide repetition, emphasize

key points, and many more things.

If we try to structure our lessons using problenvisg as a teaching method, as

described by Crunkilton and Krebs (1982) and by dewb, McCracken, and

Warmbrod (1986), then questions are central. N&y @ much of the instruction

organized by questions, we even state the prolierns solved as questions.

The way a student is expected to respond to qumsgias determined by the levels at

which the questions are worded: recall, compreloensanalysis, or evaluation. But
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the success of the student in answering the questionore often determined by the

teacher's questioning techniques.
Questioning Skills
Presenting Questions

Most questions that teachers ask are simple rqualitions that require the student to
remember some factual information and recite ittie teacher. Comprehension
guestions require the student to demonstrate utadeliag in addition to mere recall.

Analysis questions cause the student to apply dbatprehension to a new setting.

Evaluation questions ask the student for his obleéefs or opinion.

Most people think that questioning is so straightlrd and easy that anyone can do
it right. Nothing could be farther from the truthlere are a number of simple

guidelines to asking questions that should improwest teachers' questioning skills:

1. Be sure the question is clear in your own mirfdnk through what you want from

the student before you ask the question.

2. Frame (state) the question without calling apecific student. When you call on a

student before the question is asked, every otbdent is free to ignore the question.

3. After framing the question, pause while everybbés a chance to think of an
answer, then (AND ONLY THEN) call of a student ®spond. That is called wait
time, and it is amazing how few teachers use thigortant questioning skill. The
average wait time, when the teacher waits at & @ question, is less than a second.
There should be at least 2 to 4 seconds after aestipn before any student is called
on to answer it. You might even try counting to gsmif to force you to wait an

appropriate time.
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4. Ask only one question at a time. Multiple pauesgtions are confusing and are
likely to result in student misunderstanding. Avewat Kim and Kellough (1987)
call "shotgun" questioning. That is where the tea@sks a series of related questions
of restates the same question over and over witlgetting (sometimes without

allowing) an answer.

5. Use recall questions first to be sure the stisgdeave the knowledge. Then proceed

to comprehension and analysis questions. Follosetlup with evaluation questions.
Using Probing

Effective use of probing is one of the most impottguestioning skills. If the student
does not provide a complete answer, he or she maw la partial answer. In some
cases, even though the question is perfectly ¢tedne teacher, it might need to be
restated or broken down into smaller pieces. Theher should not accept "I don't

know" as the final response.

Probing is the use of further questions to forae gtudent to put together his or her
partial knowledge into a more complete answer. iAploften involves the use of
follow-on or leading questions to help the studenswer the initial question or to

provide a more complete answer.

Probing means going deeper; it means digging. itszanetimes be painful to both
the student and the teacher. It requires patiendbepart of the teacher. In any case,
it means not answering your own questions until lgaue tried to make the students
think through the answer. Even a simple recall qoesnay lead to important new

learning on the part of the students if probinggsd effectively.

Shifting Interaction
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Another important questioning technique is callbdtieg interaction. This involves
redirecting the class discussion from one studeminbther. If a student's response is
incomplete or incorrect, the teacher should trybprg that student first. If that is not
productive, responsibility for the question shoddd shifted to another student.
Positive reinforcement should be provided to thst fstudent and the same question

should be redirected to a second or even a thidkst.

Sometimes a student will respond to a teacher'stiquewith another question, With
shifting interaction, the teacher simply redirethi® student's question to another
student. If the student asks for an opinion, tlaeher may even redirect it back to the

same student.
Conclusion

Questioning is a means of getting feedback to ealstudent progress and well an
important way to increase student learning. Jughasrtantly, it is a way to force
students to think during class. Too often we toeaitstudents like sponges--devices to

soak up content--without expecting them to think.

Effective use of questioning is a critical assetwery good teacher's toolbox. But just
as a good mechanic selects the right tool forabeand then uses it correctly, a good

teacher uses questions at the right level andvisligood questioning techniques.
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An Example:

Teacher goal To relate slope to soil erosion aad th

the use of terracing as an erosion control

measure.

Recall What causes most topsoil erosion? (WAIT)

Question Matrtin. (WAIT)

Martin | guess water does.

Probing How does water cause soil erosion? (WAIT)

Question Austin. (WAIT)

Austin It washes the soil away.

Probing That's true, but how does it do that?

Question (looking at Austin--WAIT)

Austin It dissolves the soil.
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Probing That is partly right. It does dissolve some
Question minerals. But what action of water causes
the soil to move away?

(Looking at Austin--WAIT)

Austin ???

Shifting Can you help Austin with this? (WAIT)

Interaction Letitia. (WAIT)

Letitia As the water moves, it picks up soil

particles and carries them along.

Comprehension That is right. Now, what does thpeslaf
Question the field have to do with that? (WAIT)

John. (WAIT).

John The steeper the slope, the faster the water

runs off and that makes the erosion worse.

Analysis Super! Now, what can we do to change the
Question slope of a hill without flattening the vdno
thing out with bulldozers? (WAIT)

Dale. (WAIT)

ETC...
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I mproving Teacher-Student Interaction in the EFL Classroom: An Action

Resear ch Report

Jonathan Snell

Tokyo Women's College (Tokyo, Japan)

A common problem for EFL teachers is dealing withaagsive class, where students
are unresponsive and avoid interaction with thehtea This is especially true when a
teacher seeks interaction in a teacher-class dialagh as asking questions to the
class as a whole, expecting at least one studemtsfmond. This can be a frustrating
experience for both parties. Obviously, there o times when no student can
answer a teacher's question, but often student®tlanswer even if they understand
the question, know the answer, and are able tougedhe answer. Furthermore,
students can often be very reluctant to give feekllom ask the teacher a question in
front of the class. This action research projetgnapted to explore this problem and
sought to create a more interactive teacher-ctasschange in one class of Japanese

adult English learners.
Action Resear ch Defined

Action research is concerned with trying to imprayone specific point in a teacher's
technique in a particular classroom using empirrnabsurement. Richards, Platt &

Platt (1992) have defined it as:

Teacher-initiated classroom research which seeksintease the teacher's
understanding of classroom teaching and learnidgi@ibring about improvements in
classroom practices. Action research typically lmge small-scale investigate

projects in the teacher's own classroomS
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This usually includes having an observer colledadand together with the teacher
develop a plan to bring about the desired chargerathe plan, and then observe the

effects of the plan in the classroom.
Class Description

The class observed was a group of twenty-threemoplhes majoring in Japanese at a
small private Tokyo women's college. The teaches \aa American male with
several years teaching experience at Japanesersineése The goal of this required
class is to teach the students basic English ceatien, reading, listening and writing
skills. Their English ability level ranged from wgpbeginner to intermediate. During
the observation period, the students appeared atetivand attentive, and they

seemed to be enjoying the class.
Problem Identification

The students, as a class, didn't respond voluptarihe instructor's questions and did
not participate in class discussions. Students ¢s@r asked the teacher questions
outside one-on-one situations. Thus the teacheeived little oral feedback.

According to the teacher:

Most of the class members sit looking straight dhesing minimal facial
expressions, gestures and verbal utterances. Wieattlis for the students to be more
demonstrative and more overtly communicative inirtHeedback. | want these
behaviors: | want the students to ask questiongensamments and to respond with
nods and shakes of the head, with sounds of agréemnesounds of understanding.

Also, | want them to be both reactive and proactive
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Preliminary Investigation

| observed the teacher's class in the fourth wdeth® semester. In the first 45
minutes, the class went through an intermediatel leaped dialogue. The students
first listened to the tape with their books clost#tin again with the books opened.
Next, they did a dictation exercise consisting &f short sentences based on the
dialogue. The teacher then talked about the sagoistic and grammar points of the

exercise and went on to probe for comprehension:

T: Any questions? Do you understand everything?

« Ss: S(no one responds)

e T: Okay, how many people were speaking?

« Ss: S(no response)

e T: How many people were speaking?

« Ss: S(no response)

e T: There were two. Two people. Were they friendstaingers?
« Ss: S(no response)S

The teacher asked a few other questions whichdase no response or reaction from
the students. The students then had to answer qoestions about the conversation
in their book. Most of the students seemed to tigtletrouble doing this, and if there

were any questions, they readily asked the stugittimy next to them.

The second half of the class was devoted to pairk wsing the phrases and
vocabulary from the taped dialogue in role playe Btudents seemed to enjoy this,

and most tried to create their own dialogues. Eaelter circulated the room checking
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on the progress of each pair. The class atmospisemarkedly different from the
first half of the class, with chatter and occaslidaaghter filling the air. The students
answered most of the teacher's questions withislaand some even asked their own

guestions.
Hypothesis

Because the students seemed to generally undergtartdacher's questions, it was
felt that there was something else that kept thdestts from responding voluntarily
in the class-teacher dialogues. Since most Japatedents are taught to listen and
not to question a teacher in class, Japanese ssuld@ve little or no experience in in-
class interaction with the teacher, such as quasgjoor commenting or giving

feedback. Students are usually taught to be qoektespectfully listen to the teacher.

By teaching the students that class interactiom wie English teacher is not only
acceptable, but normal, useful and beneficial,as Wwelieved that the students would

become more interactive with the teacher in teaclams interaction.
Plan I ntervention
Following the hypothesis, two steps were takemiplément a plan:

e First, on the following class, the teacher distidsian explanatory paragraph
about "rules" for asking questions in class in E&tgkpeaking countries. The
teacher made an exercise out of it and had studestisthe paragraph out loud
to the class and explained a few difficult wordsl aspent additional time
expanding on the text. The "rules” were extrapdldtem a culture point in

Helgesen & Brown (1994) and were as follows:
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Each culture has different "rules" about how stasleshould act in the
classroom. In some countries, students are expdotddten and only the
teacher should lecture or talk in class. But in|lEhgspeaking countries (and
in English class), it is good-and important-to aeswhe teacher's questions
and interrupt with questions of your own. It me#mat you are interested and
paying attention. In English, it is your job to agkestions if you don't

understand. (p. 3)

The teacher went on to say that if they still fettcomfortable asking and
answering questions, they had to at least nod akestheir head as a response

to the teacher's questions.

o Secondly, the teacher reminded the students dfrties" at the beginning of
each subsequent class and further encouraged thbecbme more active in

the class when the instructor was talking.
Outcome

In the eighth week of the semester, the class Wwasreed again. A lesson similar to
the one in the fourth week was presented. At thggnioéng, the instructor reminded
the class of the "rules." After playing the tapeadl@bue twice, the teacher began
talking about the dialogue, making grammar, usagd saociolinguistic points,

interspersed with questions about the passagehanohstructor's explanations. This
went on for about twenty minutes and included ganeomprehension check
guestions such as 'do you understand?' and ‘areokay?' as well as specific

guestions about the dialogue.
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Regarding general comprehension questions, mdkeaftudents did nod in response
and a few answered 'yes' to these questions. Amddtbelieved that they did, in fact,

understand.

With the specific questions, however, somethingxpeeted happened. When the
teacher asked a question, he was usually greetibdpaker-faced stares, as before.
But when he moved closer, looked specifically atwdent, or pair of students, and
repeated the question, the students usually toednswer. In general, | noted, the
instructor was paying much more attention to thieents, moving closer to them, and
looking at specific students and trying to makestids connection with them. Instead
of asking questions with the feeling that they Isealeren't going to be answered
anyway, as before, the teacher made a greatett édfmommunicate the questions,

and acted as if he expected to get responses.

Also, toward the end of the instructor's talk oe tialogue, two students, without
prompting from the teacher, asked questions befaelass. Although the questions
were not related directly to the dialogue, the thet the questions were asked before

the entire class was considered a breakthrough.
Conclusion

There were some areas where the results of thanaetsearch were not as successful
as hoped. For instance, the students needed toobgpfed with eye contact and a
repeated question from the teacher to answer atignesind when they did not

understand something, they still did not interringt teacher with a question.

And yet some progress was definitely made, espgaidien the brief span between

observations is considered. The students did icttesgth the teacher by nodding,
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some did answer the instructor's questions, and bmotheir own initiation, even
asked questions before the class. The unanticipatgel effect of the teacher
becoming more concerned with the interaction wasvelcome surprise and
contributed to the improvement. There seems to hb®en some success in
instructing and reminding and then expecting theleits to become more interactive

with the teacher.
Reflection

This action research project forced both the teraghd the observer to remember that
ESL teachers in Japan are not just teaching a égguout also a culture, and this
includes instructing the sociolinguistics approfiéor the native English speaking
classroom. Perhaps more importantly, they had ittk thbout why the cultures are
different, in this respect, and how to try and Qedthat difference. This lead to
guestioning the conventional notion that Japanéseéents simply do not like the

native English speaking classroom culture.

An additional reason for interest in the problerdradsed here was the belief that this
was a common problem in Japan. Teachers, espengilye English speaking ones,
often become frustrated with a lack of initial sess in obtaining an interactive
dialogue with the class. This often leads them istake a lack of familiarity with a
lack of interest, and to teach within the studeatsturally conditioned classroom
expectations, instead of introducing the expeataticommonly found in classrooms
in English speaking counties. While intending tonh@e accommodating to students,
they are failing to give students a useful socgplistic skill, which students would
likely want and derive benefit. Some may think emeging the use of this student-

teacher interaction common in native English spegakibunties is culturally arrogant.
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But if it is introduced in a sensitive and reasdeabanner, it actually contributes to a
more fulfilling English class. After all, most steigks don't study English just for
linguistic competence. They will also want to deyekociolinguistic competence for
communicating in different situations in Englisteaging countries, and this includes

the classroom.
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