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INTRODUCTIO N N 

Thiss study is an investigation into the socio-cultural and interactional dimensions 
off  learning in four 'educational encounters'. The point of departure for the analysis 
off  the talk that goes on there is a situative perspective on learning. This starts from 
thee premise that learning is essentially interactional and emerges from an 
engagementt in a range of interactions in specific situations and in multiple and 
shiftingg roles: i.e. mat it is a result of participating in social and communicative 
practicespractices (Vygotsky 1978; Lave & Wenger 1991; Greeno 1992). 

Thee middle chapters of this study all address a specific dimension of my own 
practicee as a university lecturer. They are ordered according to - what I perceived 
att the time as - their increasing discourse complexity: the first two chapters 
investigatee dimensions of foreign language teaching at an academic level - thesis 
supervisionn and teaching fluency - the latter two chapters analyse dimensions of 
L22 teacher education - pre-service and in-service. They are the result of my 
attemptss to describe and understand the communicative practices of these 
educationall  encounters. The final chapter addresses the implications of the findings 
off  the studies for teacher education and classroom research. 

AA first incentive for the studies was my desire to analyse more precisely the 
interactionall  processes that take place - or are supposed to take place - in foreign 
languagee teaching and learning. Over the years I have become increasingly uneasy 
withh a number of claims in second language acquisition (SLA) theory1 about what 
shouldd be going on in foreign language classrooms. The communicative language 
teachingg paradigm that has prevailed in foreign and second language teaching for 
thee last twenty years, for instance, argues that during lessons 'priority [should be] 
attachedd to understanding, negotiating and expressing meaning' (Shiels 1988:1). The 

1.. In this book SLA will be used as a generic term to cover  all research and theory in the realms of 
second,, foreign, and additional language learning and acquisition. 
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materialss used in these lessons should be 'authentic' and the tasks set to the students 
shouldd be meaningful and related to the world outside the classroom. As a result, it is 
claimed,, the discourse in these language classes will also become 'authentic' - in the 
sensee that it will be an expression of what the participants genuinely feel and believe -
wherebyy the baseline for authentic discourse is seen as 'doing conversation' (van Lier 
1996).. This view of the talk that should be going on in language classes rits in with 
thee prevalent idea among linguists that conversation is the prototypical form of 
languagee usage. As Levinson argues: 

... .conversation is clearly the prototypical kind of language usage, the form in 
whichh we all are first exposed to language - the matrix for language acquisition. 

(Levinsonn 1983:284; italics added) 

Butt how does one 'do conversation' in an institutional setting like a foreign 
languagee classroom (cf. Van Dam van Isselt 1993)? Whatever the teacher says and 
does,, informal episodes will always be embedded in the higher-order formal 
discoursee setting of the lesson event. L2 methodology focusses exclusively on the 
tasktask or content domain of the lesson and does not take the social and interactional 
dimensionss of classroom situations into account. This results in recommendations 
forr classroom practice which lack empirical validity and which are consequently 
oftenn vague or hard to implement. 

Inn the same way I became increasingly aware of my uneasiness with the prevailing 
paradigmm in teacher education in my practice as teacher trainer. Current theories 
andd practices are almost exclusively psychological in orientation. I felt that the 
emphasiss on 'reflection' and 'personal theories and concerns' (e.g. Creton & 
Wubbelss 1984; Korthagen 1988, 1998) addresses only part of the issues which 
shouldd be dealt with in teacher training and should be complemented by an interest 
inn the socio-cultural settings in which teaching and learning take place: the 
complex,, task-oriented, multi-person interactional processes that go on in the 
classroom.. If we shift the focus of attention to include these dimensions, this might 
leadd us to reframe the personal, individual (novice) teacher 'faults' as dilemmas 
whichh have to do with the structural discourse issues involved in handling multi-
partyy interactions. 

Inn this dissertation I will attempt to show that in order to understand the situational 
dimensionss of school learning and teaching more fully, we need to investigate the 
socio-cultural,socio-cultural, institutional and interactional contexts in which they are embedded. 
Therefore,, the core of this book will be a more precise articulation of the concept 
off  context. This involves a redefinition of what the data analysed should be: a close 
lookk at what has been ignored, overlooked or taken for granted in most traditional 
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researchh into (language) teaching. 

Thiss study then explicitly does not discuss cognitive, psycholinguistic theories of 
L22 teaching and learning. It starts from the premise that since learning is intimately 
boundd to communication in social practices we should first investigate the surface 
structuresstructures of the encounters in which learning is supposed to take place, before 
venturingg to speculate about psychological processes that go on 'in the head' (cf. 
Vann Lier 2000). The study proposes person-context relations as a basic unit of 
analysiss and as an alternative to isolated individuals, and defines both structure and 
cognitionn in relation to the social environments in which they occur (Mehan 1998). 

Researchh issues: methodology. 

Alll  social researchers feel the tension between conceptions of science modelled on 
thee practices of natural science on the one hand, and ideas about the distinctiveness 
off  the social world and the implications of this for how it should be studied on the 
other.. Often this tension is presented as a choice between the positivist and 
naturalistnaturalist paradigms (cf. Hammerley & Atkinson 1983). In the 'positivist' 
approachh quantatively measured variables are manipulated in order to identify 
relationss among them. In this way hypotheses, which are formulated beforehand, 
aree tested. In this paradigm there is a great concern for systematic sampling and 
dataa collection procedures, since a premium is placed on the generalizability of 
findings.. This type of research often results in recommendations about, in our case, 
e.g.. methodology or learning. 

Thee positivist approach obviously has advantages: research designs are often 
elegantt and systematic. But there is also a distinct disadvantage to this research 
perspective:: the theory the research builds on determines the data and the selection 
off  phenomena taken into account, which may lead to tunnel vision. The 
preconceptionss the researcher brings to the research may cause her2 to miss 
importantt information - one only finds what one has set out to look for. 

'Naturalist'' research approaches, on the other hand, make use of qualitative 
analysess of data. They do not test hypotheses, but try to contribute to the 
developmentt of the theory on which hypotheses might be tested: they do not ask 
questionss like 'what would happen if...?'; they ask 'what happens?'. 

22 In this book the feminine embraces the masculine (in fond remembrance of Paul Werth). 
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Nunan,, in an extensive overview of classroom-oriented research, argues that: 

.... in carrying out research, the issue or question one wants to address should 
formm the point of departure, and the research method or methods one chooses 
shouldd be consonant with what it is one wishes to discover: in other words, 
researchh should be driven by issues rather than methods. Methods themselves 
aree neutral, only taking on value in relation to the problems or issues under 
investigation,..' ' 

(Nunann 1991:250) 

Sincee the studies in this book are concerned with trying to find out 'what's going 
onn there', the research approach adopted in this book is naturalist, and more 
specificallyy ethnographic. It attempts to answer the question 'what happens?' by 
detailedd observations of activities or perspectives of actors in the situations under 
investigation.. The selection of the data is made by insiders. In this way the surface 
structurestructure of human behavior may be scrutinized. 

TheThe ethnographic perspective refined. 
Thee middle chapters of this study consist of four case studies with different 
interactionall  and socio-cultural parameters: individual coaching sessions of tutors 
withh students writing their MA- thesis; the multi-party setting of fluency teaching 
att an academic level; the complexities of teacher education, which structually 
entailss the embedding of lessons-within-lessons; and micro-teaching, which 
embedss lessons within lessons about lessons. 

Thee approach to the communicative practices investigated is essentially emic (cf. 
Vann Lier 1988). The emic principle presupposes a view from the inside that notices 
thosee features of the scene that are marked as significant by internal criteria and 
whichh aims to result in a unified framework that matches the intuitions of insiders. 
Thee insider view allows the researcher to consider the phenomena 'from the 
functionall  point of view of the ordinary actor in everyday life' (Erickson 1981: 20, 
citedd in Van Lier 1988: 55), which is traditionally realized by adopting the 
participant-observerr stance. This leads, however, to the classic participation-
observationn paradox: in order to collect information we need to observe interaction, 
butt to observe interaction we need to be on the scene; therefore, any time we 
observee we affect what we see because others monitor our presence and act 
accordinglyy (cf. Labov 1972). The presence of'others', by definition, provides 
reframingreframing of the event (cf Goffinan 1974) and may be considered a 'ritual fault' in 
traditionall  classroom life. However, since all studies concern my own practice in 
variouss roles - as supervisor, language teacher, and teacher educator I was a 
ratifiedratified participant (Goffman 1979; see 1.2.1) in the events analysed: my roles of 
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teacherr and researcher coincided in the research. 

Accordingg to Duranti an ethnographer has to combine two apparently contradictory 
qualities: : 

.. an ability to step back and distance oneself from one's own immediate, 
culturallyy biased reactions to achieve an acceptable degree of 'objectivity' and 
.... the propensity to achieve sufficient identification with or empathy for the 
memberss of the group in order to provide an insider's perspective ... 

(Durantii  1997: 85) 

Thiss double role of the ethnographer has positive as well as negative aspects. The 
dataa analysed in the studies in this book are grounded in long-term participation 
andd in knowledge of the specific real-world settings involved, but identifying with 
thee 'natives*  entails the risk of 'blind spots' and might prevent a degree of cultural 
awarenesss and distance which are crucial to fully analyse the data (cf. Jackson 
1995):: in the observation of routine socio-cultural contexts, our own default 
culturall  suppositions as to what are relevant events and what qualifies as data may 
leadd us to ignore or underanalyse potentially significant features of the encounters 
involved. . 

Thee ethnographic approach attempts the 'reconstruction of an observed reality' 
(Yatess 1987: 62), which requires selection, translation and interpretation. The 
choicess made by the researcher in the process of selection remain hidden from the 
reader,, and often depend mainly on practical conditions. But the ethnographic 
approachh may give fresh insights and helps to identify the relevant units for 
analysis.. It is, however, not enough to simply describe the phenomena under 
investigation.. If we take the claim that ethnographic research can help develop 
theoryy seriously, we need a fine-grained observational instrument, which does not 
makee any a priori  assumptions, but is able to analyze systematically how people 
makee sense of the, in our case, multi-person, task-oriented event 'LESSON'. 
Therefore,, the methodology employed in this study combines the ethnographic 
perspectivee and insights from linguistic anthropology, linguistic pragmatics, face-
to-facee communication, discourse analysis and classroom language learning (see 
chapterr 1). 

Aboutt  the organization of the study 

Eachh of the case studies in this book begins with a short explanatory introduction 
off  the theoretical framework it draws on and therefore can be read on its own. All 
studiess share a concern for the interactional complexities of the event under 
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investigation,, but they do not directly build on each other. For the book as a whole, 
thiss necessarily involves some degree of overlap. 

Chapterr one presents a brief overview of the theoretical perspectives and research 
instrumentss relevant to the issues discussed in this book and introduces the 
theoreticall  framework and terminology. 

Thee first case study is presented in chapter two. It reports on an inquiry into the 
supervisionn process of MA-theses based on interviews with members of the 
Englishh department of the University of Amsterdam. It will be shown that although 
thee roles of supervisor and student seem straightforward, the social embedding of 
thee event, the nesting in the cultural and institutional context, yields a complex 
interactionall  situation. 

Chapterr three addresses the dilemmas that arise when fluency is taught in 
institutionall  settings. The frame complexity of communicative L2 classes and the 
interactionall  paradoxes ensuing aree investigated and discussed in relation to 
recommendationss from SLA theories. 

Ann in-service teacher education project in Vietnam yielded the data to be discussed 
inn chapter four. During the courses I taught within the framework of this project 
communicativee language teaching methods were presented which are 'alien' to the 
culturall  and institutional contexts of teaching and learning in Vietnam. The 
discrepanciess between 'home' and 'target' culture were explicitly addressed during 
thee course, which made it possible to topicalize implicit cultural assumptions in L2 
teachingg methodology. 

Micro-teachingg as an instrument of teacher education is the focus of chapter five. 
Dataa from classes taught to student teachers in an introductory teacher education 
coursee are analyzed in order to achieve a clearer understanding of how the 
structurall  dimensions of micro-teaching could be exploited to address the cultural 
dimensionn in student teachers' personal models of teaching and the interactional 
embeddingg of lesson content in classroom situations in the context of teacher 
educationn courses. 

Chapterr six investigates the implications of the issues discussed in the preceding 
chapterss for teacher education and classroom research. It is argued that a better 
understandingg of structural features of multi-party interactions will provide teacher 
educatorss and student teachers with a tool to evaluate the effects and effectiveness 
off  local interventions and behaviors in specific classroom episodes, and the 
complexx cognitive, interactional, and socio-cultural issues that they raise. In 
classroomm research, a theoretical reassessment of focus and methods is needed. 
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Practicee should be primary. It is concluded that, in order to understand what exactly 
happenss in classroom situations, a fine-grained observational instrument and 
refinedd tools are needed that take into account the contextual parameters of 
learningg and teaching in institutional settings. Only in this way will claims based 
onn the outcomes of classroom research projects become empirically, ecologically 
valid. . 
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1.. RELEVAN T RESEARCH AREAS AND 
THEORETICA LL  APPROACHES 

1.11 The social analysis of context 

Itt does not seem possible to come up with a single, precise definition of the notion 
off  context, since it means different things within alternative research paradigms 
(Goodwinn & Duranti 1992). In this section a brief, non-exhaustive survey will be 
presentedd of a variety of different perspectives on the analysis of context to date. 

Ass early as 1923 the anthropologist Malinowski proposed that linguistic analysis 
shouldd be supplemented by ethnographic analysis of the situations in which speech 
occurs.. He introduced the notion of a context of situation. He also argued that 
languagee should be conceptualized as a mode of practical action and stated that 
languagee is 'an indispensable element of concerted human action' (Malinowski 
1923:: 316 cited in Duranti & Goodwin 1992:15). Wittgenstein (1958) 
corroboratedd this analysis in his Philosophical Investigations. He emphasized the 
embeddingg of language within human activities and suggested that understanding a 
language,, and by implication, being able to grasp the meaning of utterances, 
involvess knowing the nature of the activity in which the utterances play a role. 
Wittgensteinn therefore proposed that context should be used as a point of departure 
forr uncovering the multifaceted variety of thought and action made available by the 
differentt language games human beings engage in. 

Austinn (1962) built on Malinowski's and Wittgenstein's stance that language is 
usedd to perform action. He presented an apparatus to talk about how utterances 
becomee social acts and distinguished three types of speech acts we simultaneously 
performm when we speak: a locutionary act - the act of saying something; an 
illocutionaryillocutionary act - the act a speaker can perform in saying something by means of 
thee conventional force of the locutionary act; & per locutionary act - the effect 
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producedd by uttering a particular locutionary act. In other words, in saying 
something,, we are always doing something. Austin argued that any act of speaking 
takess place within a particular context and is evaluated with respect to such a 
context.. He saw context as a set of recognizable conventions which provide the 
infrastructuree through which an utterance gains its force as a particular type of 
action.. It prompted him to introduce the notion of felicity conditions: conditions 
whichh have to be fulfilled for a speech act to be successful. Austin's ideas were 
madee known to a broader public by John Searle (1969) in his speech act theory. 
Butt this theory has its problems. It gives analytic primacy to the isolated sentence 
andd seeks in the first place to establish the 'literal' meaning of the utterance. It then 
goess on to account for variations in meaning according to the context. This entails 
thatt the context is seen by speech act theory as some sort of overlay: it fails to see 
thatt utterances are in the first place contextually produced and understood. Besides, 
thee assumptions speech act theory draws on do not take cultural variability into 
account:: 'action' is not a universal dimension of human existence and does need 
furtherr analysis (Duranti 1997). Moreover, speech act theory takes the conscious 
intentionss of the speaker as the originator of the meaning making process and sees 
thee hearer as a projection of the speaker's wants and attitude: the hearer is not 
reallyy seen as an active participant in the interaction. Finally, it does not take into 
accountt that many situations exist in which actions emerge not from the speaker 
alonee in a single turn, but rather are collaboratively defined through a process of 
interactionn in which recipients play a very active role (cf. Kendon 1992). 

Thee notion of speech event presented a solution to the problems mentioned. Hymes 
wass the first to propose a non-linguistic unit, the 'event' as the frame of reference 
forr interpreting speech (1972). He defined speech events as: 'activities, or aspects 
off  activities, that are directly governed by rules or norms for the use of speech' 
(1972:: 56), which meant attention to units of discourse larger than the sentence. 
Exampless of speech events include: a service encounter, a business meeting, a 
telephonee conversation, a lesson, etc. For each speech event Hymes defined a set of 
eightt conventions as particular constraints on setting, participants, roles, genre, the 
'business'' at hand and the procedures. These conventions should be seen as 
normativee expectations that provide a grid for the organization of experience rather 
thann fixed rules for appropriate and non-appropriate behavior. 

Sociologyy has made several important contributions to the analysis of context. The 
workk of interactional sociologist Ervin Goffman on face-to-face interaction 
providess an analytical framework for the description and interaction of multi-party 
interactionn (1967, 1974), and the 'frames' that can be invoked by a single speaker 
withinn talk itself (1974, 1979). Ethnomethodology (Garfinkel 1967) investigates 
methodss used by social actors in interpreting their everyday life: how 'members' 
negotiatee or achieve a common context. It argues that context is accomplished 
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throughh 'ongoing, moment-by-moment social and cognitive work; participants 
displayy to each other their understanding of the events they are engaged in as part 
off  the process through which these very same events are performed and constituted 
ass social activities' (Goodwin & Duranti 1992:28). Within this sociological 
frameworkframework conversation analysis emerged, mainly through the work of Sacks, 
Scheglofff  and Jefferson (especially Sacks, Schegloff and Jefferson 1974; Schegloff 
&&  Sacks 1973; Schegloff, Jefferson & Sacks 1977). Conversation analysis accords 
primacyy to the analysis of talk as a body of situated practices (Atkinson & Heritage 
1984).. Its central goal is 'the description and explication of the competences that 
ordinaryy speakers use and rely on in participating in intelligible, socially organised 
interaction**  (Heritage & Atkinson 1984: 1). A basic assumption throughout is 
GarfinkeFss proposal that producing behavior and understanding and dealing with it 
aree 'accomplished as the accountable products of common sets of procedures' 
(1967:1).. Conversation analysis uses as its data naturally occurring interactions and 
focussess on sequential analysis: whatever is said will be said in some sequential 
contextt and its illucutionary force will be determined by reference to what has been 
saidd before. According to Heritage (1984) the production of talk is doubly 
contextual',contextual', an utterance not only relies upon the existing context for its production 
andd interpretation, it is also an event in its own right that shapes a new context for 
mee action that will follow it. In this sense, every utterance is both context-shaped 
andd context renewing: context-shaped in the ways that it is designed and 
understoodd by reference to the environment of actions in which it participates; 
contextt renewing because it contributes to the environing sequence of actions. 

Whereass conversation analysis focuses on the structural properties of naturally 
occurringg interaction with less attention paid to what speakers have to say once 
theyy have got the floor, discourse analysis investigates the much broader area of 
thee form and function of what is said or written. Like pragmatics and 
sociolinguistics,, discourse analysis has its roots not only in linguistics but also in 
thee social sciences and in philosophy. Discourse analysists argue that discourse is a 
practical,, social and cultural phenomenon. Language users engaging in discourse 
accomplishh social acts and participate in social interaction. Such interaction is in 
turnn embedded in various social and cultural contexts, such as informal gatherings 
withh friends, or professional, institutional encounters such as meetings or lessons. 
Thee analysis of discourse as ongoing social action focusses on order and 
organization:: discourse analysis sets as its goal the development of a 
comprehensivee theory of the relations between language use and sociocultural 
contexts. . 
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Itt may be concluded that work in a number of fields has shown that context is a 
sociallyy constituted, interactively sustained, dynamic, and time-bound 
phenomenon.. Humans are capable of reshaping the context that provides 
organizationn for their actions within the interaction itself. Context and talk stand in 
aa mutually reflexive relationship to each other: talk shapes context as context 
shapess talk, or, in other words: people create the world as they claim it to be. What 
iss 'the' context is continually under negotiation: it is co-constructed from moment-
too moment by the participants in the event themselves. 

Thee approach towards context adopted in this book is, necessarily, multi-
disciplinary.. It draws on work in the fields of linguistic anthropology (Gumperz & 
Hymess 1964; Goodwin & Duranti 1992; Hanks 1996a, 1996b; Duranti 1997), 
ethnographyethnography of education (Philips 1971; Heath 1982; Mehan 1979, 1980, 1987; 
Ericksonn & Schultz 1981,1982; Spindler & Spindler 1987,1994), face-to-face 
interactioninteraction (especially Goffinan 1974,1979,1981), linguistic pragmatics 
(especiallyy Brown & Levinson [1978] 1987), discourse analysis (Polanyi & Scha 
1983;; Polanyi 1988; Van Dam (van Isselt) 1993), and classroom L2 learning 
(especiallyy Van Lier 1988, 1996, 2000; Van Dam (van Isselt) 1993,1995, in press; 
Sullivann 2000a, 2000b). 

AA non-exhaustive survey of the findings in the research areas and approaches of 
importancee to this study wil l be presented below. 

1.22 Linguisti c Anthropology 

Linguisticc anthropology studies linguistic practices and addresses the interface 
betweenn language and culture. It considers language a social tool and speaking a 
culturall  practice. Linguistic anthropologists work at producing ethnographically 
groundedd accounts of linguistic structures as used by real people in real time and 
reall  space. They examine language through the lenses of anthropological concerns. 
Thesee include the transmission and reproduction of culture, the relationship 
betweenn cultural systems and different forms of social organization, and the role of 
thee material conditions of existence in a people's understanding of the world. 
Linguisticc anthropology is interested in speakers as social actors, in language as 
bothh a resource for and a product of social interaction, and in speech communities 
ass simultaneously real and imaginary entities whose boundaries are constantly 
beingg reshaped and negotiated through countless acts of speaking. It applies 
traditionall  ethnographic methods to the study of everyday speaking and draws on 
workk done in ethnomethodology and sociolinguistics (ethnography of 
communication;communication; Gumperz & Hymes 1964). In such an approach the unit of analysis 
cannott be purely linguistic, it has to be a social unit, the communicative event, 
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whichh is based on or includes speech. 

1.2.11.2.1 Participation frameworks 
I tt  is my belief that the language that students have drawn 
onn for  talkin g about speaking and hearing is not well-
adaptedd to its purpose ... it takes global folk categories 
(lik ee speaker  and hearer) for  granted instead of 
decomposingg them into smaller, analytically coherent 
elements. . 

(Goffmann 1981: 129) 

Takingg the communicative event as unit of analysis means the introduction of the 
categoryy 'participant' in the analysis. The notion of participation stresses the 
inherentlyy socially collective and distributed quality of any act of speaking. 
Participationn as an analytical concept replaces old dichotomies like speaker-hearer 
orr sender-receiver and takes more subtle distinctions into consideration. Philips 
(1972)) introduced the term participant structure in her work on the school 
performancee of American Indian children to refer to the ways in which teachers 
arrangedd verbal interactions with their students. Goffman expanded both Philips* 
ideass and Hymes' approach to the notion of 'participant' in speech events in his 
paperr 'Footing' (1979). By footing Goffman refers to the position or alignment an 
individuall  takes in uttering a given linguistic expression. Speakers let the hearer 
knoww how an utterance should be taken, the illocutionary force they mean to give 
it,, the scene in which it should be placed, the character it is being said by, to, or on 
behalff  of. Footing refers to the subtle ways in which we assume different types of 
statusess and stances vis-a-vis our own as well as others' words. For the total 
configurationn of such statuses at any given time Goffman uses the term 
participationparticipation framework. In place of the 'speaker' he posits what he calls the 
productionproduction format. Goffman argues that it is too simple to identify the pronoun T 
withh the category 'speaker' or 'writer*. In his model 'I ' refers to three distinct roles: 
animator,animator, principal and author. The animator is the entity who is actually 
speaking,, the sounding-box; the principal is the person who is ultimately 
responsiblee for what is being said; and the author is the one who selects the words 
beingg spoken. These three roles often coincide, but in face-to-face talk as well as in 
structuredd interviews and public appearances they may be split apart. A similar 
reasoningg applies to the 'hearer'. Goffman points out that in a certain situation 
theree may be all kinds of people who 'hear' what is being said, but they are not all 
entitledd to be part of the communicative event. Those who are part of the event 
Goffmann named ratified participants, those who are not, unratified participants. In 
multi-partyy interactions, moreover, there may be addressed and unaddressed 
recipientss among the ratified participants. Unratified participants may be by-
standers:standers: those people who have some kind of access - aural, visual - to the 
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encounter.. They can be overhearers or eavesdroppers: depending on the context 
theyy may be expected to pretend they are not present or might make their presence 
andd understanding of the ongoing event quite clear. Goffinan goes on to typify talk 
accordingg to the kinds of participants involved: dominating communication - the 
mainn engagement between ratified participants; and subordinate communication -
'talkk that is manned, timed and pitched to constitute a perceivedly limited inference 
too what might be said to be the dominating communication in its vicinity' 
(Goffinann 1981: 133). It might be argued that the most imporant aspect of 
Goffinan'ss model has been that it pushes beyond dyadic talk and opens up the 
possibilityy of a differentiated approach to multi-party talk. 

Goffinann acknowledged that there are many forms of talk in which speaker-hearer 
roless would have to be mapped onto several persons. In order to solve this problem, 
Levinsonn (1988) attempted to decompose the concepts of speaker and hearer even 
furtherr into a set of underlying constituent concepts ('sets of roles') and came to 
somee seventeen participant roles, hierarchically organized in a scheme of feature 
matrices.. Irvine (1996) argues that the number of participant roles arrived at by the 
decompositionall  approach may prove an endless and unconstrained process, and 
thatt the participant roles in Levinson's model are as decontextualized as in the 
classicc speaker-hearer model. She states that: 

Thee problem of participant roles is part of [a] larger set of issues: an 
uttterance'ss conversational 'reach', backward and forward; the interpretative 
frameworksframeworks on which participants draw; the social personae whose voices are 
echoed,, commented upon, or responded to; whether participants acknowledge 
thatt they are engaged in a joint conversational activity at all; and so on. 

(Irvinee 1996: 135) 

Forr these reasons she proposes a simple set of primary participant roles: speaker, 
addresseee and third parties present and absent, while deriving the more subtle types 
fromfrom a notion of intersecting frames and dialogic relations. For this she draws 
partlyy on the Bakhtinian notion of multi-vocality which focuses on the forms of 
discoursee that cannot be attributed simply to the act of an individual speaker. 

Inn an effort to go beyond face-to-face interaction and in order to emphasize the 
emergentt nature of participation frameworks, Hanks (1996a) suggests that the 
notionn of participation framework should partly be replaced by community. He 
proposess Lave & Wenger's notion ofcommunity of practice (1991), which is 
definedd as 'an aggregate of people coming together around mutual engagement in 
ann endeavor' (Eckert & McConnell-Ginet 1992: 464, cited in Hanks 1996: 221) as 
aa basis for the study of larger collectivities. Hanks claims that this approach 
providess a framework in which to describe complex mediated communication and 
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too define modes of participation relative to the processes through which they are 
constituted.. He states that no single meta-language for participant roles has proved 
too be adequate at all levels of description and argues that this will be an extremely 
complicatedd problem to solve. All that can be done is *to cast our descriptions of 
face-to-facee participation and larger-scale discursive formations in such a way that 
theyy intersect - or if not, that the points of divergence are made visible' (1996a: 
223). . 

1.2.21.2.2 Indexicality 

Debriss in the traditional linguistic sense refers to the fact that certain linguistic 
formss have a direct pragmatic interpretation depending on the parameters of the 
speechh situation. Deixis and the linguistic forms that subserve it play a central role 
inn language use. Levinson (1983: 54) argued that it is the 'single most obvious way 
inn which the relationship between language and context is reflected in the 
structuress of languages themselves...'. Indexes are the basic tools that help 
participantss negotiate this issue. If we accept that the repertoire of roles in verbal 
communicationn is much greater than the traditional dyad of speaker and hearer, 
workk needs to be done by participants in an interaction to know 'what's going on*. 
Hankss points out that deixis can be seen as a framework for organizing the actor's 
accesss to the context of speech at the moment of utterance: 'Deictic reference 
organizess the field of interaction into a foreground upon a background, as figure 
andd ground organize the visual field' (1996a:61). A basic property of the indexical 
contextt of interaction is thatt it is dynamic: the indexical framework of references 
changess during an interaction, as participants exchange information, shift topics, 
establishh common grounds, etc. Speaking is a continuous process of 
contextualization.. According to Gumperz this interactional work is performed 
throughh a vast range of contextualization cues (see also 'footing'; Goffinan 1979, 
sectionn 1.2.1; 'POP- and PUSH markers'; Polanyi & Scha 1983, section 1.4). They 
help: : 

.... speakers signal and listeners interpret what the activity is, how semantic 
contentt is to be understood and how each sentence relates to what precedes or 
followss ... These features are habitually used and perceived but rarely 
consciouslyy noted and almost never talked about directly. 

(Gumperzz 1992: 131) 

Soo contextualization cues are a subclass of indexical signs which let people know 
whatt is going on in any given situation and how interaction is expected to proceed. 
Whenn they are misinterpreted or missed the communication is in trouble. 
Contextualizationn cues can operate at various levels of speech production: 
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syntactic,, phonological, morphological, semantic, but may also occur at the levels 
off  prosody, paralinguistic signs, markers of speech tempo, overlaps, laughter, and 
code-choicee (cf. Erickson & Schultz 1981). They can be any verbal or non-verbal 
signn that helps speakers to hint at, and clarify, and listeners to make inferences 
aboutt the situation. Contextualization cues enter into the process of inference at 
severall  degrees of generality. First, they may operate at the perceptual level, where 
theyy serve to provide information on matters like possible turn construction units, 
foregroundingg or backgrounding of items of information, separating shared or 
knownn items from new information, etc. The second level is that of sequencing. 
Inferencess at this level yield situated interpretations of communicative intent. They 
mayy also be used on the more global level of framing (Goffman 1974). On this 
levell  they may raise expectations about what is to come at some point beyond the 
immediatee sequence to yield predictions about possible outcomes of an exchange, 
aboutt suitable topics, and about interpersonal relations. In everyday interactions 
thesee levels merge. Participants themselves are concerned with the situated 
interpretationss of what they hear, with the process of arriving at a socially active 
notionn of context (Gumperz 1992). 

1.33 Linguisti c pragmatics: Politeness theory 

Goffmann (1967) argued that the fragile and precarious nature of social order is 
mainlyy due to the tension between how people present themselves in public, and 
howw others suspect or accept that representation, between 'official' identities and 
hiddenn selves, between the 'front stage' and the 'back stage'. Individuals, in 
interactions,, are concerned with presenting and maintaining a public image of 
themselves.. Goffman defined this image as 'face': 'the positive social value a 
personn effectively claims for himself by the line others assume he has taken during 
aa particular contact.' (1967: 5). Following Goffman, Brown & Levinson 
([1978]1987),, in a seminal study, proposed that maintaining face is a basic 
motivationn in human interaction and has two dimensions. One is positive f ace: a 
person'ss concern that he or she be thought well of by others. At the same time, 
though,, people wish to preserve a certain degree of autonomy and the right not to 
bee imposed on: this is their negative face. In Brown & Levinson's view social 
interactionn is based on a person balancing the satisfaction of their own positive and 
negativee face needs with the face needs of others. The need to balance face needs, 
accordingg to Brown & Levinson, derives from the fact that most communicative 
actss are inherently imposing or face threatening. Politeness strategies are the 
meanss by which interactants fend off and redress these risks to face. The choice of 
strategyy is determined by the configuration of three contextual variables: social 
distance,, relative power and the 'weight' of the imposition. Politeness, then, as 
seenn by Brown & Levinson, is 'the intentional, strategic behavior of an individual 
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meantt to satisfy self and other face wants in case of threat, enacted via positive and 
negativee styles of redress' (Blum-Kulka 1997). 

Iff  we say something that represents a threat to others' expectations regarding their 
self-image,, we perform a face threatening act (FTA). Alternatively, if we, as 
speakerr in this situation, can say something to lessen the possible threat, it is 
calledd a face saving act. When we attempt to save another person's face, we can 
payy attention to their negative face (i.e. their need to be independent, to have 
freedomm of action and not to be imposed on by others) or their positive face (i.e. 
theirr need to be accepted or liked by others, to be connected to the group). The 
tendencyy to use positive politeness forms, emphasizing closeness between 
speakerr and hearer, can be seen as a solidarity strategy; negative politeness forms, 
emphasizingg the hearer's right to freedom, can be seen as deference strategies. 
Thee perceived seriousness of an FTA will determine the selection of redressive 
strategy.. To do an FTA baldly, without redress, implies overwhelming urgency, 
minimall  threat, or vastly superior power on the part of the speaker.. The more 
seriouss the FTA, the more negative politeness forms will be selected, because the 
effectivenesss of positive politeness depends on vulnerable assumptions about the 
speaker-hearerr relationship. According to Brown & Levinson interactants have a 
choicee of five politeness strategies: bald on-record strategies - represent the most 
directt option (e.g. imperatives: 'open your books ... '), often followed by 
mitigatingg devices or hedges like 'please' or 'would you'; positive politeness 
strategiess - enhance the positive face needs of the interlocutor (e.g. in-group 
identityy markers jokes); negative politeness strategies - geared to satisfy the 
hearer'ss negative face wants (e.g. giving options); off-the-record strategies -
leavee maximum options for deniability (e.g. non-conventional indirect requests: 
'it'ss a bit chilly in here'); opting out - saying nothing at all. Brown & Levinson 
claimm that this list represents a scale of politeness: the more indirect the utterance 
thee more polite it is considered to be. 

Butt face systems are not context-free: a speaker's estimate of power, distance and 
impositionn interacts with other factors in determining the choice of politeness 
strategies,, such as communicative goals, the medium of the interaction and the 
relationn between the interactants. Scollon and Wong-Scollon (1995) extensively 
discusss the dilemmas arising from the fact that persons belong to a number of 
voluntaryy (professional, institutional) and involuntary (cultural, gender, 
generational)) discourse systems at the same time. They argue, for instance, that 
'[ass a professional communicator like a teacher] one is simultaneouslyy a member of 
thee discourse system of one's professional or occupational group and of one's 
institutional,, organizational, or corporate discourse system' (1995:203). These e 
systemss may make competing demands for membership and identity, which results in 
complexx and multiple identities. Van Dam van Isselt (1993) contends that politeness 
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theoryy needs 'to be repaired to accommodate multi-person interactions and task-
orientedd settings, where different notions of what constitutes a face-threatening act 
mayy obtain' (23). Finally, cross-cultural research on politeness seriously challenges 
thee universal nature of politeness models (Kasper 1990). Cultures differ widely in 
theirr interactional styles, so that whereas directness is the accepted behavior in a 
givenn situation in one culture, indirectness may be the norm in the same situation in 
anotherr (cf. Scollon & Wong-Scollon 1995; Goddard & Wierzbicka 1997). 

1.44 Discourse models 

Discoursee units have an internal structure that is accessible to study. A number of 
researcherss have been concerned with the development of'discourse grammars'. 
Polanyii  & Scha (1983; Polanyi 1988) have proposed a model of discourse structure 
thatt allows for the recursive embedding of discourse units.. Polanyi & Scha argue 
thatt all types of talk, whether it is 'telling a joke', 'ordering a meal', 'having a 
conversation',, etc. have characteristic features and constraints. The assignment of 
utterancess to the category 'same sort of talk*  as preceding utterances of 'different 
sortt of talk' brings Polanyi and Scha to argue that the actual flow of talk should be 
seenn as separable in various discourse units to which individual utterances are seen 
too belong. Such units, strung together, make up the actual discourses which are 
produced.. These units range from one word 'echoes', response cries (Gofrman 
1979)) and non-verbal acts, through minimal clauses and sentences to very large 
discoursee structures. Inn their model Polanyi & Scha distinguish three main types of 
discoursee units. Type I are small, local structures involving turn-taking, i.e. 
adjacencyy pairs (greetings, question-answer). These have traditionally been studied 
withinn the framework of conversation analysis. Type II structures are coherent 
semanticc structures built up through sustained talk, such as stories, reports, 
arguments,, etc. Type III structures are socially defined, recognizable occasions for 
talk,, often of a highly focused sort, such as service encounters, meetings, religious 
rituals,, lessons, etc. ('speech events'; Hymes 1964). These discourse units may be 
recursivelyy embedded. This means that stories may be embedded in stories, but 
alsoo that a speech event (e.g. a service encounter) may be embedded in a story (if a 
personn pauses in the middle of a story to buy something). An embedded episode is 
signalledd by so-called PUSH and POP-markers: these may be linguistic, 
paralinguistic,, prosodie or non-verbal. They signal the beginning and end of an 
embeddedd constituent to the embedding structure (see also chapter 3). 

Vann Dam (van Isselt) has shown how Polanyi & Scha's proposals can profitably be 
usedd for the description and interpretation of classroom multi-party situations the 
'lessonn proper' is embedded in (the 'classroom machine'; 1993, 1995). Van Dam 
(vann Isselt) uses the metaphor of the 'stack', consisting of units under construction. 
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Att the bottom of the stack, at the deepest level, there are symbols like 'speech 
event',, which define the unmarked context for the interpretation of the events. At 
thee highest level, at the top, there is the unit which is currently being processed. In 
between,, all sorts of units-under-construction (ongoing discourse units) may still be 
accessible.. These units may be oriented to, resumed or overruled. Participants, 
however,, have to recognize these shifts in the discourse to be able to know what is 
goingg on. When some symbol is put on top of the stack ('PUSH') a new context is 
createdd for the interpretation rules of new input: a parameter reset has been 
effectuatedd which creates an embedded domain. When the embedding is over we 
returnn to the embedding context by removing the symbol on top of the stack 
('POP*).. Units that are put on top of the stack inherit their higher order contextual 
parameterss and values. So what is on top of the stack defines current context, but 
moree deeply embedding contexts that are not overruled are still valid. In traditional 
teacher-frontedd lessons, for instance, students do not have the right to self-select. A 
spontaneouss contribution of a student then may be constructed as a 'non-event' in 
thee context of such a lesson. A unit, however, may also be processed in an 
embeddingg cultural domain in terms of a different type of grammar, e.g. 
'conversation'.. In that case particular classroom constraints are suspended: at that 
momentt a more informal 'current' situation locally obtains. This analysis entails 
thatt the speech event 'LESSON' does not contextualize monolithic discourse 
structuress with invariable speaker and hearer roles and ritual business only. Frames 
cann be embedded in or superimposed upon one another. Interactional arrangements, 
currentt roles and identities may be shifted into and out of at will . 

Thee main distinction between this approach, based on the Polanyi & Scha proposal, 
andd the numerous other systems for the analysis of classroom interactions which have 
beenn developed in the past (see Dunkin & Biddle 1974; Good & Brophy 1984; Cohen 
&&  Manion 1985; Chaudron 1988) is that it enables us to analyse classroom interaction 
withh the same tools as interactions in other contexts. Within the dominant context 
'lesson'' different types of conventions (conversational, other) may be temporarily 
imported,, in embeddings or interruptions. Unconventional behavior, unexpected 
eventss simply cannot be coded in the traditional models, let alone be analysed and 
explained:: they do not fit  into a system that has been specifically designed for 
classroomm interaction, since presuppositions about the conduct which might be 
expectedd in this context have been built into the system in the form of pre-coded 
expectations.. Therefore these kinds of observation instruments are unable to describe 
orr analyze these unexpected actions and events - even though they are sometimes of 
greatt importance for the course of the lesson -, in the same way that it is impossible 
forr some grammars to trace the meaning of sentences that that grammar has classified 
ass ungrammatical. 
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1.55 A social perspective on L2 classroom learning 

Onn the whole, SLA theory traditionally has concentrated on: 

.... trying to elucidate the linguistic 'route' of development followed by the 
learnerr and to account for it in terms of the workings of internal psychological 
mechanisms,, whether language specific or more general. 

(Mitchelll  & Myles 1998: xi). 

Ass a result of this narrow, psycholinguistically orientated, construction of 
languagee and learning, littl e research on L2 learning has actually been carried 
outt in the larger social context of real communicative interaction (Van Lier 
1988,, Nunan 1991). A growing body of studies, however, take a theoretical 
positionn which views the language learning process as essentially social, in 
whichh interaction itself constitutes the learning process (for surveys of recent 
investigations,, see Hall & Verplaetse 2000, Lantolf 2000). This is not a new 
view.. As early as 1978 Hatch recommended a discourse approach for the 
analysiss of L2 data. However, the introduction of Vygotsky's sociocultural 
learninglearning theory into the domain of SLA in the 1990s has given extra impetus to 
thee view that language learning should be seen in essentially social terms. 
Socio-culturall  theory is predicated upon understanding the importance of 
interactionn between people for the formation of mental activities (Vygotsky 
1978).. Sociocultural theorists argue that learners are active constructors of their 
ownn learning environment, which they shape through their choice of goals and 
operationss (Lantolf 2000). From this perspective on language and learning, 
classroomss are considered important sites of development. 

Sullivann (2000a) adopts the sociocultural perspective in her investigation of the 
communicativee language teaching paradigm and argues that a number of its 
underlyingg assumptions (e.g. language learning is done through an exchange of 
information;; the tasks and materials should be 'authentic') and practices (e.g. the 
prominencee of group- and pairwork) essentially reflect Western, Anglo-Saxon 
culturall  values. She argues in favour of a broadening of the definition of 
communicativee language teaching to 'one that can include teacher-led, playful oral 
narrativee styles' (2000a: 131), which is more in tune with non-Western culture and 
valuee systems. Sullivan claims that this would also benefit students in Western 
languagee classes since 'the real-life language of native speakers includes form-
focussedd and playful language as well as task-based language' (2000b; see also 
Vann Lier 1988: 227). 

Vann Lier (2000) advocates an ecological way of researching language learning (see 
alsoo Kramsch, in press). This approach links cognitive processes with social 
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processes:: it entails that language and learning should be seen as relationships 
amongg learners and between learners and their environment. According to Van Lier 
ann ecological approach to (language) learning: 

.... shifts the emphasis from scientific reductionism to the notion of emergence. 
Insteadd of assuming that every phenomenon can be explained in terms of 
simplerr phenomena or components, it says that at every level of development 
propertiess emerge that cannot be reduced to those of prior levels. Second, 
ecologyy says that not all of cognition and learning can be explained in terms of 
processess that go on inside the head. Finally, an ecological approach asserts 
thatt the perceptual and social activity of the learner, and particularly the verbal 
andd nonverbal interaction in which the learner engages, are central to an 
understandingg of learning. 

(Vann Lier 2000: 246) 

Itt may be concluded that, although most SLA research still 'abstracts away from 
thee 'noise' of real life' (Leather & Van Dam, in preparation), a number of 
approachess to SLA aim at more empirically valid theoretical models of language 
learning.. To achieve this they address the socially constructed environment that 
constitutess the learning — the (classroom) setting and the way students interact 
withinn it as well as the historical and cultural context of the world outside - and 
therebyy re-assess a number of basic assumptions in traditional SLA research (cf. 
Leatherr & Van Dam, in preparation). 

1.66 Ethnography of education 

Inn their book Interpretive ethnography of education Spindler & Spindler argue that 
sincee a few decades anthropologists have 'come home1: 

Todayy they do research in all places where people gather. Within any social 
setting,, and in any social scene within a setting, whether great or small, social l 
actorss are carrying on a culturally constructed dialogue. This dialogue is 
expressedd in behavior, words, symbols, and in the application of cultural 
knowledgee to make instrumental activities and social situations work for one. 

(Spindlerr & Spindler 1987: 2) 

Onee of the results of this shift in research interest is a scientific discipline called the 
ethnographyethnography of education or anthropology of schooling, which aims to analyse 
'the'' culture of a school or class as a collection of cultural moments. It claims that 
thee educational context is a social context and that social identities are construed in 
situations.. Therefore, it takes as its focal point social dimensions and roles. 
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Ethnographerss of education go into the school and the classroom and let the data 
leadd the way. These should consist of the experiences of insiders. Ethnography of 
schoolingg views the school and the classroom as authentic social settings (cf. Breen 
1985)) and the questions that are asked center on cultural objects. In this way, it is 
claimed,, our cultural blindness wil l come to the fore: what we do not see or only 
perceivee selectively. Ethnographies of education take many forms: they range from 
micro-studiess of classrooms to studies of students and teachers and of communities 
andd their schooling. They address both the interactive and wider social contexts: 
thee cultural expectations which are structurally inherited in the situation (for an 
excellentt overview of research issues, see Mehan 1998). 

1.6.11.6.1 Discontinuities between home and school culture: macro-analysis 

Fromm the early seventies of the twentieth century onwards, 'minority' education 
hass attracted great research interest in the field of the ethnography of education. It 
becamee increasingly clear that children from ethnic minority families often face 
problemss because their home culture is radically different from the social 
mainstream.. In the USA in particular, numerous research projects into these 
problemss have been set up, which aim at describing and analyzing how children 
respondd to differences into the socialization processes within their homes and 
communityy (Philips 1972; 1983; Heath 1982; Ochs 1982,1988; Ogbu 1982, 1987; 
Delgado-Gaitann 1987; Macias 1987). They address discrepancies between home 
andd school cultures minority children often are confronted with and which may 
resultt in discontinuities in the enculturation process: '.. abrupt transition from one 
modee of beingg and behaving to another' (Spindler 1974:308). Discontinuities are 
attributedd to differences in culturally patterned socialization processes between 
home,, community and classroom and sees differences in culture as the source of 
interactionn conflicts. 

Philipss (1972) investigated the discontinuities between the home and school 
environmentss of Warm Spring Indian children and discovered that the participation 
frameworkframework children from this tribe were used to at home differed widely from 
thosee American mainstream children experienced in the same setting. Philips found 
that,, at home, the native American children were accustomed to lateral networks of 
peers.. These were much more important than hierarchical role-differentiated 
networkss of adults and children. Philips, therefore, attributed the generally poor 
schooll  performance of Indian children to the frequency of unfamiliar and 
threateningg participant structures at school. 

Ochss (1982,1988) in her work on language socialization studied mothers with their 
childrenn in Samoa and discovered that 'baby talk' is not universal: the way mothers 
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communicatee with their children relates to local theories and practices of child 
rearing,, including the social relationship between child and caretakers. This may 
resultt in a conflict of cultural norms for using language and may cause children to 
faill  to successfully adapt to the educational practices they are immersed in once 
theyy enter school. 

Heathh (1983) compared the way (Black and White) middle-income teachers talked 
too their Black low-income elementary school students in a community she called 
Trackton,, with the way in which these teachers talked to their own children at 
home.. She found that the language they used at home with their own children was 
veryy similar to the language they used at school: their children were taught to label 
andd name objects and to talk about them out of context. In school the teachers used 
utterancess mat were interrogative in form but directive in pragmatic function, 
knownn information questions, and questions that asked for information from books. 
Thee (Black) Trackton parents would use statements or imperatives instead of 
questions,, and if they asked questions, they would not be the display questions 
askedd at school. These findings led Heath to the conclusion that Trackton children 
weree not prepared to cope with the major characteristics of the language used in 
classrooms. . 

Thee work of John Ogbu addresses the disparities in school performance among 
differentt ethnic groups (1982,1987). He reframes the discontinuities issue and 
raisess the question why some groups of minority students in the USA are more 
successfull  in school than others. To explain these differences, Ogbu has developed 
aa theory which distinguishes between different ethnic minorities on the basis of 
theirr history - the initial terms by which a particular group was incorporated into 
thee society it now exists in - and the adaptive response the group has made to the 
subsequentt discriminatory treatment that it has experienced. Ogbu distinguishes 
twoo major categories of minorities: involuntary minorities, who were brought into 
theirr present society through slavery, conquest or colonization, and immigrant 
minorities,, who have moved into their present society for socio-economic or 
politicall  reasons. Ogbu's central premise is that involuntary minorities experience 
moree difficulty in dealing with cultural, linguistic and structural barriers in 
educationn than immigrant minorities. Ogbu's framework has been very influential, 
butt has its problems. It fails to account for intragroup variability and overlooks 
genderr and generational influences. Moreover, the situation in the USA and in 
otherr countries which traditionally have been accustomed to receiving immigrants 
differss significantly from the situation in countries that have only recently come to 
receivee large numbers of immigrants (cf. Eldering 1997). Finally, his typology is 
arguedd to be too simplistic because of its dichotomous nature and in danger of 
contributingg to stereotypical images of ethnic minorities (Gibson 1997, Hermans 
1998). . 
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Interactionall  analysis of classroom discourse coupled with home/school and cross-
culturall  comparisons of discourse have generated pedagogical strategies to make 
instructionn culturally compatible. Delgado-Gaitan (1987) proposes in her study of 
thee interaction at home and at school of Mexican children in California that 
students'' home culture should be introduced in the classroom to promote a more 
comfortablee and productive learning environment and to ensure the children's full 
participationn in their schooling as 'they learn to accept their traditions while 
makingg new social and cultural transitions' (1987: 359). Macias (1987) reports a 
successfull  pre-school program in which children from the American Indian tribe of 
thee Papagos are taught by teachers from their own tribe. Papago teachers in the 
programm developed their own 'hidden curriculum' geared to minimize the negative 
effectss of cultural discontinuity: they linked unfamiliar classroom content and tasks 
too the children's home culture to ensure that the child's appreciation of its home 
culturee would not be eroded. 

Thee latter studies both address situations in which the school population is 
homogeneous:: all students belong to the same ethnic group. The 'solutions' 
proposedd - the introduction of home culture in the classroom and the introduction 
off  same ethnic group teachers - are certainly not feasible in settings where the 
studentt population consists of more than one ethnic group. Spindler & Spindler 
suggestt cultural therapy as an instrument to explore and deal with cultural 
differencess in those settings. They define cultural therapy as: 

.... a process of bringing one's own culture in its manifold forms - assumptions, 
goals,, values, beliefs and communicative modes - to a level of awareness that 
permitss one to perceive it as a potential bias in social interaction and in the 
acquisitionn and transmission of skills and knowledge. One's culture as well as the 
'other's'' culture becomes a 'third presence', removed somewhat from the person, 
soo that one's actions can be taken as involuntarily 'caused' by one's culture, 
ratherr than uniquely determined by one's personality. 

(Spindlerr 1999: 466) 

Culturall  therapy may be seen ass a 'sensitization' process: it makes the nature of 
conflictss explicit on cultural terms. Through cultural therapy, Spindler & Spindler 
claim,, the nature of problems is seen in an objectified manner. This makes it 
possiblee to 'unpack' potential conflicts, misunderstandings and 'blind spots' and to 
reachh a new perception and interpretation of behavior. Bannink & Van Dam (van 
Isselt)) (1998) propose that, since classroom practices are always situated in 
particularr cultural environments, 'cultural therapy' should play an important role in 
teacherr education. They analyze 'fieldnotes*  from a diary written by two students 
off  Dutch secondary education to argue for a reconsideration of the relevant data in 
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teacherr education courses and suggest that student teachers should be made aware 
off  the cultural component of their 'personal theories' of teaching and learning in 
orderr to 'unlearn' their ethnocentric, default assumptions in the interpretation of 
non-verball  and verbal behavior. 

1.6.21.6.2 Research into classroom culture: micro-analysis 

Micro-analysess of classroom talk focus on various aspects of the organization of 
classroomm interaction (early studies: Mc Dermott 1977; Mehan 1979,1980; 
Ericksonn 1981,1982). In these analyses classroom contexts are seen as authentic, 
unmarkedd social situations and as socially active entities constructed by teachers 
andd students. The premise of the studies is mat, if we are to understand the nature 
off  teaching, socialization and classroom culture, we need 'a means of 
systematicallyy describing the actively constructed social action process of the 
classroom'' (Green & Wallat 1981:193). 

Dorr-Bremmee (1990) investigated the social organization of a daily group meeting 
inn an American primary school classroom. He found that transitions between class 
topicss were vulnerable to disruptions: order would sometimes break down. A close 
analysiss showed that these disruptions were not unpredictable: they were 
explainablee with reference to subtle contextualization cues that the teacher, 
unconsciouslyy and routinely, provides but occasionally omits at these boundaries. 
Studentss act on the presence or omission of these cues, which thus become 'a tacit, 
jointlyy constructed means of discourse regulation and social control' (1990: 379). 

Poolee (1992) analysed the interaction between teacher and students in two 
beginningg ESL classes in the light of the language socialization perspective 
articulatedd by Ochs and SchiefFelin (1983). They argue that in American middle 
classs socialization contexts, asymmetrical interactions are consistently marked by 
accommodationn of expert to novice through the use of simplified registers (baby-
talkk and teacher-talk). Also there is a tendency for caregivers and experts to 
suppresss the display of power differences. Poole found in her data of teacher-
studentt interactions that teachers exercise a good deal of control, but do this in a 
mannerr consistent with white middle class American norms, which brings her to 
statee that the teacher role is culturally constrained and motivated: teachers fulfi l a 
culturallyy prescribed role. Teacher-student interactions mirror cultural dimensions 
thatt necessarily affect both the teaching and learning processes. 

Vann Dam (van Isselt) (1993,1995) argued that the social dimensions and 
constraintss of multi-person classroom floors are underanalyzed in existing models 
forr the interpretation of L2 classroom events. This results in recommendations 
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fromfrom SLA theory and teaching methodology for teacher and student behaviors that 
aree premature and do not take into account the wider socio-cultural and local 
interactionall  contexts of their production in classroom situations. 

1.77 Relevance to the study 

Ass mentioned before, a multi-disciplinary framework wil l be employed in this 
dissertationn to analyze the paradoxes, problems and dilemmas which are a result of 
thee discourse complexity of the task-oriented, multi-person interactional processes 
thatt go on in the educational encounters under investigation. Insights from 
linguistics,, anthropology, and sociology will be combined into a discourse 
frameworkframework that attempts to do justice to the interactional, institutional and socio-
culturall  levels of contexts of teaching and learning. The advantage of this discourse 
approachh over traditional linguistics is that it enables the researcher to deal with 
multi-partyy interactions - which lessons by definition are - and makes it possible to 
includee prosodie features of speech (intonation, pitch, volume etc.), laughter, 
silencee and non-verbal behavior in the data. 

Withinn the structural discourse framework employed, linguistic pragmatics offers 
importantt insights into the interactional phenomena related to politeness theory. 
Issuess concerning 'face' are important in classroom situations, where asymmetrical 
powerr relations between teacher and students obtain and where the reason for the 
presencee of the students is their relative incompetence with respect to the teacher. 
Fromm the ethnography of schooling the notion of the situatedness of learning 
derives,, which draws attention to the cultural and institutional dimensions of 
teachingg and learning. From ethnomethodology the notion of the reflexivity of 
humann activities has been adopted. People do not only re-enact the social structures 
thatt exist 'out there', but create and maintain the settings they are involved in. 
Interactionn in educational encounters, therefore, is considered to be the creative 
productt of the participants that both reflects and constitutes wider social structures. 
Workk in face-to-face communication, especially Ervin Goffman's writings on 
participationn structures, contributes in an essential way to the understanding and 
analysiss of multi-party interactions. Finally, discourse analysis itself has provided 
thee conceptual framework for the identification of the different structural units and 
fieldss of interaction of the educational encounters under investigation and the world 
aroundd them, and for the hierarchical ordering of the units within the encounters. 
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2.. THE MA THESIS AS MASTERPIECE: ON THE 
SOCIALL  EMBEDDIN G OF ACADEMI C WRITTE N 
DISCOURSE1 1 

2.11 Introductio n 

Almostt all students in Dutch universities round off their studies by means of a 
'doctoraalscriptie',, which is roughly equivalent to an MA thesis. In quite a number of 
casess writing such a paper is a troublesome process and this has given rise to much 
researchh interest These research projects focus, on the one hand, on problems the 
studentss face while writing the paper (Hakkenberg 1980; Sonneveld 1980; Gelens 
1982;; Lubbers & Nevenzeel 1984; Fukkink 1994) and, on the other hand, on 
difficultiess university staff members encounter in supervising and assessing the 
thesess (Heintje 1978; Buis 1979; Geerligs 1982). There are even a number of'self-
help'' books which offer students a sort of guide to complete the assignment 
successfullyy and give tips to avoid any pitfalls that might present themselves during 
thee process (Mirande & Wardenaar [1983] 1988; Eco 1985; Padmos 1995). Problems 
mayy occur during all stages of the process. They provoked Hakkenberg to state in a 
revieww of the book by Mirande & Wardenaar: 

Thee data which wil l be analysed in this chapter  derive from a pilot study for  a PhD project on thesis 
writin gg and supervision which I planned to undertake in the 1990s in collaboration with Manon van 
derr  Laaken. They were meant to focus the analysis of the written student products and to yield 
observationn categories for  the analysis of the tutorials. Unfortunately, circumstances forced Manon to 
changee careers and the project had to be abandoned. I feel, however, that the data we had collected are 
interestingg and important enough to present in mis chapter. Further  research, however, needs be done 
onn the basis of transcripts of actual interactions between supervisor  and student 
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Readingg this book made me wonder: do we fully realize what we are doing to 
ourr students when we make them write an MA thesis? 

(Hakkenbergg 1986: 20; translation by author) 

Thee investigations and comments mentioned raise the question why writing and 
supervisingg a thesis often cause so much hardship to both students and supervisors. 
Inn an extensive paper which attempts to summarize and synthesize research into 
students'' writing skills, Nightingale points the finger to the way students are 
preparedd for the task (1988). Other studies suggest that the discrepancies between 
academicc staff expectations and student interpretations of what is involved in student 
writingg could be one of the causes of problems (Lea & Street 1998). And, finally, 
Mirandee and Wardenaar point to lack of pedagogical skills or plain interest of the 
supervisorr as a possible cause of troubles during the thesis writing process 
([1983]1988).. These are without any doubt very important issues to consider when 
investigatingg the thesis writing task, but this study wil l not address these aspects. 

Thiss study wil l focus on the context in which the process is embedded. It wil l be 
arguedd that, although the importance of proper training and preparation of the student 
andd pedagogical skills of the supervisor is evident, at least some part of the problems 
forr both student and supervisor is caused by the socio-cultural context in which the 
thesisthesis is nested. The sources of interactional dilemmas ensuing wil l be investigated 
andd it wil l be proposed that the participant structure of the speech events involved in 
thee thesis writing task has been underanalyzed: apart from the student and the 
supervisor,, other people are involved in the assessment stage in the role of 
overhearersoverhearers (Goffman 1979), which results in a laminated situation. Therefore, 
supervisingg and assessing a thesis is a complicated affair, which involves a number 
ofof double binds (Watzlawick et al. 1967, Bateson 1972) for all those involved: these 
aree intrinsic to the task. 

2.22 Theoretical background 

Thee theoretical framework used in this study is based on the research tradition of the 
ethnographyethnography of schooling which attempts to describe and analyse the socio-cultural 
embeddingg of teaching and learning. Lave & Wenger's process approach to learning 
('situativee learning') fits into this framework. Situated learning takes as its focus the 
relationshipp between learning and the social roles and situations in which it occurs. 
Ratherr than defining learning as the acquisition and internalization of propositional 
knowledge,, it situates learning in certain forms of social co-participation (Lave & 
Wengerr 1991). In the situative framework, therefore, learning is not seen as an 
individuall  cognitive process, but as a process which takes place within a 
'participationn framework', as ever growing participation in communities of practice. 
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Thiss entails that it is important to find out what kinds of social engagements provide 
thee proper context for learning to occur. Lave & Wenger propose legitimate 
peripheralperipheral participation as a descriptor off  engagement in social practice that has 
learningg as an integral constituent. Legitimate peripheral participation is about being 
locatedd in the social world, it is about changing perspectives which are part of the 
learner'ss trajectory, about developing identities and forms of membership. Through 
legitimatee peripheral participation, the learner participates in the community practice 
off  the expert, which in the end will lead to full participation in the ongoing practices. 
Learning,, therefore involves the whole person: 'it implies a relation to social 
communitiess - it implies becoming a full participant, a member, a kind of person ... 
itt involves the construction of identities.' (Lave & Wenger 1991: 53) In this way the 
studentt who is in the process of writing her thesis can be said to participate in the 
practicee of the supervisor. The thesis-writing process may be seen as an 
apprenticeship,apprenticeship, in which the student as 'novice', as 'aspiring academic' goes through 
alll  the stages of the production of an academic text under the guidance of an 
experiencedd academic, an 'old-timer': from formulating a research question, via 
designingg the project within the framework of a particular theoretical paradigm and 
researchh methodology, whereby it is also embedded within existing research 
traditions,, to reporting results according to the academic conventions. By fulfillin g 
thee thesis-writing task the student is afforded academic literacy, an understanding of 
bothh the conventions and the conversations of the discourse community 
(Berkenkotterr et al. 1988). 

Ervingg Goffman's work on participation structures will be used to analyse the 
participationn framework of the thesis writing process. Goffman argues that 
participantss in speech events (Hymes 1964) may fulfi l multiple roles and identities. 
Inn 'Footing' Gofrman shows that the notions of 'speaker' and 'hearer' are 
underanalyzedd in the conversational paradigm and that refinement of the definitions 
off  these roles is necessary (1979). He draws a distinction between the ratified 
participantss of a social occasion and 'overhearers' and also distinguishes three 
speakerr roles: animator - 'the talking machine, a body engaged in acoustic activity'; 
principalprincipal - 'someone whose position is established by the words that are spoken ... a 
personn active in some particular social identity or role'; and author - 'someone who 
hass selected the sentiments which are expressed and the words in which they are 
encoded'' (1979: 17). In the same way, the idea that the thesis is always the product 
off  the student alone needs refining: sometimes the paper is co-authored by student 
andd supervisor. 

Thee notion of face plays an important part in the analysis of the process. Brown & 
Levinsonn ([1978] 1987) state that power, social distance and a mutual concern for the 
preservationn of face form the basis of all human interactions. 'Positive' and 
'negative'' face by definition play an important role in all educational encounters 
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becausee they involve assessment of the performance of one or more of the 
participants.. Moreover, it will be argued that towards the end of the writing process, 
att the assessment stage, student and supervisor are not the only participants in the 
event:: there are overhearers, the 'peers' of the tutor in their roles of second reader, 
colleaguess or members of 'visitatie' committees.2 The presence of these overhearers 
mayy be a threat to the face of the supervisor: after all, the result of the supervision 
processs should be a paper that meets the standards for academic writing. 

2.33 The data 

Thee data to be analyzed in this study were gathered in interviews conducted with 
fifteenn university lecturers sharing the academic role of supervisor. They are all 
memberss of staff of the Department of English of the University of Amsterdam. In 
thee department two different specializations are taught, linguistics and literature, and 
thiss diversity is reflected by the theses that are produced in the department. Students 
aree prepared for the thesis writing task by means of several writing courses and by 
thee fact that almost every MA course requires them to write reports or essays. 

Fifteenn members of staff who all regularly supervise MA theses were interviewed. 
Bothh fields of specialization that are taught at the department were represented. In 
semi-structuredd interviews, conducted on the basis of a set of open questions, which 
weree ticked off as the interaction proceeded, they were asked about their beliefs and 
practicess as to what constitutes a good thesis, what requirements a thesis has to fulfi l 
too merit a 'pass', what supervision entails in their practice, and what problems they 
encounterr in their role of supervisor. These interviews, which took between twenty 
andd thirty minutes each, were taped on audio-cassette and transcribed. 

Thee data in this study are one step removed from the actual activity of supervising a 
thesis:: they are meta-data, in the sense that they consist of what members of one 
universityy department, who share an academic role, consider to be 'mentionables' 
(cf.. Schegloff & Sacks 1973), i.e. what, in their opinion, is worth saying about their 
experiencess in that role. They provide an insiders' perspective and could therefore be 
comparedd to field-notes in ethnographic research. In this sense the data address the 
practicess and beliefs of one 'academic tribe' or 'community of practice' (Lave & 
Wengerr 1991), whose members share an institutional 'discourse system' (Scollon & 
Wong-Scollonn 1995). They can be seen as case studies which point to important 
generall  issues, questions and connections in supervising academic papers that might 
remainn hidden in studies with a broader, quantative design. 

22 'Visitatie' committees are committees of experts in a given field of study who, by government order, 
investigatee the quality of university research and study. 
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II  do realize that the data cannot be considered ecologically valid in the strict 
ethnographicc sense. The fact that I approached my colleagues and asked them if they 
weree willing to talk to me about their beliefs and practices concerning thesis 
supervisionn and, moreover, asked their permission to tape our exchange, prevents 
this:: they were well aware that one day their comments could pop up in a paper on 
thee matter. This might have induced people to employ face-saving strategies and hold 
backk what they consider 'unsayable'. Besides, there might very well be a difference 
betweenn what the colleagues whom I interviewed say they do and what they actually 
do.do. Quite a number of the interviewees, however, told me that they welcomed the 
opportunityy to unburden their soul about their experiences in a dimension of their job 
theyy said they often found difficult and time-consuming. Besides, even if the tutors 
'censored'' their findings, I strongly believe the data are still worth analysing, since 
thee material shows how the tutors involved experience and formulate their own role 
inn the activities. Finally, the dilemmas they encounter in their role of supervisor, 
whichh this paper addresses, emerge in the data as a salient dimension of the task and 
aree corroborated by my own experiences with the job. The data then could be said to 
bee 'reconstructed logic' (cf. Bailey 1996), i.e. through them the supervisors 
articulate,, reconstruct and recreate the operative principles they use in their daily 
practicee of supervisors. This chapter therefore could be said to be etically triggered 
emicc analyses - or emically prompted eric analyses (van Lier, cited in Bailey 1996). 

Thee ethnographic description in this chapter provides a wide sense of context. It 
includess the supervisors' reflections on what is happening and what should happen 
duringg the supervision process. It attempts to analyse the institutional constraints and 
affordancess which shape the activities in the tutorials. Beside a conversational arid an 
institutionall  context, a third level of context is suggested which concerns the wider 
sociall  structures within which the supervision process is embedded. 

Thee central data base for this study is a small core of four of the interviews. The 
transcriptss of these interviews are rendered in the appendix to provide an in-depth 
profilee of the supervisors involved. Two of the interviews were conducted with 
memberss of the linguistics section (data 1 and 3); they were randomly selected from 
thee entire collection of data from members of the linguistics section. Data 2 and 4 
weree randomly selected from the interviews with the members of the literature 
section.. Data from the interviews with the other tutors, each given a number from 5 
too 15, will be used to support the points made. 
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2.44 The institutionalized thesis writin g procedure 

Thee Department has formally laid down the procedure which ought to be followed 
whenn a student writes her MA thesis. The student has to present a proposal to the 
'thesiss committee', which consists of all staff-members of either the 'language' or 
thee 'literature' sections. If the student has not selected a supervisor at this stage, the 
committeee wil l assign to the student one of its members to supervise the thesis. The 
supervisorr is supposed to spend thirty-five hours in total on the job - including five 
contact-hourss - for a student taking the 'general' or the 'teacher-training' program, 
andd forty-five hours - including seven contact-hours - for a student enrolled in the 
'research'' program. The student is allowed to work on the paper for six months. If 
shee has not finished the work in time, the supervisor wil l have to decide whether she 
wil ll  be allowed to continue. The committee also appoints a second reader, who wil l 
readd the final version of the thesis and wil l confer with the supervisor on the 
appropriatee mark. 

InIn the procedure, therefore, two main episodes can be distinguished, which are 
chronologicallyy ordered: the writing of the proposal and the writing of the thesis 
proper.. The first episode can be seen as a short version of the latter, in the sense that 
thee proposal is evaluated in terms of the set of conditions that constrain the final 
thesis.. As one of the supervisors puts it: 

(4)) Often I sort of help them write the proposal - for the sake of the committee 
justjust — not only to get it through but also to give them a sense of what the 
questionquestion is and what you should go back to when you get stuck somewhere -
whatwhat is the main point of what you're doing - so proposal, outline, rough drafts 
andand the final version. 

Talkk is an integral part of the thesis writing process: there is the interaction between 
thee supervisor and the student involved in writing the paper (the tutorials) and there 
iss the interaction between the supervisor and the thesis committee and the second 
readerr involved in assessing the products which come into being at various stages in 
thee process (evaluation sessions). All these interactions have a fixed number of 
participantss with their own conceptual resources and distinctive roles, a fixed time 
andd place, and a task to be performed, the termination of which forms a boundary 
withh the next stage. This series of tutorials and the evaluation sessions are 'speech 
events'' (Hymes 1964). The speech event 'tutorial' can be defined as an asymmetric, 
task-orientedd interaction which typically has two participants, a supervisor and a 
student,, with as business at hand discussing the work the student has done and the 
developmentt of the paper she is in the process of writing. The role of the student can 
bee characterized as providing input, either in oral or in written form, for the tutorials; 
thee role of the supervisor is to 'scaffold' (cf. van Lier 1988) the thesis-writing 
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processs for the student. At various stages sub-tasks will be embedded in these events: 
discussingg the proposal, the outline, chapter six, etc. The speech event 'product 
evaluationn session' has two or more participants, all of whom are members of staff 
off  the department. Their task is to assess the products and so they can be said to fulfil 
thee role of gatekeepers. 

2.4.12.4.1 Routine procedures in the pre-thesis stage: formulating the proposal 

Whenn a student arrives at the point in her university career that it becomes necessary 
too write a thesis, she will have to decide what subject the paper is going to address. 
Shee will often toss around various possibilities for subjects and topics and talk about 
thesee with fellow-students, friends and relatives or academic staff members. In 
almostt all cases, however, a specific lecturer will have to help the student to turn her 
ideass into a clear, researchable topic. Some students first select their supervisor. In 
thosee cases the priorities of the students he with the selection of a supervisor. She has 
groundss to believe that there is a common interest for a specific topic and she trusts, 
onn the basis of previous experiences, that the lecturer will fulfi l the role of supervisor 
too her satisfaction. Most, students, however, prioritize the selection of the topic: they 
preferr to develop their own ideas on the subject, either geared to the interests of a 
particularr member of staff or not. In this case the student will present her plans to the 
lecturerr whose field of expertise lies closest to her choice. 

Usuallyy students start out with very global notions about what it is they want to 
research.. In the thesis proposal the student is supposed to spell out the subject she 
wantss to investigate, to zoom in on a particular angle and the relevant theoretical 
framework.framework. The task at hand then is to formulate a proposal which makes clear not 
onlyy what the student is going to research but also how she will go about it. This 
meanss that the research questions will have to be articulated and that the relevant 
literaturee and methodology will have to be decided upon. The proposal is, in fact, a 
blue-printt for the thesis and, in most cases, is written in close collaboration with a 
tutorr through a system of feedback and revision. There is at least one tutorial, where 
thee proposal is handed in and deemed suitable by the tutor to be sent to the 'thesis 
committee'.. Usually more tutorials are necessary, in which the work the student has 
donee is discussed, and in which the ideas and methodology are gradually refined. 

Whenn the lecturer decides that the proposal meets the requirements, it is submitted to 
thee 'thesis committee', which consists of the colleagues of the tutor. As peer group of 
thee tutor, this committee is responsible for safeguarding the feasibility of the project. 
Itss members might also suggest additional literature or modifications to improve the 
plan.. The committee either accepts the proposal or sends it back to the student for 
revision.. In the latter case the student produces a next version, and the sequence is 
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repeated.. When the proposal gets a go-ahead, a supervisor - usually the staff member 
whoo has helped the student formulate the plan - and a second reader are assigned, 
andd the process moves on to the second phase, the writing-of-the-thesis stage. 

2.4.22.4.2 Routine procedures in the thesis stage: doing the research and producing the 
paper paper 

Whenn the proposal has been approved, the student gets down to work and actually 
carriess out and writes up the research. Usually student and supervisor engage in a 
numberr of tutorials, during which the work-in-progress and successive drafts of 
(partss of) the thesis are discussed. The number of tutorials varies per student and per 
supervisor,, but there is at least one, at which the student hands in the end product. 
Whenn the thesis is finished, it is read by the second reader, a colleague of the 
supervisor,, after which supervisor and second reader jointly decide on a mark. The 
coursee book of the English department states that the thesis wil l be assessed on the 
basiss of: clarity of the hypothesis, argument, knowledge of the topic, readability, 
preciseness,, presentation, and language. 

2.55 Institutiona l and cultural roles 

Thee role of supervisor in the thesis writing process is complicated: on the one hand, 
shee has to ensure that the student improves the text at hand on the basis of the 
feedbackk given during the tutorial, to such an extent that finally it acquires the status 
off  an academic thesis. On the other hand, however, her role is to support the student 
andd encourage her to continue working on the project. In their book The counselor as 
gatekeeper:gatekeeper: social interaction in interviews Erickson and Schultz discuss the 
complexityy of the student counseling process as it is institutionalized at an American 
university.. They note that the counselors fulfi l a dual role: they give students advice 
andd at the same time make decisions about their future career at the college: 

[Thee counselor] ... is to be an objectively rational and impartial decision maker, 
aa judge or actuary tending the gates of mobility within the institution, [and] on 
thee other hand ... the sponsor and advocate of the student's interest. 

(Ericksonn & Schultz 1982: 19) 

Ericksonn and Schultz characterize these counseling sessions as 'gatekeeping events'. 
InIn the same way, the tutor supervising a thesis fulfil s a dual role: she is sponsor as 
welll  as gatekeeper. On the one hand, as sponsor of the student, it is her job to ensure 
thatt the student finishes her thesis and graduates. On the other hand, as institutional 
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gatekeeperr  and academic supervisor, it is her  job to ensure that academic standards 
aree safeguarded, so that only those students graduate who, as one of the supervisors 
states,, deserve 'the seal of the University, of our  department...', which indicates a 
wideningg of the social context in which the thesis writin g process is embedded, in 
thatt  the 'face*  of the department, the profession and the university as a whole are an 
issuee in the decisions supervisors take during the supervision track. Supervisors, 
then,, fulfi l two roles simultaneously and wil l change hats, wil l 'hop' from one to the 
otherr  during the process. One of the supervisors shows that he is indeed aware of 
bothh of these aspects of his role: 

(5)) Iam aware of the fact that you have to find a certain balance between 
keepingkeeping up their morale and keeping up the tempo and on the other hand 
tighteningtightening the noose of the standards. 

Thee role of the student is also complex. On the one hand, she is expected to be author 
off  the academic text at hand, but on the other  hand she is faced with the expectations 
off  the supervisor  who, in her  role of expert, of old-timer, expects the student to heed 
andd incorporate her  comments and suggestions and to produce a text which she - the 
supervisorr  - considers to be an academic text. The institutional role relationship 
betweenn student and supervisor  is asymmetric and hierarchical,which entails that the 
studentt  is not free to dismiss the comments of the supervisor. The data indicate that 
thiss would indeed be a ritual fault: 

(4)) It's frustrating whenever they don't seem to take your advice - those cases 
areare discouraging. 

(6)) I  once had a student who just duin 't want to listen to what I told him and kept 
onon doing what he wanted to do, he just did not accept what I was telling him to 
do. do. 

(7)) I  once had a student who was really stubborn to start with and I got the 
feelingfeeling that she constantly thought that I was wrong - well those talks were 
exhaustingexhausting ... in those cases I have the feeling that I'm not taken seriously in my 
rolerole of supervisor. 

Thesee data point to the tensions between supervisors and students, between old-
timerss and newcomers in social practices. They address the issue of the conflict 
betweenn continuity and displacement, which is part of all learning (Goody 1989). As 
LaveLave and Wenger  argue: 
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Thee different ways in which old-timers and newcomers establish and maintain 
identitiess conflict and generate competing viewpoints on the practice and its 
development.. Newcomers are caught in a dilemma. On the one hand, they need 
too engage in existing practice, which has developed over time: to understand it, 
too participate in it, and to become full members of the community in which it 
exists.. On the other hand, they have a stake in its development as they begin to 
establishh their own identity in its future. 

(Lavee & Wenger 1991: 115) 

Thesee tensions may show in the tutorials where the tutors are expected to help 
studentss become accountable for their own work and, according to Thonus (1999), 
mayy lead to conflicts between comprehensibility (of tutor advice), politeness (bald 
on-recordd speech acts such as directives are highly comprehensible but infringe on 
thee negative politeness expectations of the addressee; Brown & Levinson 
([1978]]  1987)) and effectiveness (e.g. attending to the writer's concerns). Below these 
tensionss and conflicts wil l be spelled out. 

2.66 The tutorials 

Duringg the tutorials supervisor and student discuss the progress of the project the 
studentt is working on. According to Agar (1985) the interactions produced during the 
tutorialss should be seen as institutional discourse: 'one person - a citizen of a modern 
nation/statee - comes into contact with another - a representative of one of its 
institutions'' (1985: 147). As institutional discourse tutorials then follow the 
diagnosis,, directive and report phases as proposed by Agar. The tutorial wil l start by 
thee supervisor reacting to the input - in oral or in written form - provided by the 
student.. There are no standard procedures: what happens during the meetings 
dependss on the personal preferences of both students and supervisors, and on the 
qualityy and status of the work of the student. The goal of this diagnosis phase 
requiress the tutor to fit the student's product to the institution's frame: 

(3)) From very early on I work as much as possible on the basis of what they 
havehave written. 

(4)) Once they actually start putting things down on paper it's easier all the way 
roundround - one has at least a kind of anchor to go by ... the basic thing for me 
wouldwould be to work on paper with them as much as possible and to use the paper 
asas a kind of objective lever to encourage them - to help them. 
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(7)) Then I say - well it works best - it is most fruitful if  I  have something to look 
atat - because then I know which way you are going and then I know which way I 
shouldshould direct you. 

Thee written products of the students are then used as input for  the directive phase. 
Durin gg the tutorial s the supervisor  wil l assist the student in detecting trouble-spots 
andd in improving the overall clarit y and structure of the text she has produced and 
supplyy suggestions and references which wil l enable her  to remedy problems. She 
mayy explicitly indicate trouble spots to the student: 

(2)) I think most often we don 'tgo through all that I've written -1 pick out kind 
ofof typical problems and maybe talk about these and if it's a real problem then -
someonesomeone that is difficult  to work with - then I might go through it point by point 
-- more often I think I talk more about the kinds of problems the sort of approach 
-- the general kind of approach that's wrong - if  there's a certain kind of- say 
grammaticalgrammatical or problem something about punctuation that they do wrong - then 
II  might talk about that just to make clear what it is they have to do and I think I 
trytry toto- maybe give them a chance to look the thing over for a little time 
beforebefore just to see if there's any questions I mean they can just sit there and read 
throughthrough it and see if things are clear. 

orr  may leave the initiativ e to the student to express her  concerns: 

(1)1(1)1 let them take the lead as much as possible -1 like doing that -I let them tell 
meme what they 've been doing - what they think of what they've done so far and -
wherewhere they think they ought to go from there what they see as the problems and 
thenthen I sort of react. 

Sometimess supervisors employ a repertoire of strategies: 

(3)) [It]  depends - 1 think that first I try to find out - well what I said before - my 
ideasideas about the status of the draft - do they correspond a bit with their ideas -1 
meanmean if they think they 've written the end all version and that everything is 
fantasticfantastic and I've got the feeling they 're sort of halfway - then there's a real 
problemproblem - then you have to adjust your strategies - that's often a real shock -
thenthen you have to be really careful - then I sort of gently break the news - with 
othersothers it's no problem at all-I  let them read through my comments first. 

(4)... if  they are having trouble -I often ask them how do you think it is going ... 
wherewhere are the problems. 
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Thee success of a tutorial for the supervisors depends on whether the student, in the 
nextt version she produces, shows that she has been able to process the comments and 
suggestions: : 

(1)) You see it [i.e. success] actually from the next time around or from the stuff 
thatthat they send you. 

(2)) I think mostly it's successful when the next time you meet you can see that it's 
hadhad an influence on the student... if someone comes back a week later or two 
weeksweeks or a month later - and it's clear that they 've really thought about what we 
talkedtalked about - or that they've been able to rewrite something on the basis of our 
discussion. discussion. 

(3)) [The tutorial] has been really good if the next version they hand in has been 
alteredaltered in that sense. 

Soo a tutorial is considered successful if the student has been able to amend or rewrite 
thee text at hand on the basis of the feedback given during the interaction. Supervision 
inn this community of practice, then, may be characterized as a series of interventions 
byy the supervisor which should lead to a next, improved draft of the text. Eventually, 
att the end of the process, the supervisor reads the most recent version the student has 
writtenn and wil l map the generic conventions for academic writing onto this text: if 
thesee match, the thesis is 'finished'. 

Evenn during the first session, the supervisor wil l act on the basis of what she knows 
aboutt the student and the impression the student makes during the meeting. During 
alll  tutorials that follow, the conditions, which have been inherited from the previous 
interaction,, wil l be updated on the basis of what the student brings up or has 
produced.. The feedback the studentt receives, then, wil l always be specific for this 
interactionn with this student during this stage of the project and wil l be geared to the 
relevantt next step in the process. This entails that there is no standard procedure or 
'script'' for the practice of supervision. Since the supervisor finely tunes her feedback 
too 'the current floor', to what the student has been doing and to what she has 
produced,, every supervision track is different. Differential products generate 
differentiall  responses: the supervision process emerges interactively according to the 
qualityy of the work submitted, the nature of the research, the personal characteristics 
off  both supervisor and student, and the emotional situation of the student. 
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2.77 Minima l requirements for  theses as academic papers 

Problemss may arise if a student does not succeed in supplying an improved next 
version,, since in those cases the risk increases that the student fails to meet the 
minimall  criteria for theses as academic papers at the end of the process. The data 
showw that these minimal requirements relate to different domains of academic 
writing.. They concern: 

AA systematic report of existing research: 

(3)) Everybody should at least be able to go through some literature and report 
onon what they've found in a systematic way. 

(6)) A thesis should minimally show that the student has understood the literature 
involvedinvolved and that he is able to write about it clearly. 

Researchh methodology: 

(1)) Methodological cleanliness - seeing the wood for the trees I suppose that's 
thethe main thing isn't it - being able to handle a complex set of data or a complex 
setset of problems and going through the whole analysis while keeping track of the 
originaloriginal  questions being asked the original hypotheses and drawing it all to a 
sensiblesensible conclusion -to a sensible interpretation if you like - a sort of internal 
consistencyconsistency and internal processing of the material which they've tackled. 

(3)) [They have to] give a minimally original - well it doesn 't have to be original 
actuallyactually - a sort of systematic analysis of the data - and it doesn't have to be 
perfectperfect - that's an important point by the way - I don't know exactly myself at 
whatwhat point you can let it pass - because it is a relatively new field - where there 
areare very few norms - that I've sort of thought up my own norm - that if I  have 
thethe feeling that somebody has learned an awful lot from this and if he has been 
ableable to describe the literature in an orderly fashion minimally - or the 
methodologymethodology he's used - and if it's minimally clear that he was able to use it to 
-- well in some cases not all analyses were good - but that in some cases it 
happenedhappened that they saw that it really produces something - that it produces more 
thanthan the intuitions you had - if  you sort of do it in this way - that then well let's 
saysay it is a pass. 

(7)) They should have collected facts independently and put them framework and 
theythey should have studied the literature independently - then they will  pass. 
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(11)) I'm satisfied if someone at least has succeeded in isolating a problem - and 
thenthen write it up in such a way that it's clear it's not a simplification. 

(13)) They have to collect facts independently - and these should be placed in a 
frameworkframework - that they 've looked at the literature - that they 've processed these 
independentlyindependently - then they will  pass. 

Argumentt and rhetorical organization: 

(1)) [My]  first criterion is-you know - interior consistency. 

(4)(4) They are free to find their own form as long as it meets the requirements of 
structure,structure, makes sense and sticks to the topic. 

(8)) It's self-evident that the content has to be reasonably good so we 're really 
talkingtalking about the way they 've expressed that content - it seems to me that 
brevitybrevity and sticking to the point - remaining relevant and so on - are things that 
youyou 're looking for. 

(9)) [The minimal requirements are] that chapter one is connected to chapter 
threethree in some sort of way. 

2.88 Accommodating the requirements 

Att closer consideration, however, it appears that, in their practice, the supervisors do 
nott always implement the criteria they name when they actually assess the theses 
theyy have supervised: 

(2)) With someone you might think - well they have to pass ~ this is the best they 
cancan possibly come up with. 

(5)) One measures always the student's work against one's sense of what he's 
capablecapable of doing - and if you 're convinced that he's really done what he can -
thatthat there's nothing more to be gotten out of him than that - that carries some 
weightweight - sure - it doesn 't carry weight around the eight or nine level let's say -
itit  carries weight around the five or six level. 

Supervisorss may adjust their expectations on the basis of the discourse history they 
sharee with the student: 
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(6)) When a student comes to me who I know is a really weak student... then I 
thinkthink well, if  it is simply a proper overview of existing literature, then I will  be 
satisfied. satisfied. 

Thiss entails that the evaluation criteri a are accommodated: the complete set of 
requirementss is not implemented for  every student. In reality tutors work with 
differentiatedd criteri a for  particular  students: the evaluation criteri a also emerge 
durin gg the process; they are negotiated interactively. 

Accommodationn of the requirements is made necessary by social and real world 
constraintss which prevent the student from achieving the minimal standards. These 
mayy result in the tutor  finding herself 'involved in a trade-off between 
communicativee and social goals' (Thonus 1999:275). 

Theree may be institutional obligations: 

(3)) We have such a long tradition - that we work from the assumption that if 
someonesomeone gets this far that he is ready to write his thesis that then he has to pass 
asas well. 

(11)) [A student] who we have brought this far ... should actually be helped as 
muchmuch as possible. 

Thee cognitive abilities of the student might be limited: 

(2)) Sometimes you work with someone for four or six months, sometimes even 
forfor  a year or longer, and you realize this is not going to get any better, in those 
casescases you should say: we accept the thing or the person will  never graduate. 

(1Q)) [A student] passes if you are convinced that he has done all he can, that it 
isis impossible to get anymore out of him. 

Finally ,, the time available to both supervisor  and student is finite. As mentioned 
above,, the time the tutor  is supposed to spend on the supervision of a single student 
iss limited: a tutor  is assigned between thirty-fiv e and forty-fiv e hours to supervise a 
thesis;;  the time available to the student is also indicated in the course-book. 
Moreover,, having to extend the period of thesis writin g may generate personal 
problemss for  the student: they could get a job if they graduated, or  worse, they have 
reachedd the limi t of their  statutory enrolment, or  their  student grant wil l stop and they 
wil ll  have to break off their  studies without graduating unless the thesis is accepted 
now.now. And last but certainly not least, the department has to produce a reasonable 
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numberr of graduates every year to ensure continued funding: '...for the department 
too,too, it is better if such a person doesn 't keep hanging around here '(11). 

Thee moment the student is allowed to stop writing, then, wil l have come when the 
textt meets the criteria the supervisor has formulated for the work this particular 
studentt is able to do. This time has come when the formal requirements for a paper of 
thee type thesis have been fulfilled, filtered by the real world constraints which apply 
too this particular student. Problems occur if these constraints cause a mismatch 
betweenn the quality of the paper and the minimal requirements formulated for theses 
ass academic papers. The result is a 'double bind' for the supervisor (Watzlawick et 
al.. 1967, Bateson 1972): there is a conflict between her role in the dominant 
interactionn and her role in 'academia'. Her roles as sponsor and gatekeeper clash: on 
thee one hand she feels she has to let the thesis go, on the other she feels she cannot 
passs the thesis (yet). This is complicated by the fact that the data show that writing a 
thesiss is considered a joint effort of supervisor and student: 

(I)(I)  It's sort of a joint effort -I mean obviously part of the guidance is not to 
actuallyactually put words into their mouths and actually tell them what to write but I 
guessguess sometimes you come very close to that. 

(3)) We will  just come up with a thesis you don't have to feel ashamed about. 

(10)) / think a mark is based on a sort of team-work... it is a sort of interaction -
soso the intensity of my contribution is to a joint project. 

Ass shown in 2.6 the student is supposed to self-correct (Schegloff, Jefferson and 
Sackss 1977) the drafts she has written. If the supervisor fails in her attempts to bring 
aboutt these self-corrections, the decision to increase the number of 'other-
corrections'' until the thesis meets the minimum criteria, may disrupt the delicate 
balancee between 'scaffolding' (Bruner 1975, Edwards & Mercer 1987) and 'co-
authoring'.. If this happens the result might be that the authorship of the thesis has 
becomee ambiguous: 

(3)) You have to take care that it doesn't turn out to be something you 'vefed 
themthem completely, then it won't be their thesis. 

(7)) Then - in the end-it's more my product than theirs. 

(8)) Sometimes I think I've written seventy-five percent of the thing. 
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Otherr reasons may also induce the supervisor to co-author the thesis: it will be 
assessedd in the peer-group of the supervisor, via the second reader. As Mirande and 
Wardenaarr note: 

... .He [the tutor] is often judged by the end-product of the supervision process: a 
goodd graduate student also means recognition for the tutor. 

(Mirandee & Wardenaar [1983] 1988: 29; translation by author) 

Thiss brings one of the tutors to the following explanation when asked why she 
alwayss corrects spelling and grammatical mistakes in the theses she supervises: 

(12)) You don't want anybody to read it later and think 'she can't even write'. 

Thesee data indicate a sense of shared responsibility for the text that has been written. 
Thee supervisor is judged by her peer-group the basis of the work 'her' student 
producess and she will try to avoid 'loss of face' (Brown and Levinson [1978] 1987) 
vis-a-viss her community of practice. 

Finally,, loss of face within the wider context of the academic community - fellow 
departments,, national 'visitatie*  committees - may also motivate co-authoring: 

(11 \) [The thesis] is filed and is made accessible, if all goes well we '11 publish 
excerptsexcerpts in the journal... sometimes colleagues ask us about these sort of things 
.... I feel a responsibility f or the standard of the work also in that sense. 

Soo it seems that the 'standard' is set by the quality of the thesis, the written final 
product,, on which the supervisor may be evaluated by her peers and beyond, in the 
professionall  community. 

Thee student may also be faced with a dilemma. She may also be 'caught up' by 'real 
worldd constraints' and may have to satisfy herself with a thesis which is of a lesser 
qualityy than she had envisaged (cf. Mirande & Wardenaar [1983] 1987). The data 
suggestt that the reasons and timing for termination of the project - for deciding that 
thee thesis is a finished product - may vary and may originate from both parties. It 
couldd be concluded then that contextual variables determine the course and the 
resultss of the thesis writing process. It is contextualized by multiple socio-cultural 
andd institutional parameters that have to be negotiated in the supervision process. 
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2.99 Assigning a mark: implementing academic and other  criteri a 

Whenn the thesis has been accepted as a finished product, the supervisor and second 
readerr have to decide on the appropriate mark. This mark wil l be between six (= 
pass)) and ten (on a scale of one to ten), since the permission to the student to stop 
writingg entails that the supervisor is convinced that the mark the paper should be 
givenn is sufficient. The influence of the second reader is therefore limited. In 
practice,, supervisor and second reader only confer on a mark between six and ten on 
aa scale often. 

Thee criteria which are applied in this stage of the process are also accommodated. 
Thee pass-fail distinction here crops up in a different guise: 

(2)) It's very hard to say 'cause what easily happens - especially since we 've had 
thisthis long tradition of sort of accepting that if somebody gets to the point of 
writingwriting a thesis they 're going to pass -1 mean I don't think it ever happens that 
somebodysomebody doesn 'tpass -finally - that means that the six - it becomes a kind of 
catch-allcatch-all -for the things that shouldn 't be sixes - and maybe also for the things 
thatthat should be sixes - so you 've got two people and one of them has written 
somethingsomething that really should be a Jive - and probably worse - and you give that 
personperson a six or a six minus - and so then you 've got somebody else who really 
hashas written a six- that paper that gets a six but deserves a four devalues the six 
forfor the person who deserves a six-so there's a tendency for the real true six to 
becomebecome a seven - and sevens become this great catch-all - it's got the true sixes 
-- the true sevens all together in one grade ~ 'cause it's not so bad really if 
someonesomeone deserves a six but they get a seven -you put them next to somebody 
whowho deserves a seven and gets a seven - it's not particularly noticeable - but it 
isis bad in a six. (cf. de Groot 1964) 

(11)77 only award this person a six because he's done his best. 

Iff  the thesis has not created major problems, i.e., as one of the tutors puts it, if it is 
nott something 'that really has given me a pain in the head', it wil l automatically 
meritt a seven: 

(2)) I think typically a seven is ... either very original and not at all well 
researchedresearched - or more often something that is a good straightforward piece of 
workwork - a straightforward topic - not very original - not so difficult to do but 
wellwell done - a straightforward task that's well done. 

(14)) A 7 means it's a decent performance ...a very respectable mark and it 
coverscovers a very wide range. 
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Soo it seems that the sevens are the theses that trul y deserve to pass: there is a certain 
inflatio nn in the marks, in that a 'tru e six' may be given a seven. 

Higherr  marks are given for  work that is original or  creative, or  that makes a real 
contributio nn to the field: 

(1)) When you go up into the eights and nines - then you start drawing in the 
criterioncriterion of is this really now quite new - are these sort of new insights which 
thethe students have actually derived from his study and then you start grading it 
higher. higher. 

(2)(2) An 8 ... can be either something that's very original but maybe not very 
polishedpolished ... but it can also be something that's not particularly original, but very 
wellwell researched. For something to be a 9 it's got to be original and very 
carefullycarefully researched and thought out and very well written .. a very polished and 
originaloriginal  piece of work 

(14)) If  a student gets a very high mark it's not just because I feel they 've done 
wellwell but because there's actually something there that really is impressive or 
distinguished. distinguished. 

Butt  supervisors may not only take the finished written product into account when 
theyy have to decide on a mark. The diligence of the student may play a role: 

(3)) If  I don't think the thesis is too wonderful but they 've really worked their butt 
off-off-  and it took him really a lot to take this obstacle ... then I think it should be 
aa seven — not a six. 

(7)(7) If  at the outset the student knew very little about the topic concerned, then 
putput a lot of energy into the thesis and made a lot of progress, then ...I let this be 
reflectedreflected in the mark 

I ff  the supervisor  feels she had to do too much of the work, the grade may be lower: 

(I )) In gross cases - yes I might say - she had to be sort of lifted over the barrier 
-- then perhaps I might knock off one or two marks. 

(II )) If  my actual support has been extensive the grade will  be lower. 

(13)) If  I really have had to feed them everything and the final product feels more 
likelike mine than theirs -I mean they 've written the thing but you have done some 
extensiveextensive shaping - well then I suppose it might be a seven but no more. 
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(\5)(\5) [The mark goes down] if I really underpinned every nail in the 
construction. construction. 

Thee mark may go up, however, if the collaboration has inspired the supervisor: 

(10)) Some theses may force one to do more work than others, but this may be 
becausebecause the thesis is of such a high quality ... that one has to do a lot of thinking 
toto be able to follow the line of thought of the student. 

Thee implementation of these, unofficial, process-linked criteria, however, may create 
aa conflict between supervisors and second readers, who base their judgements solely 
onn the written product and who, by definition, do not have information about the 
processs at their disposal. One of these conflicts is reported in the data by one of the 
stafff  members, who complains: 

(14)) They [the second reader] were reading the thesis very objectively and 
impersonally,impersonally, and I... as the actual supervisor, who had sort of worked through 
thethe process ... had seen this student gradually begin to master the material to 
thethe extent where a sort of personal voice was beginning to come through. 

2.100 Concluding remarks 

Thee production of a 'doctoraalscriptie' grants the apprentice entry into the academic 
community:: she acquires a new identity and becomes a member of the guild of 
academics.. This entails that the thesis functions as a masterpiece: 'a piece of work by 
whichh a craftsman gained from his guild the recognized rank of "master"' (COD 
1979).. One process leads to two 'products': a text, the thesis, and a social role, i.e. an 
academic.. Writingg a thesis should be a 'generic' act: the main objective is not the 
paperr as such but the skill to produce academic discourse (cf. Walker & Elias 1987); 
thee paper, however, is the tangible material result of the process. 

Thee supervisor, therefore, might be caught in a double bind, which forces her to 
become,, to some extent, co-author of the written paper. If this has not reached an 
acceptablee standard, it might cause loss of face for the supervisor: her role in the 
processs is not only to supervise and assess the thesis, she is also assessed herself on 
thee basis of the student's performance by her peers in the community of practice she 
iss part of, and even by the academic community at large. 

Iff  the supervisor, however, decides that co-authoring is inevitable in order to present 
aa qualitatively sufficient paper to the 'world', the second 'product', the new social 
identityy of the student, might fail to come into existence. The student might then be 
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deniedd the opportunity to acquire the skills she needs to become an academic, i.e. 
someonee who is capable of participating in professional dialogues and who has 
masteredd the range of conventions within which the socio-cultural system of the 
disciplinee is encoded (Hyland 2000). 

Sociall  and real-world constraints, however, will often tempt the supervisor to let the 
thesiss and the student go: 

(2)) With somebody you might think - well they have to pass - this is the best that 
theythey can possibly come up with. 

(4)) It's very hard for an individual to take it upon himself at this point ...to raise 
aa fuss and say this is unacceptable. 

(10)) Someone we 've brought to the gate - well I think those people ought to be 
helpedhelped whatever it takes. 

(11)) [Sometimes students graduate] who maybe should not have done so, for if 
youyou realize that they really receive their MA-degree, with the seal of our 
university,university, of our department, then the quality of what they have produced is 
clearlyclearly not sufficient. If on the other hand, you 've got the feeling, on the basis of 
earlierearlier work you 've seen and the time they have spent on it, that they have done 
whatwhat they are capable of, then it would be extremely hard to fail them at the last 
moment. moment. 

Thee data suggest that the investment of four years of tuition the department has made 
hass to be cashed in at this moment: once a student has been granted permission to 
beginn working on her thesis, she can hardly fail. The pressure of social and real-
worldd constraints may turn the writing of an MA-thesis into a ritual affair, into a 
meree 'rite de passage'. If this happens, however, no personal blame can be assigned 
too the individual participants in the thesis writing process. It is the consequence of 
thee discourse ecology of the thesis writing event. This shifts the focus from 
individualss towards systems: the double bind which is caused by the embedding of 
thee event in the interactional and academic context. 

Accordingg to Watzlawick et al. (1967) double binds - by definition - cannot be 
solvedd from within the system: the only way-out is by withdrawal or meta-
communication.communication. If we continue to demand from our students that they write an MA-
thesiss to round off their studies, the only viable general advice that can be given to 
thee supervisors to resolve the double bind analyzed in this chapter, is to communicate 
nott only about the content of the task but also about the double function of the paper 
andd the complicated tasks and roles of the participants in the process. 
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Appendix::  Four  profiles 

Dataa 1 (Linguistics: British, male) 

DoDo you like having tutorials? 
Doo I like it - yeah I DO actually - mean I like I like encouraging them - mainly what 
II  do is just sort of boosting their confidence - 1 believe in letting people have a pretty 
freefree hand - with what they're doing - 1 mean I keep an eye on basic things like 
methodologyy and so on you know and - 1 direct the reading and I like to give them a 
prettyy free hand - but what mainly happens is they come in and sort of report on how 
farr they've got and usually it's you know where do I go from here - and I give them 
ideass and sort of you know chat through it for about half an hour to an hour - but 
alwayss giving them the feeling that they've decided themselves and mainly my role 
iss - it's a bit sort of pastoral you know - the good old English tradition - pastoral 
caree - it's just being there you know just giving them a kind of- well a sounding 
boardd really to let them sort of bounce off a couple of problems which they have and 
thenn you know gently to solve them but giving them the idea that I'm still taking it 
veryy seriously and - I'm interested in whatever they give me and whatever they send 
mee and just make sure that they keep their confidence up. 

HowHow do you go about it? 
II  usually ask them to hand in stuff a couple of days perhaps a week before the actual 
appointmentt - it doesn't always happen like that - there are many sessions where I 
goo through the stuff there and then but - 1 mean that's the idea that I prepare myself 
beforehandd yeah. 

WhenWhen you get stuff in what do you focus on, the English, the structure, the content? 
Welll  I try to keep an eye out for all of those things I suppose - as far as the English is 
concernedd I tend not to correct til l the final version or until pretty well the final 
versionn - 1 don't want to put them off too much - 1 think if you start fiddeling around 
withh their English they start to get uncertain and then they lose a bit of general 
confidencee in what they're doing - well I mean I just look at overall content -
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orderingg - sort of logical development of argument - look at methodological sides if 
they'ree doing empirical work - large empirical work particularly - and make sure 
thatt their hypotheses are well and truly discussed in the analysis that they don't lose 
trackk of what their original questions were. 

DoDo you write comments in the margin? 
Yess I do mat but I suppose that the main message I'd like to give them orally there 
andd then - with them personally - because then they see everything in the whole and 
it'ss not quite so threatening for them - 1 mean I'd feel too much like a teacher - they 
justt send me the stuff and I blblblb all over the place you know in red or any other 
colourr - doesn't seem to make much difference - I'd rather go through it 
systematicallyy with them there and then - and then they go away - they usually make 
notess of what I've said and they go away with that together with the comments that I 
mayy have made in the margin. 

WouldWould you be the one who focuses the thing or would they also introduce things? 
II  let them take the lead as much as possible -1 like doing that -1 let them tell me 
whatt they've been doing - what they think of what they've done so far and - where 
theyy think they ought to go from there what they see as the problems and then I sort 
off  react - 1 try to get things fairly straight at the beginning - sort of put them on the 
liness as much as possible after their initial reading period - and then we have a 
sessionn - 1 mean I give them various things to look at first of all - go around think 
aboutt it - that's sort of a gestation period of about what three weeks four weeks and 
thenn when they come in you know - hammer out the sort of the broad lines of the 
researchh and perhaps stress the main lines and hope that they keep to them from there 
onn - but usually they do actually - usually I don't have anything fundamental to 
changee in sessions after that. 

WhatWhat are your criteria for a good thesis? 
Firstt criterion is interior consistency -1 would put - methodological cleanliness a 
littl ee bit further down the list - seeing the wood for the trees I suppose that's the 
mainn thing isn't it - being able to handle a complex set of data or a complex set of 
problemss and going through the whole analysis while keeping track of the original 
questionss being asked the original hypotheses and drawing it all to a sensible 
conclusionn - to a sensible interpretation if you like - a sort of internal consistency 
andd internal processing of the material which they've tackled - that perhaps more 
thann a shattering new insight on the field in all - that makes a scriptie an eight - a 
sevenn and a half perhaps and then when you go up into the eights and nines - then 
youu start drawing in the criterion of is this really now quite new - are these sort of 
neww insights which the students have actually derived from his study and then you 
startt grading it higher - yeah but I mean the gross of what I get you know are - if 
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youu like seven and a half- so most of them have completed a logical piece of work -
internallyy consistent and have shown that they can process a problem fairly well. 
WhenWhen do you consider these chats successful? 
Welll  you can see the way in which they walk to the door - if they have a certain 
springg in their step it's been successful - if they go out drooping then it hasn't been -
youu see it actually from the next time round or from the stuff that they send you or -
thee fact that you know they might phone you out of the blue within a couple of days 
sayingg that well I've done it this way now or that I've just thought of this or that I'm 
doingg it this way — I suppose those are all signs of it being successful but I mean you 
seee it next time any way whether it's been successful - 1 mean it is nice to send them 
awayy - they have the feeling they're well on the way and that what they've done so 
farr has been accepted - you know perhaps with minor criticisms and so on - but 
everyy time they should go out thinking that they've achieved something that there's 
somethingg I'm happy about. 

AndAnd when you grade them and you 've done a lot of steering - do you take that into 
account? account? 
Too some extent - not to a major extent I mean I think it's our job to do the steering -
butt if I think this person couldn't have got anywhere without my prodding I suppose 
II  would yes bear that in consideration in the mark but not sort of- grossly - 1 tend to 
acceptt that certain people need more guidance than others not because they're bad 
studentss particularly but because they've got a difficult topic or they can't work in 
thatt particular way or they're not used to that kind of you know methodology or 
whateverr - so I tend not to hold it against them generally speaking but I mean in 
grosss cases yes I might say yes well she's had to be sort of lifted over the barrier -
welll  then perhaps I might knock off one or two marks. 

AnythingAnything you 'd like to add? 
II  don't think so - 1 mean it's all very much of a give-and-take scene - 1 like to handle 
itt as flexibly as possible and try not to be dogmatic - 1 mean I've said it all I give 
themm the idea that they're doing something profitable - they're doing something 
interestingg they're doing something which I enjoy - which I approve of. 

Dataa 2 (Literature: American, male) 

WhatWhat do you focus on in your talks? 
Itt depends a lot - 1 mean it depends an awful lot on the individual - with a lot of 
studentss it has to do with the structure of the paper because that has to do with the 
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logicc of the argument and so - and so lots of times theree are problems with the logic 
off  the argument - but mat only becomes clear to them if you change around the 
structuree of the argument - you have to change - talk about a particular paragraph -
thatt should come earlier that should come later - with some students it has a lot to do 
withh that - what to talk about when - why they talked about a certain thing at a 
certainn point - instead of later - why they spent so much on one point and not 
enoughh time on another point - in other cases it's - especially usually with better 
studentss - they might have lots of ideas and it might be quite well structured - but 
theree are so many different ideas in it mat really it's more an outline for a book 
insteadd of the first draft of a thesis or chapter of a thesis - and then you have to say -
thiss is something that you can't deal with - you should concentrate on this - get 
betterr evidence for this point trim down - that's more a matter of talking about ideas 
andd what ideas are most likely to be fruitful and work into a good thesis - so it 
dependss an awful lot you know - with some at one extreme really - it's down to 
sentencess and punctuation and which paragraph comes first - because you have to 
gett that straight before the ideas become clear - the other extreme now it's lots about 
ideass - which ones are gonna fit best into a thesis. 

DoDo you think that good students and bad students go through the same process? 
Yeahh I mink it's completely different because - it's not necessarily good students 
andd bad students but in a way it often - with some students really - they've been here 
fourr five years - they've gotta get through it you know - it almost never happens that 
somebody'ss been here for four five years and they simply never pass - and so in 
thosee cases it's just a matter of trying to get something that's good enough - to be 
acceptablee and you try to encourage them to lead them up to some ideas to some kind 
off  focussed topic - and you try to polish up the text to get them to fill  in on 
secondaryy literature - but really it's just leading them by the hand - with other theses 
-- it's much more about ideas and they've got ideas you've got ideas - you talk a lot 
aboutt it - can be almost a sort of debate where you've got one idea about something 
andd they've got another idea and you toss it back and forth and they either manage to 
defendd their point of view and keep it in or they don't - they change their mind about 
somethingg - but yeah with the weaker students you just never get to that point -
becausee if you'll say something - they immediately simply take your point of view 
andd - what you have to do is just - be careful not to say too much - for otherwise it 
justt - becomes something that you have fed to them and it's not their thesis - so yeah 
it'ss completely different - with the best ones - really you learn a lot yourself- and 
withh the worst ones it's just a matter sort of holding somebody's hand - until they get 
too the point where it's acceptable. 
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DoDo you take these matters into account when you give your final mark? 
II  don't think so - in a way you do - because - with somebody you might think - well 
theyy have to pass - this is the best that they can possibly come up with and so you 
mightt think well - 1 know all we've been through - you give them this grade - but I 
thinkk most of the time - really you try to grade the work - you know what it's worth 
howeverr it's come about - and try not really to grade according to the process but 
justt to look at what you come up with in the end - it only becomes a problem with a 
studentt you've worked with for four five months six months a year - sometimes 
longerr - and you just know that it's not gonna get any better - and in those you do -
butt in other cases I always think myself- especially with students who are 
reasonablyy good - it's gotta be in the end their work you know - you help them as 
muchh as you can but their name goes on it - they've done it and you can't really take 
soo much into account what they've been through to produce it - you just have to say 
-- well you might think it had potential to be much better but there were certain 
problemss - problems in their personal lif e or - ideas that they couldn't quite come to 
gripss with - but I think in the end you have to grade the thing on the basis of what it 
iss - 1 think that's true. 

YouYou must know your students quite well? 
II  don't ever have a student I don't know reasonably well - and some of mine I know 

reall  well - you know they're people I have had in class for six years - some of them 
II  know too well ... [Couldn 't that be difficult - if you know them too well?] Yeah it 
cann be - but what I always try to remember to do - is make it clear at the beginning 
whatt the sort of conditions are - because it does get to be a problem if they've got all 
kindss of personal responsibilities - like this woman who was difficult a few years 
agoo - she also had a problem with her job - if she didn't graduate by a certain time 
shee thought she might lose her job - well that's terrible - not only do you have that 
thiss person who is on the verge of tears all the time but you also have the feeling that 
herr future her career - the food on her family's table is in your hands and if she 
doesn'tt pass by a certain time and if it's not good enough by a certain date her 
family'ss going to starve. 

WhenWhen is a thesis a six? 
Yeahh it's very hard to say 'cause what easily happens - especially since we've had 
thiss long tradition of sort of accepting that if somebody gets to the point of writing a 
thesiss they're going to pass - 1 mean I don't think it ever happens that somebody 
doesn'tt pass - finally - that means that the six - it becomes a kind of catch-all - for 
thee things that shouldn't be sixes - and maybe also for the things that should be sixes 
—— so you've got two people and one of them has written something that really should 
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bee a five - and probably worse - and you give that person a six or a six minus - and 
soo then you've got somebody else who really has written a six - that paper that gets a 
sixx but deserves a four devalues the six for the person who deserves a six - so there's 
aa tendency for the real true six to become a seven - and sevens become this great 
catch-alll  - it's got the true sixes - the true sevens all together in one grade - 'cause 
it'ss not so bad really if someone deserves a six but they get a seven - you put them 
nextt to somebody who deserves a seven and gets a seven - it's not particularly 
noticeablee - but it is bad in a six. 

WhatWhat criteria have you got for a good thesis? 
AA good thesis is a paper that you could almost publish - that you could almost say -
shortenn it a bit here - lengthen it a bit there and then that's publishable - if it's that 
goodd - they don't come along very often but if it's that good then it's at least an eighl 
andd maybe a nine - an eight is kind of ambiguous because - for something to be a 
ninee - and there are very very few nines - but it's got to be original and very 
carefullyy researched and thought out - and very well written well put together - it's 
gott to be really a very polished and original piece of work - but an eight can be 
eitherr something that's very original but maybe not very polished - lots of good 
ideass but a bit messy - a bit poorly organized maybe not so thoroughly researched -
soo it's not really a nine but it's a very original piece of work so it gets an eight - but 
ann eight can also be something that's not particularly original but very well 
researchedd - an interesting topic mat requires judgement and hard work and 
intelligencee to put together but not really originality - there have been some real 
goodd eights that just because they're not really original - and I maybe not say 
brilliantlyy well written - they get an eight but they're still very nice pieces of work -
soo an eight I think can be different things - very well written very well researched 
nott very original - very original not so thoroughly researched as it should have been 
maybee not so perfectly well written - a nine really has to be everything and a seven 
that'ss usually something that's -1 think typically a seven is something that's really 
moree straightforward - probably not so original - it's either very original and not at 
alll  well researched - or more often something that is a good straightforward piece of 
workk - a straightforward topic - not very original - not so difficult to do but well 
donee - a straightforward task that's well done. 

WhenWhen you have tutorials - when do you consider a session successful? 
II  think mostly it's successful when the next time you meet you can see that it's had 
ann influence on the student you know - either because of something I've said - if 
someonee comes back a week later or two weeks or a month later - and it's clear that 
they'vee really thought about what we talked about - or that they've been able to 
rewritee something on the basis of our discussion of what they've written - then you 
thinkk well that really that was good - lots of times you have a real nice discussion an 
interestingg discussion you know - you toss a lot of ideas around - you have a real 
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straightt discussion about some piece of writing - and then two weeks later a week 
laterr - a month later they're back and - you know nothing's happened - it seemed 
reallyy good at the time but it's not borne any fruit - so really I think you can never 
telll  - you only really know when you can see the results - and sometimes it's quite 
startlingg - you really have the feeling that - sometimes you have these real 
argumentss - it's really ambiguous you know - they have a problem and you got a 
feww ideas but you don't have any solution to the problem but then you can see that a 
monthh later or a week later that even though it was ambiguous - even though it was 
sortt of vague and unsuccessful it's somehow come to something - the questions that 
youu discussed were good questions and - the person's thought more about the 
questionss - and has come up with an answer so you never really know until later. 

WhenWhen you have a session — do you go through what you 've written or do you focus on 
differentdifferent things? 
Itt depends but I think most often we don't go through all that I've written - 1 pick out 
kindd of typical problems and maybe talk about these and if it's a real problem then -
someonee that is difficult to work with - then I might go through it point by point -
moree often I think I talk more about the kinds of problems - the sort of approach -
thee general kind of approach that's wrong - if there's a certain kind of- say 
grammaticall  or problem something about punctuation that they do wrong - then I 
mightt talk about that just to make clear what it is they have to do and I think I try to -
maybee give them a chance to look the thing over for a littl e time before just to see if 
there'ss any questions I mean they can just sit there and read through it and see if 
thingss are clear. 

Dataa 3 (Linguistics: Dutch, femalê  

HowHow often do you conduct tutorials when you supervise a thesis? 
II  think fairly irregularly all of them really except at the end that's often rather 
awkwardd because a number of these people who had a job as teacher and then they 
hadd to before the summer holidays rush rush they had to graduate - that's rather a 
boree or they could get a job you know if they finished their thesis in time that causes 
quitee a pressure which you could ignore it I suppose but it doesn't work like that with 
mee - you simply think well god - the kid simply has to finish before September and 
welll  then you do the supervising differently - you take different decisions and - what 
II  do most of the time I discussed it with them at a certain moment - said to them well 
you'vee got so much time left - it looks like it - if you go on like this and you keep 
thee production up then it will be a six and if you want to do it the other way then you 

54 4 



LearningLearning in Contexts 

wil ll  have to start working damn hard and - well - we will just come up with a thesis 
youu don't have to feel ashamed about but then - well most of them wanted to do that. 

WhenWhen are these tutorials successful? 
Successfull  - let me think - it is a success - that means that in the first place that 
they'vee handed in a draft with some sort of structure - or when I know really clearly 
what'ss the status of this draft they've handed in - that it fits in a bit with the stage in 
thee process - is it the very first piece of writing - from very early on I work as much 
ass possible on the basis of what they've written - after the first meeting - simply the 
firstfirst time someone has put something on paper you know say something about the 
theoreticall  background or something - then of course it's not good but that doesn't 
matterr but you should be able to see if someone has tried in an orderly way at least in 
anyy way to think about what should come next and what should be discussed and 
thenn you've got the feeling that with a few fairly clear instructions you can really tell 
someonee - this is missing and look you've put this here but it should be somewhere 
elsee etcetera and someone sees that too and agrees well then that's good because then 
you'vee had a useful conversation and then there are no problems and people won't 
panicc so easily because it isn't okay yet because they know too that it has that status 
butt eh then - it has been really good if the next version they hand in if that version 
hass been altered in that sense and I find it enormously frustrating that that very often 
turnss out not to be the case while you at that moment are convinced that people 
understandd what you mean - that they agreed that they saw it your way - and then 
youu get something back and then you think - well isn't there anything at all I've said 
- 11 find that the biggest problem - and I've often used tapes - let them tape the 
sessionss - said listen to them at home - sometimes that works - sometimes I've 
askedd them to do that and they thought that was very useful -1 said come on make a 
tapee because things go so fast - or very often I made the suggestion -1 said come on 
makee notes or something and sometimes they wouldn't you know and then I thought 
welll  I'l l make the notes and - more and more I've come to preparing these talks -
thatt I make some sort of plan - or a number of points I really want to discuss -1 
wrotee them down - structures what had to happen so they could see exactly - well I 
couldd say first you have to try to round of! the theory - this and this has to be done -
orr well first you go on describing the data but you have to take care that this and this 
-- but in any case that they've got something on paper something concrete to take 
homee - either the tape ot the notes - because I've noticed that if you don't do this 
thatt - in a number of cases which - how much I tried to limit it - then I said 
beforehandd no longer than one hour and then it became two hours and well you know 
-- if it paid so littl e dividend then that's of course frustrating. 

DoDo you also write things in the margin, things you want to be altered or..? 
II  tend to do that too much - to correct things myself- especially at the end if they are 
inn a state and can't stand their own text and it still isn't up to standard - that I simply 
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rewritee a part - just say an important introductory part or just a paragraph - that I 
rewritee this myself- and well youu know also because often their English is so bad -
thee language itself interferes in that sense - that I think well they can't think clearly 
iff  it isn't written up correctly -1 mean you know bad writing - and I'm sure you 
agreee with me - according to me is bad thinking - and then well if an introductory 
piecee on the research questions is not - if that's not good and clear - then well I think 
thee writing up wil l be troublesome. 

AreAre there things you really can't say to a student - taboo-like? 
Welll  yes I do think there are - that is the double bind you have to deal with - 1 feel 
thiss very deeply - if things don't go well - then you think well yes but I should have 
donee better - you know those people do not reach the end of their studies for nothing 
-- they can't be stupid - everybody should at least be able to go through some 
literaturee and report on what they've found in a systematic way - and give a 
niinimallyy original - well it doesn't have to be original actually - a sort of systematic 
analysiss of the data - and it doesn't have to be perfect - that's is an important point 
byy the way - 1 don't know exactly myself at what point you can let it pass - because 
itt is a relatively new field - where there are very few norms - that I've sort of 
thoughtt up my own norm - that if I have the feeling that somebody has learned an 
awfull  lot from this and if he has been able to describe the literature in an orderly 
fashionn minimally - or the methodology he's used - and if it's minimally clear that 
hee was able to use it to - well in some cases not all analyses were good - but that in 
somee cases it happened that they saw that it really produces something - that it 
producess more than the intuitions you had - if you sort of do it in this way - that then 
welll  let's say it is a pass. 

JustJust now you said whether they 've learned a lot is one of your criteria? 
Yess I tell them - if I don't think the thesis is too wonderful but they've really worked 
theirr butt off- and it took him really a lot to take this obstacle - then I think it should 
bee a seven - not a six. 

DoDo you focus the tutorial or the student - or both? 
Thatt depends - I think that first I first I try to find out - well what I said before - my ideas 
aboutt the status of the draft - do they correspond a bit with their ideas - 1 mean if 
theyy think they've written the end all version and that everything is fantastic and I've 
gott the feeling they're sort of halfway - then there's a real problem - then you have 
too adjust your strategies - that's often a real shock - then you have to be really 
carefull  - then I sort of gently break the news - with others it's no problem at all - 1 
lett them read through my comments first. 
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IsIs there anything we 've forgotten? 
Whatt  I'v e learned about supervision - well I tended to bring in my own ideas too 
quicklyy - you try to be efficient - and then you say what you think and what's wrong 
andd what has to change - now I' m much more cautious - the first  quarter  of an hour  1 
tr yy to react to what they've written - 1 really try to work consistently with what 
they'vee put on paper  - try to link thiss to how I want them to think in order  to revise it 
-- and I think that's the explanation - in as far  as it works - that I try to step into their 
shoess - that I don't think what nonsense and simply say rewrit e this - but that I try 
duringg the first  ten minutes to really thoroughly discuss what they've written and 
whatt  they haven't written - 1 try to lead them slowly into the direction that they see 
thee consequences of what they've written - what it leads to - and if they realize then 
welll  that's silly then you've reached the point where you can really go on from there 
- 11 don't dare to say it really works but I think it makes sense because you come far 
tooo soon - 1 mean you really interrup t the thought process in an arbitrar y way - that 
theyy can't make the connection - so we have to do it - that means it really can't be 
anythingg else but really labour  intensive. 

Dataa 4 (Literature . American, male) 

DoDo you make special appointments with students who are writing their thesis with 
you? you? 
II  can make them if that's necessary and sometimes I do it through the mail - 1 send 
themm back edited drafts and they send me what they've just written so that I can look 
throughh it before we actually meet - that's the way I prefer  to do it - so there's a 
varietyy of meetings and other  forms of communication - and in fact that turns out in 
manyy cases to be a weekly meeting - things are going badly - let's say they want a 
bitt  of help. 

HowHow do you go about it - you just go through the.. ? 
Yeahh - I'v e already gone through it - that's the time-saving factor  - it depends a lot 
onn whether  they've actually written something or  not - if not all I  feel I can really do 
iss give them a kind of pep-talk and fire lots of suggestions at them but once they 
actuallyy start putting things down on paper  it' s easier  all the way round - one has at 
leastt  a kind of anchor  to go by - so I might give them the paper  to read and then if 
theyy have any questions about my comment or  if there is anything that I didn' t want 
too writ e out in full we can talk about it from there - or  if they are having trouble I' l 1 
askk them very often 'how do you think it' s going' you know - you got problems 
findingfinding  the material or  do you know where to go next - and I try to do it as a kind of 
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problem-solvingg arrangement on the basis of an edited text - form as well as content 
-- sometimes you have to do the form just so that you can get a clear sense of the 
contentt or if you can't then there is a great difficulty. 

DoDo you correct their English in all their drafts? 
Yeahh I try to but if I've corrected something already and they give me that say the 
nextt week - an extra bit with the first bit attached that wasn't corrected let's say a 
xeroxx of their uncorrected version then I don't repeat myself- that's kind of silly and 
aa waste of time but they should have - if they want to do it that way - at least one 
correctedd version of every stage of the draft they've written all the way through the 
thesiss - it's pre-professional training - that sense where the guiding idea should be 
thatt some day if they should want to publish they'll have to know how to submit 
thingss in what form - with some the problem of content is sort of essentials versus 
accidentalss and either they have something to say and it comes through despite 
stylisticc problems or they don't and the style won't help them - sometimes indeed if 
it'ss too confusing to understand whether they have something or not then we need to 
talkk a bit - state your thesis as briefly as possible and let's take it from there - and 
oftenn the problem is indeed that they don't have a thesis that they're sort of quoting 
andd rambling and describing without any clear notion of a problem to be addressed 
orr a conflict to be discussed or some sort of drama to anchor the paper. 

DoDo you get that often? 
Noo because that's the first thing one does - to try to identify a problem - whether it's 
aa solvable problem or not remains in many cases to be seen but - for example there is 
aa there is a student now writing a thesis on unreliable narration in The Sun Abo Rises 
andd she is havingg a dreadful time and I see her just about every week - and I think 
shee is doing better than she thinks she is but it's just a lack of confidence on her part 
-- in the theory that she's got to wade through - theory of unreliability which is a very 
trickyy thing to get right - and in what is Jake Lawrence in The Sun Also Rises 
unreliablee - until she comes up with a kind of satisfactory explanation for herself of 
wheree he is unreliable it's gonna be very rough going - and I cannot do that for her -
she'ss got to kind of look for it and hopefully she'll find something. 

DoDo you have some sort of strategies to pull someone in the right direction? 
Inn fact I wrote something on The Sacred Fount on that very issue so she's got my 
workk to look at as an example of those kind of things and I've steered her towards 
thee criticism that I used for my own chapter on unreliability - and that was a problem 
off  a different sort - a healthy sort in a sense - that she found that she had difficulty 
addingg to what was already there in front of her that so much had been said - so there 
aree two difficulties - to get it clarified for herself and I think she did a good job of 
addingg to the critical background and then trying to find ways to look for signs of 
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unreliabilityy in the text which is - again I've given her sort of smorgasboard of 
possibilitiess and sent her off to see what she can do. 

SoSo you leave it very much to the student to find their own solutions? 
Tmm trying to - yes I'd hate the thought of writing through the student -1 mean I 
mightt say 'if I were to do your topic I might do it this way or that way' to give them 
ideas,, but I try to stress that they are free to find their own form as long as it meets 
thee requirements of structure, makes sense and sticks to the topic. 

AreAre there other requirements f or a thesis? 
Welll  to have a good topic is most of the problem I think - something that is 
interestingg enough and important enough to take you the forty fifty  pages of 
explorationn - and something I never understood whether a thesis should be original 
orr not -1 gather they don't have to be exactly original but it's nice when they can be 
-- and students need to at least write original theses in the sense that they're 
discoveringg things about themselves that they wouldn't otherwise have known -
oftenn I sort of help them write the proposal - for the sake of the committee just - not 
onlyy to get it through but also to give them a sense of what the question is and what 
youu should go back to when you get stuck somewhere - what is the main point of 
whatt you're doing - so proposal, outline, rough drafts and the final version. 

WhenWhen you give a mark do you take the process into account? 
II  do - yeah - you always have to measure - ah there are some very difficult cases -
aa couple I can think of which fortunately weren't mine - or maybe one of them was 
minee - but students who really maybe in some absolute sense shouldn't have passed 
-- because when one thinks that they're actually becoming a doctorandus with thé 
seall  of the University of Amsterdam - of our department - what they've done is not 
perhapss arguably of sufficiently high quality - but if you feel on the other hand that 
theyy have done what they're capable of based on their reputation - the work you've 
seenn in class - and time they've spent - it's very difficult at that point to fail them at 
thee last moment - that's a very painful decision - and that really shouldn't be the 
casee but on the other hand it's very hard for an individual to take it upon himself at 
thiss point at a long at the end of that history to raise a fuss and say this is 
unacceptablee - so in that sense one measures always the student's work against one's 
sensee of what he's capable of doing - and if you're convinced that he's really done 
whatt he can - that there's nothing more to be gotten out of him then that - that 
carriess some weight - sure - it doesn't carry weight around the eight or nine level 
let'ss say - it carries weight around the five or six level. 
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HowHow do you go about it? 
Welll  you just read what they write closely to start with - you show them that you've 
spentt time on what they're doing that you're concerned - that you don't have to tell 
themm - they can see that you've actually worked on what they've given you - and by 
leadingg all over it you try to shape it into something that wil l be better than what they 
gavee you to start with and it's frustrating whenever they don't seem to take your 
advicee - those cases are discouraging - but by and large they it is clean next time 
through. . 

HaveHave we covered everything? 
II  can say just to summarize that the basic thing for me would be to work on paper 
withh them as much as possible and to use the paper as a sort of objective lever to 
encouragee them - to help them - there's a kind of impersonality of what's actually 
alreadyy on the page that's useful in personal encounters - so you don't have to look 
att them as if they were somehow weak or incapable - it's just what they've written is 
nott adequate in this way and one tries to keep it on that. 
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3.. NEGOTIATING THE PARADOXES OF 
SPONTANEOUSS TALK IN ADVANCED L2 
CLASSES S 

3.11 Introductio n 

Sincee the early 1980s numerous publications on L2 teaching have appeared which 
recommendd teachers to use 'communicative' methods. In the communicative 
paradigmm the focus is on language use and the goal of the foreign language class is 
primarilyy communicative competence, which implies that during lessons 'priority 
iss attached to understanding, negotiating and expressing meaning' (Shiels 1988). 
Thiss has consequences for the materials used: these should be 'authentic', taken 
fromfrom 'real life' and not be especially designed for the foreign or second language 
learner,, as for the tasks set to the students - these should be meaningful and related 
too the world outside the classroom (cf. Brown 1994). The baseline for meaningful 
communicationn in this setting is seen as 'doing conversation' (van Lier 1996). This 
vieww of the talk that should be going on in L2 classes fits in with the prevalent idea 
amongg linguists that conversation is the prototypical form of language use. Levelt 
callss conversation: 'the most primordial and universal setting for speech and the 
canonicall  setting for speech in all human societies' (1989:29). Heritage and 
Atkinsonn argue that it is 'the most pervasively used mode of interaction in social 
lif ee and the form within which ... language is first acquired ...' (1984:12-13). 

Alongg more or less similar lines Levinson states: 

Itt is not hard to see why one should look to conversation for insight into 
pragmaticc phenomena, for conversation is clearly the prototypical kind of 
languagee usage, the form in which we all are first exposed to language - the 
matrixmatrix for language acquisition. 

(Levinsonn 1983:284; italics added) 
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Vann Lier (1989) proposes a list of features that characterize conversation: it is face-
to-facee interaction which is locally assembled (although it may contain planned 
elementss as, for instance, a request or a proposal); the sequence and outcome are 
unpredictable;; there is a potentially equal distribution of rights and obligations in 
talk,, and there is reactive and mutual contingency. If this list is mapped onto the 
characteristicss of the discourse in traditional teacher-fronted classrooms, major 
discrepanciess surface. The organization of talk in this sort of classroom implies 
moree or less strict hierarchical speaker-hearer roles and teacher-student role 
obligations.. The majority of teacher questions in these lessons are so-called display 
questionss and the teacher is the addressee of all student turns. This means that 
doingg conversation in the classroom is problematic, since this has to do with the 
rightt to initiate topics and talk. In the classroom setting, as McHoul (1978) rightly 
argues,, only the teacher can direct speakership in any creative way. So it seems 
thatt traditional classroom environments do not lend themselves very well to 
conversation:: for effective communicative language teaching informal teaching 
situationss need to be embedded in the formal setting. Edmondson (1985) proposes 
thatt the complexity of L2 classroom discourse warrants the notion of coexisting 
discoursee worlds as a useful concept for the understanding of the talk going on 
there. . 

Inn this chapter I will argue, however, that the frame complexity of the 
communicativee L2 classroom has been underanalyzed. The multiplicity of 
discoursee levels obtaining may lead to conflicts and dilemmas for all participants 
andd results in a number of paradoxes which have not been recognized. This has led 
too assumptions about tasks, materials and classroom organization which are 
widespreadd and commonly accepted but which have not been empirically 
investigated. . 

II  will begin with a brief introduction to the theoretical framework followed by data 
fromfrom two advanced oral proficiency classes which yielded results that I - as the 
teacherr - had not expected when I planned them and in which I identified both 
positivee and negative instances of 'real' negotiation for meaning that emerged 
duringg the talk. 

3.22 Theoretical framework: Discourse analysis 

Forr the analysis of the data a structural discourse framework will be employed 
whichh derives from Goffinan's work on participation structures and face-to-face 
communicationn (1974,1979,1981) and from proposals by Polanyi & Scha and 
Vann Dam van Isselt on discourse units and operations which allow for the 
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recursiverecursive embedding of talk of various types within one another (Polanyi & Scha 
1983;; Polanyi 1988; Van Dam 1993; 1995). 

3.2.13.2.1 Participation framework: speaker and hearer roles 

Inn Footing (1979) Ervin Goffinan argues that the notions of 'speaker' and 'hearer' 
havee been grossly underanalyzed both for dyadic and multi-party interactions. A 
sociall  occasion will have official, ratified participants, but there might also be non-
ratifiedd participants, co-present others, in the roles of overhearers or eavesdroppers. 
Besides,, participants may be addressed or unaddressed recipients within a 
particularr stretch of talk. In his analysis of the notion of 'speaker' Goffman 
distinguishess three different roles: principal, someone whose position is establis-
hedd by the words that are spoken, a person active in some particular social identity 
orr role; animator, the talking-machine, a body engaged in acoustic activity; and 
author,author, the one who has selected the sentiments which are expressed and the words 
inn which they are encoded. 

3.2.23.2.2 Structural dimensions of social situations: floors and subfloors 

Mostt interactions are experienced by participants as belonging to a certain 
sociallyy recognizable occasion, e.g. an informal conversation, a lesson, a 
businesss meeting, and so on ('speech events'; Hymes 1964). At speech event 
levell  a set of specific conventions is defined about who are the participants, 
whatt is their role, what is the business at hand, and what are the ritual attributes 
andd procedures. These interactional conventions should be seen as a tool to help 
peoplee reach consensus on the definition of a current situation. Interactions, 
however,, may be embedded in other interactions and interrupt one type of 
businesss for another. We may, for example, tell a story which is part of a 
conversationn which takes place before the beginning of another activity, like 
gettingg down to business at a meeting. In that case, our talk is involved in at 
leastt three types of interaction: a 'pre-meeting small talk', a 'conversation' and a 
'storytelling'' The assignment of utterances to the category 'same sort of talk' 
andd preceding utterances to 'different sort of talk' prompts Polanyi and Scha 
(1983)) to argue that the actual flow of talk is properly seen as separable in 
variouss discourse units to which individual utterances are seen to belong. Such 
units,, strung together, make up the actual discourses which are produced. In 
theirr model Polanyi and Scha distinguish three types of discourse units. These 
unitss range from one word 'echoes', response cries (Goffinan 1979), and non-
verball  acts through minimal clauses and sentences to very large discourse 
structures.. Type I aree small, local structures involving turn-taking, i.e. adjacency 
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pairss (greetings, question-answer). These have traditionally been studied within 
thee framework of conversation analysis. Type II structures are coherent semantic 
structuress built up through sustained talk, such as stories, reports, arguments, 
andd so on. Type III structures are socially defined, recognizable occasions for 
talk,, often of a highly focused sort, defined as speech events above. These 
discoursee units may be recursively embedded. This means that stories may be 
embeddedd in stories, but also that a speech event (e.g. a service encounter) may 
bee embedded in a story (if a person pauses in the middle of a story to buy 
something).. An embedded episode is signaled by structural discourse operators, 
so-calledd PUSH and POP-markers (Polanyi 1988; cf. Goffinan (1981): 'changes 
inn footing'; Gumperz 1982: 'contextualization cues'). PUSH-markers signal the 
beginningg of an embedded subordinated constituent or an interruption of the 
dominantt discourse unit. A communicative assignment to be done in groups, for 
example,, creates as many sub-floors as there are groups. When the task is done, 
thee discourse will have to be shifted back to the embedding interactional level: 
thee collective classroom floor. A POP-marker will effect this return too the 
embeddingg level. POP- and PUSH-markers may be linguistic, paralinguistic, 
prosodiee or non-verbal. Examples of verbal realizations of POP-markers are 
'okay',, 'right', 'anyway', and code switches. Verbal realizations of PUSH-
markerss are particles like 'for instance', Mike', 'by the way'; tense or pronoun 
shift;; deictic shifts and code switches. 

Thee question this study addresses is how students and teacher negotiate the 
multiplicityy of potential discourse formats and the variety of speaker and hearer 
roless obtaining in the communicative L2 classroom. 

3.33 Method and data collection 

Whenn I taught advanced oral proficiency classes I found that some classes were 
nott a success and some assignments simply did not work, although they met the 
criteriaa for communicative materials and tasks (see below). This experience 
promptedd me to take a closer look at the frame complexity of fluency classes. 
Thiss study then should be seen as an attempt on my part, as a teacher of English 
ass a foreign language, to make sense of my own everyday practice. What 
follows,, then, is the result of action research (cf. Van Lier 1988): my roles of 
teacherr and researcher coincide in the study, and the data analyzed are grounded 
inn participation in and knowledge of the specific real-world settings involved. 

Thee data to be discussed emerged from a proficiency course I taught to first year 
studentss of English at the University of Amsterdam. Aim of the course was to 
improvee students' essay writing and oral fluency. At the end of each fluency 
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assignmentt I conducted an informal evaluation in order to receive feedback on the 
particularr task. Three of the classes were taped by graduate students who had to 
preparee a paper for the specialization course Topics in Applied Linguistics, which -
amongg other subjects - dealt with classroom discourse. I subsequently used their 
transcriptss and analyzed data from the tapes they had made for the purpose of this 
study.. The feedback my students gave me during the evaluations and my own 
observationss of the classes will serve to complement the data. 

3.44 The communicative language class: speech event context 

3.4.13.4.1 The organization of talk 

Lookingg at the communicative language class it may be argued that the type II 
structuree 'fluency assignment' is embedded in the type III speech event 
'LESSON'.. This means that during the assignment, even if it entails 'doing 
conversation',, teacher and student roles and tasks are inherited from the embed-
dingg speech event, although a number of these ritual rights and obligations may 
off  course be suspended during a particular lesson episode. Let us look more 
closelyy at these teacher and student roles. Classroom roles and tasks are defined 
inn terms of the asymmetrical distribution of knowledge supposedly obtaining 
betweenn members of the category 'student' and their ritual 'other': the teacher. 
Thee teacher is there precisely because she is the one who knows or knows more. 
Inn principle the teacher is in control of the lesson agenda, and the organization 
off  turns and activities. She initiates tasks and allocates and evaluates pupil turns. 
Students,, on the other hand, do not have the right to speak up in class unless 
theyy are invited to do so by the teacher. In teacher-fronted classes the teacher 
orientss towards all pupils, but the pupils do not orient towards each other. All 
legitimatee student utterances are directed towards if not solicited by the teacher. 
Inn this type of lesson all students are ratified participants of the social occasion 
'LESSON',, but they may be addressed recipients, unaddressed recipients, and 
evenn overhearers. All students are supposed to attend to what gets said without 
havingg (spontaneous) access to the floor. This entails that not all ratified 
participantss have the same status and role in the lesson at any moment in the 
statee of talk: the participation structure is non-linear and dynamic. As soon as 
thee teacher allocates a turn to one student, however, this person is the addressed 
recipientt of the teacher's utterances and therefore the next speaker; the others are 
ritualritual listeners. Therefore, the participation framework of teacher-fronted classes 
resultss in littl e opportunity for individual students to practice their oral language 
skills.. Quite radical alterations are needed to remedy these unfavourable 
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conditionss for language learning and to create opportunities for genuine 
interactionn in the classroom. 

Inn the communicative language teaching paradigm pair and group work are 
advocatedd to ensure equal distribution of language practice among the students. 
Studentss working on tasks in pairs or small groups ensures an informal 
classroomm format and therefore creates the right conditions for successful 
languagee learning (Long 1996). When students work in small groups the teacher 
iss not the addressed recipient of students' turns: the collective classroom floor 
splitss up in a number of sub-floors. With group-work students orient towards 
eachh other and this makes it possible to have symmetrical interactions in class, 
basedd on the principle of self-selection. Moreover, feedback and evaluation 
movess wil l be managed by the students themselves. This way the participation 
frameworkk of the communicative language class moves into the direction of the 
ideall  dyadic model of generic conversation. This does not entail, however, that 
fluencyy tasks in small groups automatically create contexts for conversation. 
Thee episode is still embedded in the speech event 'LESSON' and therefore 
duringg the assignment the teacher retains her ritual right to break in and interrupt 
ongoingg 'conversations' and comment upon procedural matters, topics, etc. 
Moreover,, with fluency assignments the pragmatic paradox (Watzlawick 1967) 
'bee spontaneous' obtains. Students are obliged to talk and not allowed to sit in 
silence,, they are given a topic to talk about and are not allowed to shift topic, 
theyy are often instructed to make sure the other members of the group get a 
chancee to contribute to the discussion, etc. Students receive instructions about 
thee topic of their conversation, about the time they are supposed to talk about the 
topicc and about the expected outcome of their conversation. All this is clearly 
nott conversational. As we have seen in van Lier's definition: authentic 
conversationconversation typically has more fluent boundaries. 

3.4.23.4.2 The role of the teacher 

Withh the introduction of group-work the collective classroom floor is split into 
severall  subfloors. The members of each group enter into and maintain a distinct 
spatiall  and orientational arrangement by which the members of this particular 
groupp are delineated from those who are outsiders, and body posture and spatial 
orientationn are used to collaboratively frame participation for the duration of the 
taskk (Kendon 1992). In this interactional arrangement the teacher has organized 
herselff  away, she is merely a bystander. This has consequences for the way she is 
expectedd to behave. As Goffinan states: 
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Muchh of the etiquette of bystanders can be generated from the basic 
understandingg that they should act so as to maximally encourage the fiction 
thatt they aren't present; in brief that the assumptions of the conversational 
paradigmm are being realized. 

(Goffinann 1979: 8) 

However,, since the fluency assignment is embedded in the speech event 
'LESSON',, the ritual rights and obligations of teacher and students are inherited 
fromfrom the higher order discourse unit. This means that the teacher still has the right 
too interrupt, correct or evaluate student performances. Moreover, the teacher will 
feell  the need to know how the students are doing: are they on task; is the activity 
suitable,, of the right level, and so on? In order to get information about these 
issues,, the teacher has to 'maneuver' herself, be it temporarily, into the position of 
eavesdropperr in order to be able to hear what is going on in a group. In one of the 
lessonss that will be discussed in this paper it was observed that as the teacher 
approachedd a group, the student who sat with her back to the teacher, and therefore 
didd not notice her approach, continued talking as if for her the situation remained 
thee same. The student who saw her coming, however, began talking in a marked, 
'fimny'' tone of voice. This is the result of a change of'footing' (Goffinan 1979), 
whichh 'implies a change in the alignment we take up to ourselves and the others 
present'' and which occurs when the participation framework of an interaction 
changes.. If the teacher really wants to know what is going on the only strategy that 
iss left is to use the 'disattend track', which Kendon defines as 'consisting of events 
thatt are officially treated as irrelevant to the activity in progress' (1992: 328). The 
teacherr will ostensibly adhere to her role of bystander and enact a show of 
disinterest.. She will not hover and by her gaze and bodily position try to sustain the 
illusionn that she is not there (Goffinan 1979).' 

3.55 The data 

3.5.13.5.1 Task 1: discourse ambiguity 

Duringg one of the classes the students worked with a questionnaire on childhood 
experiences.. In it were items like: do you come from a noisy family; did you 
receivee any pocket-money; did you watch television a lot, etc? The task was to be 

11 In my data I found that when I, as the organizer  of the activity, felt obliged to interrup t a group's 
interaction,, I also oriented to the conversational rules for bystanders: I stood at a distance from the 
groupp involved, waited for  a pause in the talk and apologized for  breaking in ('Sorry to interrup t 
butt  could you ... . ' ). In mis way I did my best to sustain the illusion of the conversational frame of 
thee talk mat was going on in the group. 
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donee in groups of four and was aimed at encouraging the students to exchange 
'stories'' on childhood experiences. In my instructions for the assignment I 
explicitlyy addressed interactional dimensions: 

(Data(Data 1) 
TT what I want you to do is to talk about your childhood 
CICI [unintelligible noises] 
TT je jeugd ((your childhood)) .. your childhood 

[ [ 
OO oh [unintelligible noises] 
TT it's always interesting I think to talk about each outer's childhood 
SxSx it's personal 
SSSSSS [laugh] 
TT yes well uhm I 've made I've come up with some questions to talk about some things 

toto give you material to talk about,, IF you think one of these topics is a bit too uh too 
personalpersonal you don't want to talk about these things you can just skip the question or 
youyou could even make up another childhood if you uh want to 
[ [ 

SSSSSS [laugh] 
TT that's okay with me 

TT now remember it's not supposed to be a sort of Ivo Niehe [Dutch talk show host] 
conversationconversation if you know what 1 mean 

SSSSSS nee ((no)) 
TT Ivo Niehe has this list of questions those sort oftv people they just ask a question and 

theirtheir guests answer the question and they go on to the next question because they are 
notnot really interested in the answer but you are all interested in each other.. OKA Y? 
[hands[hands out questionnaire] 

Inn some of the groups, however, the activity organized itself as follows: one of the 
studentss would introduce the question by reading it aloud. She would then give the 
floorr to the next person, often after first having answered the question herself. 

Thee group of four in data 2 was seated around an oblong table, one student on each 
side.. SI, who read the questions aloud had appropriated the paper with the 
questionnaire,, which was supposed to set the agenda for the interaction, by placing 
itt right in front of her, thereby virtually denying the others physical access to the 
questions. . 
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(Data(Data 2) 
5151 did you get pocket money? [non-verbal turn allocation: gaze direction S2J 
5252 Idid= 
SISI =yeah 
5353 I did 
5454 I didn 't until  I  found out [unintellible] then I demanded to get it 
SSSSSS [laugh] 
SISI why didn 'tyou get it? 
S4S4 I just got the things Iwanted but you want candy uh uh ... anduh you want to go to 

thethe shops [unint] you want to buy clothes and later I found out that 
I I 

SISI it can't have been much 
S4S4 everyone else got it 
SSSSSS [silence; SI reads next question] 
5151 when did you go to bed?.. what time?.. when my older brothers went to bed I could 

gogo to to bed 
5252 no I onfy remember I always had to go too soon 

Thee data show that there were hardly any interruptions, although they are the 
norm,, even in story-type turns (e.g. appreciative noises, back-channeling) and no 
collaborativee floors (Edelsky 1981). There was hardly any overlap and the turn-
takingg organization was a-typical for 'conversation' in groups of three (cf. Kerbrat-
Orecchionii  1997). There were no 'struggles for the floor': a distribution of turns 
obtainedd which strongly resembles the participation framework in the teacher-
frontedd lesson. 

3.5.23.5.2 Task 1 revisited: off-record floors 

Att one point, however, the students did what they were supposed to do. It occurred 
whenn the group involved had decided they had finished doing the assignment The 
'stand-in'' teacher said: 'Okay, that's it, we 've done all the questions', which ended 
thee formal question-answer sequence. This remark unequivocally proves that the 
studentss interpreted the assignment as 'doing the questions' and also, clearly, that 
theyy felt they had completed that task. Because of their interpretation of the 
instructionss for the task they had finished long before the time allocated to the 
assignmentt was up, before I told them they could stop talking. After a short pause 
thee students then resumed their talk: 
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(Data(Data 3) 
S3S3 and well Iwas always the boss ofour street so I made out what happened 

I I 
SSSSSS [laugh] 

[ [ 
5252 yeah you ruled the 

street street 
5353 where we were going to play anduh it made me quite uncomfortable it really 

diddid -I don't wanna be the boss of those children they do everything I say 
[ [ 

5454 I can imagine 
5353 I felt really stupid 

I I 
S2S2 they did that to me as well 

f f 
SSSSSS [laugh] 

[ [ 
S2S2 III  remember when you when you got in fights with your friends or the 

neighbour-neighbour- the children next door you know you 'd always say from uh I'LL 
GET GET 

[ [ 
SSSSSS yeahyeah 
S2S2 MY OLDER BROTHER if you don't stop teasing me= 

[ [ 
SSSSSS yeah yeah [laugh] 
5454 = everybody [high pitch] my daddy's a police man= 
SSSSSS = [laugh] 

Thee students now did exactly what I had intended them to do: they shared their 
childhoodd experiences. This time there were story-type turns, there were overlaps 
andd interruptions, there were collaborative floors. There was no need for them to 
continuee on this topic: here the questions functioned as lead-in to authentic 
conversationn and sharing in a classroom context There were no leading questions: 
theree was a real conversational flow. 

3.5.33.5.3 Task 2: unsuccessful contexts for participation and negotiation 

Thee second task I would like to discuss concerns an assignment from the book that 
wass used in the course. It was to be done in groups of three. The type of activity is 
well-knownn in the communicative language teaching syllabus: the students are 
supposedd to plan a weekend together but receive instructions to make sure that 
theyy have divergent aims and agendas and need to negotiate compromises. Below 
youu find one set of instructions (see appendix for the full text of the assignment): 

70 0 



LearningLearning in Contexts 

Yourr  two friends have agreed to spend the weekend with you. Here are your  ideas on what to do: 
Saturday::  Spend day on the beach - enjoy sun and relaxing 
Takee picnic lunch (tell them what food you'll take) ) 
Evening::  party at Michael's (tell them about Michael's 
lastt  party which was really great). 
Sunday::  Meet rest of class at railway station. 
Al ll  go to London for  the day (tell the others what you can see 
andd do there). 
Stayy til l late - go to a restaurant (tell the others what they 
cann eat there). 
Takee it in turns to present your  plans to each odier. Be endiusiastic!2 Then decide which plan 
soundss best If necessary work out a compromise plan. 

Thee assignment meets the criteria Clark (1987) formulated for the activities and 
materialss in a communicative, task-based approach to language learning: 

Thee learner must participate in meaningful interaction in the target language, 
soo mat information-processing mechanisms can be involved at some depth. 
Forr mis to occur there must be some sort of information gap. 

(Clarkk 1987: 63-64) 

Thee assignment itself, however, was not a success. When I observed the groups I 
noticedd that the students were not really focused on their task. When they had 
finishedd I asked them whether they had enjoyed doing the assignment. They were 
quitee unanimous in their view that it had not been an inspiring activity to do. They 
feltt it was highly artificial  During their discussions they had found it hard to 
rememberr what they were supposed to want to do so eagerly in their assigned 
pseudo-identities,, which necessitated frequent looking at their instructions to 
'rememberr their 16x1'. 

3.5.43.5.4 Task 2 *:  the original task revised 

Onn the basis of the student feedback I decided to redesign the speaker roles of the 
assignment.. My goal was to make the task more 'authentic', which meant 
changingg the production format of the talk ensuing. In the new design I enabled my 
studentss to be the author of their utterances - a role which has clear connotations 
off  creativity and authenticity - by giving them the opportunity to set their own 
agendaa for the discussion, within the framework of the task. I used the revised 
versionn in a parallel group I was teaching at the time. This is the text of the new 
assignment: : 

Heree the pragmatic paradox is spelled out in the instructions. 
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Writee down individually how you would like to spend your ideal weekend (Saturday and 
Sunday;; morning, afternoon and evening). If you plan to go to a restaurant for a meal, specify 
thee restaurant; if you plan to go away for a break, specify where to, etc. 
Makee groups of four. 
Decidee which member of your group will report the discussion to the entire class. 
Discusss your plans with the others and try to come up with one plan you all agree on. 

Theree are two important differences between the original and the revised 
assignment.. Firstly, a pre-activity or advance organizer has been inserted: the 
studentss first have to make up their own minds for their ideal weekend and put-
theirr ideas on paper, before discussing them with the other members of their group. 
Thiss means that during this pre-activity the students have the opportunity to invent 
theirr own 'personae' to be enacted and thus indeed can be the authors of their talk 
duringg the discussion. Secondly, I announced that one member of each group 
wouldd act as an official spokesperson, who was supposed to report the discussion 
inn the group to the entire class in order to force the groups to really reach agree-
mentt on their joint plans. The redesigned assignment thus consisted of an advance 
organizer,, followed by the original activity, and was rounded offby a post-unit, the 
classs report. 

Thiss exercise provoked lively interaction among the members of the groups. 
Studentss presented their ideas with passion and long discussions ensued. The 
reporterss mentioned quite a few heated arguments. The introduction of the pre-
activityy clearly made the assignment more realistic for the students: in the 
problem-solvingg discussion in the groups they presented and defended their own 
ideass and therefore they felt more involved in the outcome of the decision-making 
partt of the activity. There were no constraints on memory, which meant hardly any 
'gaps'' and more conversational overlap. So the task resulted in rich interaction and 
aa wide participation among the students. 

3.5.53.5.5 Task 2* revisited: complex speaker roles 

Thee introduction of the reporter role in the revised weekend assignment, which I 
hadd designed to make sure the students would take the assignment seriously, had 
ann unexpected side-effect. 

Inn one of the groups the students agreed to have dinner in a Chinese restaurant and 
onee of the students mentioned that he wanted to eat 'Peking Duck' there. At the 
timee none of the others asked for an explanation. The participant-reporter, 
however,, fulfilled a double, 'relay' role, which necessitated not just an 
approximatee but a perfect understanding of what was said. Thus she was trying to 
'rehearse'' what was said so as to be a competent reporter in the public classroom 
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follow-upp of the group-work episode. This resulted in a prolonged episode of 
negotiationn of meaning, during which default conversational conventions were 
overruled,, as is shown in data 4: 

(Data(Data 4) 

10 10 

15 15 

20 20 

SI SI 
S2 S2 
SSS SSS 
SI SI 
S2 S2 
SI SI 
S2 S2 
S3 S3 
S2 S2 
SI SI 
S2 S2 

S3 S3 
S2 S2 
S3 S3 
SI SI 

S2 S2 
S3 S3 
SI SI 

S3 S3 
S2 S2 
SI SI 
S3 S3 

S4 S4 

S2 S2 

so,so, what do you want to eat there? 
uh.uh. III  have the Peking Duck please 
flaugh] flaugh] 
thethe what? 
PekingPeking Duck 
what'swhat's that? 
[fast;[fast; Dutch] Peking eend ((Peking Duck)) - uh - [laughs] 
PekingPeking Duck= 
=Peking=Peking [ei: Dutch value for vowel] 
PekingPeking [ei]-OH! 
Peking Peking 
[ [ 
Bejing= Bejing= 
=Bejing=Bejing Duck 
BejingBejing Duck 
youyou mean that? - duck? 
[ [ 
DonaldDonald Duck . 
duckjaduckja ((yes)) 
PekingPeking Duck - alright 
[ [ 
Bejing Bejing 
serieusserieus ((seriously)) 
[non-verbally[non-verbally allocates turn turn to S3] 
uhm,uhm, I'll  decide when I see the menu I really don't know what fll  have 
[ [ 
it'sit's Chinese 
[ [ 
II  really recommend it 

Inn line 1 the reporter comes back to a topic that had been nominated before: to the 
dishh S2 has stated as his preference earlier in the discourse. In his response to this 
questionn S2 adopts a different 'footing'. He recontextualizes SI's question ass a 
movee in the 'script' of another speech event: 'ordering a meal in a restaurant', 
whichh accounts for the laughter of the others in line 3. Si's problem, though, 
remainss unsolved and she reports her trouble source once more. This time her 
effortt is interpreted as a mishearing or a request for a rerun by S2 (line 5). An 
explicitt clarification request is the only option left to her to fulfil l her need and this 
movee follows in line 6. The clarification request triggers extensive repair work and 
languagee play. Communication strategies (Poulisse 1990; Mitchell & Myles 1998) 
aree employed to achieve understanding: the students go back to LI (lines 7 and 9) 
andd use a L2-based segmentation strategy (Peking # Duck), which solve the 
problemm for the reporter. This is indicated by the update marker 'OH' in line 10, 
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whichh might have ended the repair sequence. This does not happen, however. In 
linee 15 there is a confirmation check by the reporter which receives a positive 
responsee in line 17. In line 18 the reporter rounds up the discussion by repeating 
thee correct name of the dish. It is clear that a POP to the interrupted task-in-
progresss would be sequentially relevant, but even a second update marker ('alright' 
inn hne 18) does not cause this POP to the embedding floor. In line 21 the reporter 
makess a non-conversational move and non-verbally allocates a turn to a member of 
thee group who has not stated his preference yet. But even then the POP is not 
entirelyy successful: there is still overlap with the previous business (lines 23 and 
24).. The group goes beyond the task narrowly considered: the item for the hst has 
beenn delivered, but it is refrained for real world evaluation. The result of the 
reporterr role in this case has led to embedded language play, which is very much 
'onn task': students help each other choose a dish they think is delicious. 

3.66 Discussion 

Thee data investigated show that 'doing conversation' in the communicative L2 
classroomm is a recommendation that is complicated to follow. Whatever task is set 
too the students, in whatever way the classroom is organized, the fluency episode 
wil ll  always be embedded in the speech event 'LESSON' and a lot of work is 
neededd to overrule the classroom frame. Data 2 show that, with group work, there 
iss the risk that the teacher role is taken over by one of the student members of the 
group,, who nominates the topics, handles transitions, allocates turns and generally 
takess charge of the organization of talk. The distinct spatial configuration of the 
memberss of the group in the data may play an important part in this respect. 
Studentt 1 is the only member of the group who has physical access to the questions 
supposedd to set the agenda for the 'conversation', which makes it more or less 
'logical'' for her to adopt the role of teacher. Besides, the question-answer format 
off  the task might have caused discourse ambiguity: the questions in the 
questionnairee may be interpreted as the first pair part of a question-answer 
adjacencyy pair instead of prompts for story-type turns. In the latter type of talk the 
questionn functions as a 'story preface' that creates an answer slot which 
necessitatess a 'PUSH' to an embedded 'story telling' floor. After the 'point' of the 
story,, a 'POP' will occur to the embedding floor and the story telling world. In the 
teacher-frontedd lesson frame, however, the unmarked, default student response to 
questionss is a simple answer, not a story-type turn. The instructions I gave the 
studentss made clear that they should not take the questions as short-form questions, 
butt I clearly had not anticipated that a mini-classroom would be created, embedded 
inn the speech event 'LESSON', a frame within a frame, which inherits ritual 
classroomm roles, and results in formal discourse with fixed procedures. 
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Thee task eventually does yield interaction of the type intended, as is shown in data 
3.. This occurs when the students have rounded off the official assignment Now 
theyy are finally 'on task' while they are at the same time - paradoxically - 'off 
task'.. The group has created a time-out, that still orients to the higher order 
'LESSON'' context: the students are doing conversation while practicing their 
Englishh fluency. This means it could very well be that 'authentic conversation' 
onlyy occurs in the, as we might say, 'cracks and seams' of the lesson. This then 
mightt lead to a paradox in communicative L2 classes: if we accept that ideally the 
talkk in those lessons should be conversation, then it might be that the task of the 
teacherteacher is to plan unplanned discourse. It shows at least that it is important to be 
awaree of the potential for off-record interactional meta-floors which might emerge 
withinn the context of current tasks. 

Taskk 2 was meant to be a role play. The student evaluations of the assignment, 
however,, show that, in order for this type of activity to result in 'conversation', it is 
importantt to realize how much information can be stored in students' short-term 
memoryy so that it can be immediately accessed. The student feedback shows the 
weakk points of the assignment: because they do not succeed in remembering their 
listt of activities, they have to 'cheat' to remember what they are supposed to want 
andd have to take long time-outs which is typical for formal classroom contexts of 
talkk ('gap'; McHoul 1979), but is incompatible with the flow of authentic conver-
sation.. The result is disfluency and inauthentic speaking-roles. If we contend that 
fluencyfluency assignments should contain information gap and problem-solving type 
elements,, we usually consider the content level of the task. The problem here has 
too do with speaker-hearer roles. This task does not allow the students to be, to use 
Goffinan'ss terms, the authors of their words, they are merely the animators or, we 
mightt even say, the principals: actors-in-function. It might be argued that this sort 
off  role-play is normal practice in communicative L2 classes, but for a successful 
simulationn of 'conversational' contexts of talk students should be able to really 
sustainn the illusion that they are 'acting out themselves'. This means framing 
(Goffinann 1974) is all important: classroom realities and roles need to be 
temporarilyy overruled. Students are asked to construct a make-believe or pseudo-
identityy in an imaginary story or text world, while discourse world parameters and 
valuess are temporarily suspended (cf. Werth 1999). As Breen (1985) argues, one of 
thee conventions assumed to be honoured by participants in the culture of a 
languagee class is the willingness and capacity to suspend disbelief, to participate in 
simulatedd communication within classroom specific interaction. If this fails the 
resultt is not conversation, it is saying one's part as reading aloud in a rehearsal for 
aa play. Some of these negative results might have been avoided if I had given the 
studentss time to study their 'role'. I wonder, however, whether this would have 
solvedd the problem: the activities listed for each participant in the text of the 
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assignmentt were hard to memorize: they seem to be chosen randomly and do not 
createe 'round characters'. 

Inn data 4 the students actively negotiate for meaning, which traditional SLA 
researchh tells us is crucial for second language input to become intake and to result 
inn learning. As early as 1967 Corder claimed that the negotiation of meaning 
betweenn the conversationalists makes language input comprehensible for non-
nativee speakers, which is crucial to create intake. Ellis states that 'negotiation of 
meaningg makes input comprehensible and [..] in this way promotes second 
languagee acquisition' (1985:142). Long argues: 

.... environmental contributions to acquisition are mediated by selective 
attentionn and the learner's developing L2 processing capacity, and these 
resourcess are brought together most usefully, although not exclusively, during 
negotiationn for meaning. 

(Longg 1996: 414) 

Negotiationn of meaning is claimed to bestow three benefits on L2 learning: 
improvedd comprehensibility of input, enhanced attention to form and the need to 
producee output. Pica (1994) claims that negotiation of meaning may lead to 
manipulationn of form which may be noticed by learners because it interrupts the 
conversation.. Swain (1985) proposes that a function of negotiation of meaning 
mayy be that the learner is pushed towards the delivery of precise, coherent and 
appropriatee messages. 

Interactionall  modifications such as comprehension checks and clarification 
requestss are seen as evidence that negotiation of meaning and thus 'learning' is 
takingg place. However, the assumption that in everyday interactions non-
comprehensionn always results in comprehension checks and clarification requests 
iss too strong (cf. Firth & Wagner 1996). When in everyday conversation a problem 
off  understanding occurs, repair by a participant other than the speaker is typically 
initiatedd in the turn immediately following the trouble source (Wong 2000). 
Explicitt clarification requests and comprehension checks in later turns are dispre-
ferred,, since they create disfluency which interrupts the smooth ongoing flow of 
talkk and do not move the agenda. So although in SLA research the norm is 'don't 
lett it pass', in natural conversation zero or non-verbal clarification requests are the 
norm,, the norm is 'let it pass'. The latter is a consequence of the conversational 
preferencee for self-correction as Sacks, Schegloffand Jefferson (1977) have 
shown.. It is therefore not surprising that the claim that learners when engaged in 
communicativee language tasks wil l automatically initiate negotiated interaction (cf. 
Clarkk 1987) is not corroborated by classroom studies. Foster (1998) found that her 
studentss employed a different communication strategy when they confronted a gap 
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inn understanding: they pretended to understand and hoped that a future utterance 
wouldd cast light on their darkness, which concurs with the tolerance for uncertainty 
thatt is quite normal in everyday conversation. 

Too achieve mutual understanding in the negotiation of meaning sequence reported 
inn data 4, the students employ communication strategies such as code switching, 
repetitionn and parallelism. These are instances of language play, which is claimed 
too be beneficial for language learning in a number of ways. Cook (1997) argues 
thatt in language play the introduction of patterns of linguistic form (e.g. rhythm, 
rhyme,, parallelism) beyond those demanded by meaning and purpose, destabilizes 
thee relation of meaning and form, allowing change in the range of possibilities 
openn to both. Exploiting such destablization may be important to creative thought, 
andd to adaptation in general, including the adaptation involved in second language 
acquisition.. Sullivan (2000b) points out: 'in a second language classroom, 
storytellingg and wordplay can increase motivation, serve as mediation in expert-
novicee interaction, and encourage a focus on form1 (2000b: 74). Real-life 
languagee of native speakers includes form-focused and playful language as well 
ass task-based language. Story telling and wordplay, therefore, may contribute to 
preparee students for the demands of the multiple forms of communication 
outsidee the classroom (cf. Polanyi 1985; Van Dam, in press ). 

Paradoxically,, the affordances for the prolonged 'negotiation of meaning' 
sequencee reported in data 4 are created by the introduction of a non-conversational 
speakerr role. The reporter is determined to grasp the exact meaning of her 
interlocutor'ss words, because exact understanding is made conditionally relevant 
byy her formal role on the embedding classroom floor. The negotiation of meaning 
occurss because the outcome of the discussion is, as it is often called in conver-
sationn analysis studies, made consequential for what is to happen in the classroom-
frame:: after the POP to the embedding discourse unit 'LESSON' she will be 
expectedd to report faithfully on the outcomes of the discussion in the public 
domainn of the class. The introduction of the reporter role introduced a reflexive 
elementt in a communicative activity mat was designed to be non-reflexive. The 
reporterr broke the homogeneity of Ihe 'community of practice' and therefore 
servedd as a mediator between two incompatible discourse genres - informal 
conversationn and formal report 

3.77 Concluding remarks 

Thee data discussed show mat a number of paradoxes obtained in the 
communicativee L2 class under investigation which have not been accounted for 
inn traditional SLA theories. Negotiation of meaning and language play, rather 

77 7 



LearningLearning in Contexts 

thann being features of informal conversation, were brought about by importing a 
formall  speaker-role into an informal, conversational setting. Authentic 
conversation,, rather than being the result of carefully planned group tasks, 
occurredd in a post-task time-out environment. It might be concluded that the 
fluencyy class yielded complex interactional domains. 

Thee discussion of the data suggests that the metaphor of the formal-informal, 
conversational-institutional,, authentic-inauthentic dichotomies, on which SLA 
researchh has built, should be challenged. The distinctions SLA theory has drawn 
betweenn speech events and discourse genres in the classroom are too sharp. In 
thee classroom 'game' the speech event 'LESSON' does not contextualize 
monolithicc discourse structures with invariable speaker and hearer roles and 
rituall  business only. Frames can be embedded in or superimposed upon one 
another.. Interactional arrangements, current roles and identities may be shifted 
intoo and out of at will . The classroom may be viewed as an ecological 
environmentt in which 'lesson' and 'conversation' are relational to each other, 
needingg one another for ecological balance. The L2 class might be reframed as a 
stagee for 'performance' which includes events like 'story telling', 
'conversation',, 'language play', 'role play', 'chorus work' etc. The teacher then 
shouldd be prepared to act out several scenarios, to try various parts and to 
introducee new protagonists when needed. Rather than trying to 'plan unplanned 
discourse'' she should be alert to perform the role of stage director in the context 
off  current class tasks, who inspires and directs the student-actors: ultimately it is 
upp to them to act and impose their style on thee script and become 'authors' 
insteadd of 'animators'. 

Thee frame complexity of the classroom has not been sufficiently recognized in 
theoriess on L2 pedagogy to date. A precise analysis of what actually happens in 
thee classroom may bring us to re-examine a number of assumptions underlying L2 
learningg research and ensuing recommendations for L2 teaching methodology. 
Thiss involves reexamination of the data to be investigated and an unraveling of the 
cultural,, institutional and interactional dimensions of the contexts in which they are 
nested. . 
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Appendix x 

Assignmentt 2 

Yourr  two friends have agreed to spend the weekend with you. Here are your  ideas on what to do: 
Saturday::  Spend day on the beach - enjoy sun and relaxing 
Takee picnic lunch (tell them what food youll take) 
Evening::  party at Michael's (tell them about Michael's 
lastt  party which was really great). 
Sunday::  Meet rest of class at railway station. 
Al ll  go to London for  the day (tell the others what you can see 
andd do there). 
Stayy til l late - go to a restaurant (tell the others what mey 
cann eat there). 
Takee it in turns to present your  plans to each other. Be enthusiastic! Then decide which plan 
soundss best If necessary work out a compromise plan. 

Yourr  two friends have agreed to spend the weekend with you. Here are your  ideas on what to do: 
Saturday::  Get up early. Catch bus to country. 
Walkk back to town. Stop at pub for  lunch on the way. 
Evening::  cinema (tell them about really good film that's on). 
Sundayy morning: Go and visit your  teacher  (tell them about the 
coffeee and cakes you had last time you went to his or  her 
house). . 
Spendd afternoon in the kitchen preparing super  meal for  the 
eveningg (tell them the dishes you have in mind). 
Evening::  invite three more friends for  dinner  you've 
prepared. . 

Yourr  two friends have agreed to spend the weekend with you. Here are your  ideas on what to do: 
Saturday::  Get up late, have big breakfast 
Goo to town: shopping (tell them what they can buy) and drink 
inn a nice pub (tell them about the pub). 
Evening::  super  meal in best restaurant in town (tell them 
aboutt  the last meal you had there). 
Sundayy morning: Play golf (tell them about the course you're 
goingg to). 
Lunch::  Chinese restaurant (tell them about the food you can 
eatt  there). 
Afternoon::  visit local castle (tell them about it). 
Evening::  watch TV (tell them about fantastic program 
thafss on). 
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4.. MIXE D CULTURES IN IN-SERVICE TRAINING : THE 
CASEE OF DUTCH TRAINER S IN VIETNA M 

4.11 Introduction : cultural codes 

Thee national dress of Vietnam for women is the ao dai, a long fitted dress over wide 
trousers.. It is widely worn, especially in the smaller cities and in rural areas. Female 
studentss in the groups I taught in Vietnam told me that they always wear the ao dai 
whenn they teach since it is a token of their status as professional women. They told me 
theyy also wear an ao dai when they attend a course as a student as a sign of respect for 
theirr teacher. On the first day of the in-service course I taught in Vietnam in 1997, the 
studentss were informed about the educational system in the Netherlands. In the 
afternoonn work group we discussed the ways in which the various subjects are taught in 
thee Netherlands and the students gave presentations about me Vietnamese educational 
systemm in return. To illustrate my talk I had brought a videotape of an English lesson 
taughtt to a class of Dutch students by a friend of mine. The tape had been recorded on a 
hott day during one of the summer months and the teacher wore a pair of bermuda 
shorts.. When the tape was finished I expected questions and comments on the content 
andd the interactional organization of the class, but my students' main concern was the 
teacher'ss way of dressing. They were aghast that a teacher would dress in such an 
informall  way and wondered if the students could respect a teacher wearing shorts. 
Watchingg the video had clearly caused a culture shock: the way people dress in specific 
sociall  situations is not just idiosyncratic but reflects the cultural parameters of the 
communityy they are part of. The ao dai and the bermuda shorts can be seen as a 
prototypee of a set of global cultural practices in Vietnam and the Netherlands, which 
aree inherited in the heal institutional context. 

Thiss incident illustrates the fact mat teaching in internationalization projects entails 
crossingg cultural boundaries. The visiting teacher is by definition a cultural outsider and 
culturee shocks are inevitable. This chapter explores what can be learned from 
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experiencess like the one recounted above and to what extent this could be generalized to 
otherr (partially) similar teaching situations where cultural differences are at issue. 

4.22 Theoretical framework 

Thiss chapter presents an ethnographic description and analysis of three situations taken 
fromm an in-service course in which cultural norms and identities were salient. 
Ethnographicc research attempts to show what is specific in a situation, a group, a social 
role.. It asks questions about the culturally determined procedural knowledge insiders 
usee when they coordinate and interpret behavior which is seen as self-evident and 
which,, for this reason, is often underanalyzed. The data consist of insiders' experiences, 
andd the questions asked deal with cultural objects. In this way we may detect our 
culturall  blind spots: what is not seen or only perceived selectively. This paper, 
therefore,, is not primarily concerned with the subject-matter of the course under 
analysiss but focuses on the social context in which its content was embedded and on the 
interculturall  communication which had to be effectuated between people who do not 
sharee the same cultural assumptions and discourse systems. 

Thee theoretical framework used in this paper is interdisciplinary. It tries to 
accommodatee various approaches to the analysis of context and draws on work in the 
fieldfield of linguistic pragmatics, e.g. on 'face' (Brown & Levinson [1978]1987) and 
interculturall  communication (Scollon & Wong-Scollon 1995), on insights from the field 
off  the 'ethnography of education', e.g. on 'cultural therapy' (Spindler & Spindler 1994), 
andd on the importance of a 'third place' in multi-cultural teaching settings (Kramsch 
1993). . 

Brownn & Levinson's pragmatic theory on politeness is based on the premise that 
speakerss share assumptions about politeness, which inform their choice of 
communicativee strategies. They suggest that power, social distance and a concern for 
thee mutual preservation of face are basic to the organization of human interaction. 
Brownn & Levinson are quite explicit in emphasizing that the use and effect of 
politenesss strategies are tied to a fixed set of 'social determinants'- features of social 
situations.. Since 1979 their seminal work has been extended (e.g. Kasper 1990) to take 
culturall  differences in face systems into account. Scollon & Wong-Scollon use the 
notionn of face in their book on intercultural communication as one of the elements 
whichh determine the context of interactions (1995). They propose that the meaning of 
languagee is jointly constructed by the participants in an interaction and that successful 
communicationn is based on storing as much as possible the assumptions we make about 
whatt others mean, on shared knowledge of actions, situations, procedures, relationships 
andd identities. According to Scollon & Wong-Scollon intercultural communication is 
interdiscoursee system communication. Professional communicators are simultaneously 
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memberss of a number of involuntary discourse systems (cultural, generational, gender) 
andd a number of voluntary or goal-directed systems (corporate/institutional, 
professional).. These systems may make competing demands for membership and 
identity,, which results in complex and multiple identities. 

Thee issue of cultural identity is one of the focal points in studies in the field of the 
ethnographyy of education. For several decades anthropologists have not only been 
interestedd in doing fleldwork in exotic parts of the globe, researching the culture of 
primitivee tribes, but also in what nowadays is called the cultural ecology of 
communitiescommunities of practice (Lave & Wenger 1991). Anthropological studies address the 
questionn of how these communities of practice are organized in hospitals, companies, 
institutes,, schools, shops, courtrooms, and so on, apart from explicit objectives that 
havee been laid down. What culturally determined presuppositions about power 
relationss and the definition of'the other' play a role in the interactional organization 
off  these communities of practice? 

Thee Anthropology of schooling or Ethnography of education describes and analyses 
'the'' culture of a particular school or class as a collection of cultural moments, in which 
thee culture of a particular school or group surfaces in relation to the wider social 
contextt Local social dimensions play a central role, since social identity is a situational 
construction.. Within this framework Spindler & Spindler (1994) have introduced the 
notionn of'cultural therapy'. George Spindler defines cultural therapy as: 

.... a process of bringing one's own culture in its manifold forms - assumptions, 
goals,, values, beliefs and communicative modes - to a level of awareness that 
permitss one to perceive it as a potential bias in social interaction and in the 
acquisitionn and transmission of skills and knowledge. One's culture as well as the 
'other's'' culture becomes a 'third presence', removed somewhat from the person, 
soo that one's actions can be taken as involuntarily 'caused' by one's culture, rather 
thann uniquely determined by one's personality. 

(Spindlerr 1999: 466) 

Throughh cultural therapy, Spindler & Spindler claim, potential conflicts, 
misunderstandingss and 'blind spots' can be unpacked to reach a rediscovered 
perceptionn and interpretation of behavior. Kramsch (1993), in her book on foreign 
languagee teaching, also uses the notion of a 'third perspective' (C3) as the way to start 
buildingg an understanding of both the 'home' culture (CI) and the 'target' culture (C2) 
inn foreign language lessons. This more 'distanced' stance would enable learners to take 
bothh an insider's and an outsider's view on CI and C2, which she sees as crucial in 
cross-culturall  communication. 
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4.33 Internationalization and the Vietnam project 

Thiss last decade internationalization has flourished in the Netherlands: within 
Western-Europee borders between the separate nations have practically vanished and 
thee integration of an international, global dimension in education, research and 
communityy service in institutions of (higher) education is seen as highly important 
byy Dutch government officials as well as by people working within the field of 
education.. Projects have been set up in which universities and polytechnics cooperate 
withh government bodies such as the Ministry for the Developing Countries to pool 
knowledgee and resources with institutions in other parts of the world. These projects 
entaill  that foreign students come to the Netherlands to complete part of their studies 
andd vice versa, or that teachers share the latest insights in their field with colleagues 
fromfrom abroad. Whatever the format of the projects, people from very different cultural 
backgroundss are given the opportunity to work together. In this study data from one 
particularr internationalization project will be analysed: the intensive in-service 
coursess taught in 1997 and 1998 by the author to lecturers of English language and 
literaturee in the School of Education at the University of Cantho in Vietnam. 

Inn 1986 The Vietnamese government introduced doi moi, the Vietnamese 'perestroika'. 
Itt meant among other things that people and institutions received permission to 
establishh international contacts. The management teams of all universities in Vietnam 
weree ordered by the Ministry of Education and Training in Hanoi to reform the 
curriculumm and teaching methods of the programmes they offered to their students. 
Furthermoree the separate universities were granted more autonomy in certain areas: 
theyy were given permission to collaborate with outside organizations, were allowed to 
organizee their own entrance exams and to select and appoint most of their own staff. 
Thesee innovations were initiated at government level but it is the responsibility of local 
managerss for the changes to be implemented by the members of staff working with the 
studentss in the departments. As a consequence of the political changes the system of 
educationn in Vietnam is currently in a process of transformation. A shift from an 
ideologizedd centrally controlled education system to a more open and decentralized 
systemm has been in progress since the early 1990s. As a result of the emerging market 
economyy in the country there is a growing demand for schooling, and teacher education 
iss seen as an importantt tool to improve educational standards. 

Thee University of Cantho, the only institution of its kind in the Mekong delta, and the 
Universityy of Amsterdam and the Amsterdam Polytechnic cooperate in the so-called 
MHO-projectss (projects for 'The Co-funding of Higher Education'). The main 
objectivess of these projects are the reduction of poverty in the Mekong delta, the 
improvementt of the position of women and the protection of the environment. The 
instrumentss employed to achieve these goals are curriculum development, and 
upgradingg of staff, research, facilities and materials. This entails that Vietnamese 
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memberss of staff come to the university of Hanoi or die Netherlands to study for an 
MScc or MA degree or pay working visits to their Dutch colleagues. In return, teacher 
trainerss from the University of Amsterdam and the Polytechnic of Amsterdam went to 
Vietnamm in the summers of 1996-1998 to teach an intensive in-service course to a total 
off  229 staff members of the School of Education of Cantho University. The teachers 
involvedd worked within a range of subjects: history, mathematics, science, chemistry, 
geography,, Vietnamese literature, French and English. In 1997 the group for English 
consistedd of 17 university lecturers and 3 High School teachers; in 1998 the group 
consistedd of 24 university lecturers. 

Thee main objective of these courses was to introduce new teaching materials and more 
interactivee teaching methods to the subject-teachers and the teacher trainers, the idea 
beingg that these would be implemented in the curriculum and would function as 'loop 
input**  for the teacher training component Each course lasted ten days and consisted of 
aa plenary of one hour and a four hour work group every day. In the plenary Marzano's 
ideass about interactive teaching and learning (see below) were presented to the students, 
followedd by a session in small work groups, where the teachers worked on applying 
Marzano'ss ideas to their own field. 

4.44 The pedagogical framework of the in-service course 

Whenn they were in the process of planning the first intensive course, the teachers 
involvedd came to the conclusion that it would be advisable to work within the 
frameworkframework of a pedagogical theory. They decided that Roberto Marzano's A different 
kindkind of classroom - teaching with dimensions of learning (1992) would fit  the bill, 
partlyy because this model was being used in the Dutch teacher education programmes 
thee trainers worked with, but also because it emphasizes the importance of interactive 
teachingg methods. Marzano presents a method of instruction based on a theory of 
learningg called 'dimensions of learning'. The premise of the model is that the process of 
learningg involves the interaction of five dimensions of thinking: 1) positive attitudes and 
perceptionss about learning, 2) thinking involved in acquiring and integrating 
knowledge,, 3) thinking involved in extending and refining knowledge, 4) thinking 
involvedd in using knowledge meaningfully, and 5) productive habits of mind. In 
Marzano'ss view learning is a process of constructing meaning; the five dimensions of 
thinkingg are to be seen as metaphors for how the mind works during learning. These 
ideass have consequences for the content of the curriculum, instructional techniques and 
classroomm tasks and the roles of teacher and students. Marzano emphasizes the 
importancee of learning strategies, the organization of a safe and motivating classroom 
climate,, learner autonomy as well as project and group work. The teachers involved in 
thee course agreed on working within this framework and selected specific materials 
accordingly. . 
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Forr the workgroups for French and English materials and methods were chosen that 
reflectt the ideas of the communicative approach to language teaching (CLT). CLT 
classroomm practices use authentic materials, link classroom learning to life outside the 
classroom,, emphasize communication through interaction among students, and have a 
learner-based,, content-centered focus. As Brown proposes: 'at the heart of current 
theoriess of communicative competence is the essential interactive nature of 
communicationn ... thus the communicative purpose of language compels us to create 
opportunitiess for genuine interaction in the classroom' (1994: 81). Important aspects 
off  interactive classes are a significant amount of pair- and groupwork, authentic 
languagee input in real-world contexts, language production for meaningful 
communication. . 

Thee implementation of the methodological approaches described above, has 
consequencess for the talk that should be going on in the second or foreign language 
learningg (L2) classroom. The recommendations are that the discourse in L2 classes 
shouldd be 'authentic' - in the sense that it should be an expression of what the 
participantss in the interaction genuinely feel and believe - whereby the baseline for 
authenticc discourse, for prototypical communication, is seen as 'doing conversation' 
(vann Lier 1996). Since the goal of the communicative framework is to promote more 
spontaneouss student talk, the interaction will have to be organized in such a way that 
studentss will self-select turns at talk. This also means a change in student and teacher 
roles:: students are encouraged to be autonomous and to co-operate with their peers in 
group-- and pairwork and the teachers (partly) lose their traditional role of experts who 
aree in charge of tasks and topics. The traditional teacher-fronted classroom does not 
lendd itself very well to this way of teaching. In order to ensure a predominantly 
symmetricalsymmetrical organization of classroom floors more informal teaching situations need to 
bee created. In what follows I will investigate how these pedagogical and 
methodologicall  recommendations resonate with unmarked cultural practices for 
classroomm talk in Vietnamese society. 

4.55 Cultural systems 

Off  all involuntary discourse systems the cultural system is the most inclusive. Dutch 
culturee is deeply rooted in the Western concept of a democratic society. Its predominant 
ideologyy is individualism and egalitarianism. Asian society is more hierarchical and 
collectivistic.. So from a very early age people in these latter societies are socialized in 
discoursee forms that emphasize showing respect to those above and providing guidance 
andd leadership for those who come after. Individual members of a culture are not so 
muchh perceived as independently acting individuals but as acting within the hierarchies 
off  kinship and other social relations. These cultural differences are mirrored by the 

86 6 



LearningLearning in Contexts 

Westernn and Asian 'face' systems. In linguistic pragmatics 'face' is defined as the 
combinationn of unmarked assumptions about the participants and their relationships and 
thee negotiations dealing with those assumptions. It is a paradoxical concept: it deals 
withh involvement and independence, which must both be projected simultaneously in 
anyy communication by both speaker and hearer. The calculation of face strategies (or 
thee appropriate face system) is always inextricably tied to the expression of the 
hierarchicall  system of relationship between or among participants in an interaction. 
Thiss shows in the face systems employed by Westerners and Asians. Since hierarchy is 
importantt in Asian culture and since most Asians are quite conscious in any interaction 
off  who is older/younger, who has a higher/lower level of status or education, the 
dominantt politeness strategies are those of independence to show deference. In Western 
societyy the unmarked strategies are those of involvement to show egalitarianism. 

Scollonn & Wong-Scollon (1995) argue that the different politeness systems are 
reflectedd in the patterns for topic introduction in interactions. Deductive rhetorical 
strategy—introducingg a topic right at the beginning of an interaction - is a face strategy 
off  involvement. Inductive rhetorical strategy - delaying topic introduction - a 
politenesss strategy of independence. In an asymmetrical politeness system the person in 
thee higher social position will use strategies of involvement and so deductive rhetorical 
strategiess and introduce her own topics; the person with the lower status will use 
inductivee strategies and avoid introducing a topic or delay bringing it up until it follows 
naturallyy from the preceding discourse. In this system, it is therefore inappropriate for a 
studentt to introduce a topic of her own in teacher-student communication. 

Thee educational home culture (CI) of Vietnam is reflected in the methodology and 
routiness of foreign language teaching in Vietnam: the lessons are strictly teacher-
fronted,fronted, students only speak when explicitly invited to by the teacher to answer a 
specificc question, the teacher is seen as the transmitter of knowledge and the students as 
emptyy vessels into which this knowledge should be poured. This type of traditional 
classroomm organization ('chalk and talk'; Kennedy 2000) does not lend itself very well 
too communicative language teaching. The teacher-centred lesson is by nature asymme-
tricall  and implies more or less strict hierarchical speaker-hearer roles and teacher-
studentt role obligations. As shown above, the target culture (C2) in foreign language 
teachingg is communicative and peer-oriented. This means that in order to implement the 
communicativee approach a shift in lesson content by itself will not do the job. There are 
alsoo far-reaching interactional consequences: the C2 approach to language teaching 
entailss a shut from hierarchical to more symmetrical lesson floors. With the 
communicativee method of language teaching and learning, the emphasis is on 
individuall  communication, which reflects an underlying ideology of individualism and 
egalitarianism.. A teacher who espouses the communicative approach to language 
teachingg will promote a face system of symmetrical solidarity, both among the students 
themselvess and between teacher and students. In this system all participants 
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predominantlyy use strategies of involvement, which is consonant with the deductive 
strategyy of introducing topics, such as introducing one's own thoughts on a particular 
subjectt According to Sullivan 'embedded in the terms "groupwork" and "pairwork" are 
notionss of choice, of independence, of freedom, of privacy, and of equality' (2000: 
118).. In Vietnamese culture the purpose of a group is consensus. In Western 
communicativee language classes the teacher introduces groupwork to allow the students 
too express their individual opinions and feelings. Introducing the communicative 
methodology,, then, may set up cultural conflicts for both teachers and students who are 
orientedd to a hierarchical face system. As Scollon & Scollon (1981) argue: 

Thee discourse system is closely tied to an individual's concept of identity. Any 
changee in the discourse system is likely to be felt as a change in personality and 
culture.... If we suggest change we have to be very aware that we are not only 
suggestingg change in discourse patterns. We are suggesting a change in a person's 
identity. . 

(Scollonn & Scollon 1981: 55) 

Beloww I will discuss three data which illustrate how the cultural and professional 
parameterss are inherited in the context of the in-service course. 

4.66 Data 1: dress codes revisited 

Inn the introduction of this chapter I mentioned that in 19971 had taken a video of an 
Englishh lesson to Vietnam as an instance of an - in my view - fairly traditional, 
'normal'' English lesson as it is taught in Dutch schools. The recorded lesson is teacher-
frontedfronted throughout, but mere is much lively interaction between teacher and students 
andd the atmosphere is relaxed. I had not anticipated the commotion about the teacher's 
dress,, in spite of the fact that we had been briefed by the project manager on some 
culturall  do's and don't's before our arrival in Vietnam. The way we should dress was 
ann important element during this briefing. We were told that the Vietnamese dress 
modestlyy and that we were supposed to wear formal clothing in our role of teachers. I 
hadd taken these remarks as applying only to real-world face-to-face interactions. As a 
consequencee of this advice I did not bring any bermuda shorts or short skirts to Cantho, 
althoughh they suit the climatee of Vietnam perfectly. What would have happened if I had 
ignoredd the warnings I had been given on the appropriate way to dress and had worn a 
pairr of shorts in class after all? It would have been a 'ritual fault' and the whole 
repertoiree of defense mechanisms in the context of cutourdl faux pas would have shown 
up.. My students would have kept silent arid would have pretended to ignore the 
transgressionn ('collusion'; Goflman 1979). In this instance, however, the bermuda 
shortss were worn by a Dutch teacher who was not present 'live' on the current 
classroomm floor, they were embedded in a 'text world' (Werth 1999). There was no 
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directt identity relation - nobody in the class 'owned' the informal, from a Vietnamese 
pointt of view inappropriate, way of dressing - and therefore the subject could safely be 
putt on the agenda of the session, without loss of face for any of the participants. The 
differencess in dress code could be employed for 'cultural therapy' as Spindler & 
Spindlerr (1994,1999) described it: the video constructed a 'third' place, which allowed 
thee dress code to become a point of discussion on the official classroom floor. The 
culturee shock promoted the awareness of global cultural differences and formed the 
basiss for reflection on more specific cultural differences in teacher and student roles in 
thee Netherlands and Vietnam. 

Whenn I showed the tape to another group of students in 1998, it generated identical 
comments.. I had decided to use the video again, not because it helped achieving content 
aimss of the course - clearly I did not intend to encourage my students to wear bermuda 
shortss while they were teaching - but because it conveyed an important cultural meta-
messagee which was in line with the objective of exploring the feasibility of introducing 
innovative,, communicative teaching methods: the informal dress of the teacher could be 
seenn as a metaphor for more symmetrical classroom floors and teacher and student roles 
obtainingg in mainstream Western classrooms. This provided me with an opportunity to 
topicalizee the issue without the risk of loss of face for any of the participants of the 
interaction. . 

4.77 Data 2: violating rules of cultural conduct 

Thee American film  Dead Poets Society tells the story of the impact of the arrival of an 
unconventiall  teacher of English literature on the lives of a group of adolescent boys at 
ann exclusive boarding-school in the USA during the 1950s. The teacher involved 
intentionallyy overrules default cultural expectations about teacher roles in order to 
achievee higher order goals in the world at large. He encourages his students to be 
originall  and creative thinkers, to be non-conformist and to seize the day. The boys react 
too his passionate plea for free thinking according to their personalities and for a while 
thee teacher's approach seems enormously successful. But then one of the boys gets 
caughtt in a terrible double bind: his adored teacher advises him to fulfi l his ambitions to 
becomee an actor while at the same time his father explicitly forbids him to do so. He is 
unablee to cope with this dilemma and commits suicide. The teacher is fired and the 
studentss are beaten back into the 'mould*  of the school system. However, at the end of 
thee film, when the teacher enters the classroom for one last time to fetch his belongings, 
aa few of his students show him that he has achieved his goals after all. 

Whenn I was in the process of selecting the materials I wanted to take with me to 
Vietnamm in the summer of 1997,1 decided to take a video of this film with me, because 
II  thought it would provide some interesting comments on the non-cognitive, affective 
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objectivess of the teaching of literature. I had planned the session on the teaching of 
literaturee at the end of the course, so that it would follow the plenary on Marzano's 5th 
dimensionn 'Productive habits of mind'. According to Marzano critical and creative 
thinkingg and self-regulation are essential in learning, so the theme of the film would suit 
thee discussion of this dimension. 

Beforee we watched the film, I drew a grid on the blackboard with the names of the main 
characterss of the film. After the first ten minutes, in which the protagonists of the story 
aree introduced, I stopped the video and asked the students what they could tell me about 
thee personalities of the characters on the basis of this short introduction. During the film 
II  wrote the most salient statements that were made on education in general and the 
teachingg of literaturee in particular on the blackboard. 

Thee students watched the film with great interest and when it was finished a passionate 
discussionn ensued about the responsibilities of teachers and the duty of children to obey 
theirr parents. Scollon & Wong-Scollon (1995) argue that Asian culture emphasizes 
membershipp in basic groups such as the family or one's working unit. Moreover, the 
influencee of assumptions about face is stronger than in western culture. Asians tend to 
bee more conscious of the obligations they have to members of their own social group 
andd therefore of the impact of their actions on other members of their social group. 
Individuall  members of a culture are not perceived as independently acting individuals, 
butt they are seen as acting within the hierarchies of kinship and other such relations. 
Thee concept of self that is involved in communications is largerr in scope than the 
individual,, therefore education and socialization will focus on the development of the 
broaderr unit, and success of the individual unit will be seen as part of the activities of 
thee larger units of society. In contrast, the film clearly advocates the western ideal of 
freefree choice of the biological individual person: the sympathy of the makers is 
undoubtedlyy with the teacher and the non-conformists among his students. 

Ass in data 1, there was no identity relation between one or more persons in the world of 
thee film ('text world', Werth 1999) and the world in which the story is told: the current 
sociall  setting or 'discourse world' (ibid.). This time it could even be said that the issues 
inn the film were 'twice removed' from reality: no representative of American culture 
wass present in the classroom and the film was not a documentary but a story with 
fictionalfictional characters. The dilemma the film puts forward - a respect for authorities 
versuss freedom of choice of the individual - and me clash in cultural perspectives made 
reflectionn on differences between American and Vietnamese cultural values and their 
consequencess for teacher and student roles possible and necessary. This provided a non-
face-threateningg framework for a critical assessment of the systems of thought involved, 
nott so much to fill  one frame with a different content but to make explicit the 
boundariess of the frame and try out a different one, which is difficult because of the 
layerr of self-perception on which the outsider's look is based (Kramsch 1993). In this 
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wayy CI and CI merged into C3 and so the conditions had been created to question 
defaultt assumptions on teacher-student roles, lessons, taken for granted procedures. 
Accordingg to Kramsch this third perspective addresses both the insider's and the 
outsider'ss view on CI and C2. This explicitly does not mean that it is a culturally 
neutrall  domain but a more complex domain: the C3 is the content and social context 
intertwined.. In this view the class can be seen as an emerging bi-cultural community. 

4.88 Data 3: off-record floors 

Inn the 1997 course the English group consisted of seventeen university lecturers and 
threee High School teachers who worked with teacher trainees at their schools. On the 
secondd day of the course the only male High School teacher came up to me during the 
tea-breakk and asked me if I could tell him how he could use the ideas that had been 
discussedd up til l then in his school. He added that his classes consisted of at least sixty 
students,, that the classroom furniture had been nailed to the floor, that the rooms were 
veryy small and noisy because of the absence of glass window panes and that there was 
noo audio-visual equipment available in the school. I reacted by saying that I was glad he 
hadd brought up the matter of implementation and that I would be happy to discuss it in 
class.. When we came back after the tea-break I announced that Mr. D. had come to me 
andd asked me if I could address the issue of implemention of the methods and materials 
off  the course in the daily teaching practice of Vietnamese schools and classrooms. I 
continuedd by saying that I was very happy that he had asked this question and that I 
thoughtt it would be a good idea if we would try and find solutions for the problems he 
mentionedd together. I suggested that the group would brainstorm about the matter in 
pairss for five minutes and subsequently discuss their suggestions in the entire group. 

II  think it is significant that the matter of implementation was brought up by one of the 
highschooll  teachers and that he posed his question to me outside the class during the 
tea-break.11 There was a clear hierarchy among the participants of the course: I was told 
beforehandd that the most senior teacher would be 'head of group' and that it was 
importantt that I would recognize this student's special status; the highschool teachers 
weree at the bottom of the hierarchy. The low status of the highschool teacher meant that 
losss of face was not as much an issue for him as it was for other members of the group 
whoo were higher up in the hierarchy. The question was brought up outside the 

1.. Kennedy (2000) reports similar  experiences during her  teaching in Thailand. After  an unsuccessful 
attemptt  at organizing a workshop she had been told that it would be a good idea if she provided 
assignmentss her  students could work on. When she ignored mis suggestion and failed to supply them 
durin gg the next workshop she taught, she was approached by one of the participants in the workshop 
durin gg the coffee-break who asked her  if she had planned to present her  students with any assignments. 
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classroom,, not on the official classroom floor, but in an off-record domain. This was 
possiblee because we shared a lingua franca: English. If the course had been taught via 
ann interpreter, the only channel to put forward this problem would have been the 
official,, public classroom floor. There the presence of 'overhearers' could have caused 
losss of face on my behalf since the student's question might have been interpreted as 
implyingg cultural incompetence on my part: I hadd given inappropriate advice, had 
recommendedd an approach to teaching which was irrelevant to the local context 
('perlocutionaryy force'; Austin 1962). The absence of a mediator, however, allowed the 
ruless of conduct to be relaxed and enabled the student to ask me a question in private, 
withoutt the risk of embarrassing me in front of the entire group. 

Withh in-service courses two contexts obtain: the primary context of the here-and-now 
coursee and the secondary context of the remote teaching practice of the students. There 
wil ll  always be cultural differences that are salient to the here-and-now teaching 
situationn if not to the secondary one: the more homogeneous floor in which current 
studentss in their role as teachers have to implement what they have learnt. The cultural 
expectationss students might be willing to violate in their current student role vis-a-vis 
ann outsider, they might not be prepared to enforce in their role of insider-expert By 
puttingg the question on the official classroom agenda and by not answering myself but 
byy asking the members of the group to come up with suggestions, their expert status in 
thee home culture was acknowledged: if the objective of a course is for the participants 
too implement the western, in some degree alien ideas in their own classrooms, these 
ideass must be accommodated to default cultural norms obtaining there. The students are 
thee experts there, and for the success of this part of the course the teacher has to depend 
onn the co-operation and expertise of the students. This role reversal could be explicitly 
evaluatedd in class. The students could be asked how they felt about being made 'expert' 
inn this specific discourse situation: could they do this in their own classes; did the 
teacherr lose respect in their eyes by assigning students the role of autonomous experts; 
wouldd their students respect them less if they did so? 

4.99 Evaluation 

Onn the final day of both courses I conducted an informal evaluation session with the 
participants.. I asked them to think about the preceding classes, to write down what 
theyy had learned from the course and to come up with three things they planned to 
changee in their daily practice on the basis of the ideas we had explored together. I 
stressedd the fact that I did not expect them to mention radical - and therefore 
unrealisticc and in their view maybe undesirable - changes in their teaching but 
insteadd to concentrate on three, maybe small, elements they thought they could 
successfullyy introduce in their own personal context. 
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Withoutt exception the students reported they had enjoyed the course. I do realise that 
thiss might just be a polite response to my questions, but it was very interesting to see 
thatt they showed a distinct awareness of the cultural obstacles they would have to face 
iff  they tried and put the new ideas into practice. They also showed signs of optimism, 
however.. Partly this was due to the fact that several of the students had had the chance 
too try out immediately a number of techniques and ideas I had presented during the 
coursee in the evening-classes they taught at language centress in Cantho. The positive 
reportss on these experiences had provided valuable input during the course and had 
alwayss met with enthusiastic response. The evaluations also show that the students had 
enjoyedd the open atmosphere in the group and had had the feeling that there were no 
'taboo'' subjects. 

Thee answers to my second question could be summarized as follows: although they 
realisedd that introducing the new ideas would not be without problems, the students 
plannedd to introduce teaching techniques which would make their students more active 
andd confident, were convinced that it is important to pay attention to a positive, open 
atmospheree in the classroom, and intended to include in their lesson plans a clear 
introductionn to each lesson topic and a variety of tasks and assignments. Two students 
alsoo mentioned they were thinking of asking collegues to sit in on their classes and 
evaluatee them together. 

II  have learned from my experiences that in the context «f cross-cultural in-service 
coursess it is important to identify possible 'culturally alien' procedures and ideas 
beforehandd and locally introduce and topicalize these important aspects in the learning 
situation.. I realize how important it is to recognize the expert role of the students: if it is 
forr them to implement novel ideas and methods in their classrooms, these must be 
accommodatedd in the default cultural norms obtaining there. For the success of that part 
off  the course the teacher is dependent on the cooperation, openness and expertise of her 
students,, and teacher and students have to negotiate among themselves how this can be 
done.. During the two courses I taught I tried to anticipate, create and exploit 
interactionalinteractional slots which are non-threatening, non-current or non-public. The data 
analysedd above show that Oris approach provided opportunities to discuss a ritual fault 
andd the violation of cultural norms in a 'text-world', which bears no identity relation to 
thee current social setting. Off-record floors also appear to be important: since they are 
non-public,, there are no 'overhearers', which makes them a 'safe place' to deal with 
sensitivee issues. 
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4.100 Conclusion 
Thee dismal track record of educational innovations in 'everyday' 
classroomss can be understood, at least in part, by the separation of 
contextt  and cognition in the development, dissemination, and 
implementationn of such efforts. (Jacob 1997: 3) 

Interactivee teaching methods and the communicative approach to language learning are 
markedd vis-a-vis the culturally dominant discourse norm in Vietnam that pervades 
schoolss as cultural institutions. Contextual constraints are generated at this cultural level 
andd are inherited presuppositionally as normative conventional expectations for 
utterancess (cf. van Dam van Isselt 1993). In intercultural communication different 
discoursee systems operate simultaneously (cultural, professional, gender, generation, 
etc.)) and these systems may make competing demands for membership and identity. 
Vietnamesee culture is the higher order 'frame' (Goffinan 1974) which is inherited in the 
wayy teachers of English as professionals behave. It may be temporarily invalidated in 
thee in-service course, in the here-and-now context, in which the participants of the 
coursee act in their role of student/apprentices, but it will come back into force in the 
dailyy teaching practice of the students in their role of teachers/experts. In the in-service 
coursee described in this chapter the new methods and knowledge were introduced by 
teacherss who were not culturally competent in Vietnamese society. Although cultural 
differencess are considered a handicap in intercultural communication (cf. Scollon & 
Wong-Scollonn 1995), the result of this incompetence of the trainer was that cultural 
normss were 'mentionables' and could be put on the agenda as a permanently relevant 
topicc to be oriented to. 

Inn this way internationalization projects may work both ways, become truly bilateral. 
Westernn trainers will not fall into the trap of fulfillin g the role of the 'superior' 
expert,, but will , in their turn, become aware of the ethnocentric view of the 
classroomm practices they have come to promote. These practices and the classroom 
discoursee they yield are related to broad sociohistorical values, which are inherited in 
thee classroom situation. Sullivan (2000), in an investigation of English language 
classess in Vietnam, found that the lessons were mostly 'uncommunicative' according 
too the accepted, Western definition: the classes were generally teacher-fronted, with 
veryy littl e groupwork or use of authentic material. She also found, though, 
'rhythmicallyy tuned responses and the formation of playful narratives [which] can be 
consideredd as an important part of learning, whether in Vietnam or the Anglo-Saxon 
world'' (2000: 130) and therefore concludes: 
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Examinationn of the use of CLT in 'non-core' countries such as Vietnam requires 
uss to confront the historical embeddedness of English terms and to reflect on 
Anglocentricc values that are being exported within a framework of 
^communicative'' classroom activities. By broadening the definition of CLT to 
onee that can include teacher-led, playful oral narrative styles, for instance, we 
aree encouraged to recognize the many ways that CLT is being appropriated 
throughoutt the world. 

(Sullivann 2000:131) 

Itt could be concluded that in internationalization projects dimensions of cultural 
discrepancyy should be intentionally introduced in order to make explicit the importance 
off  cultural teacher and student expectations. This will provide trainers with the 
opportunityy to assign the students the role of'experts' in the local situation: only the 
studentss know the implications of the proposed changes on the classroom floor in then-
specificc cultural and institutional settings. In this way students and trainer will both 
learn:: all participants involved in the project will become aware of the global and 
specificc contextual factors which influence their daily teaching practice. The in-service 
coursee may then evolve into a genuine 'third' place, from which CI and C2 can be 
reflectedd upon without loss of face. Students and trainer can in mis way 'remain and 
become':: be members of a bi-cultural community. 
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55 RECONTEXTUALIZIN G MICRO-TEACHIN G 

5.11 Introductio n 

Inn order to become a good teacher one already has to be one - the paradox applies not 
onlyy to teacher education but to all professional training and development programs 
thatt involve the public performance of a social role. When student teachers embark on 
theirr teaching practice they tend to be confounded by the sheer multiplicity of things 
thatt go on simultaneously in classroom situations, and that demand their attention - if 
nott action. As 'the teacher' they are held accountable for what happens there; as 
novices,, they cannot be blamed for not being able to cope. As 'the teacher' they are 
supposedd to teach - and teach well; as novices, much oT their energy and attention 
inevitablyy goes into the 'noise' of classroom multiparty situations, both in the literal 
sensee and in terms of the signal-noise metaphor that is used in experimental physics: 
thee lesson 'signal' is likely to get 'drowned'. In order to prepare student teachers for 
thesee complex situations, the need was felt for training activities that make the tasks of 
thee beginning teacher more transparent and manageable, while leaving intact some of 
thee 'authenticity' of classroom multi-party settings. Various techniques - all involving 
somee form of simulation or staged teaching - have been developed that address 
preciselyy this mismatch between the 'cold' mastery of professional teaching skills 
('methodology')) and its effective deployment in classroom situations. 

Inn this chapter we take as point of departure a peer-teaching technique that has come to 
bee known as 'micro-teaching' and that was developed in the 1960s and 1970s at 
Stanfordd University. It was designed to promote 'transfer' of specific teaching skills to 
real-worldd classroom situations, by practising them in off-record simulated settings. 
Learningg gain was hypothesized at the level of individual teachers (McLeod 1987, 
Wallacee 1991, Metelo 2000). We will describe how a refraining of this peer-teaching 
techniquee can raise student teachers' analytic understanding of the organization of talk 
inn classroom multiparty settings - and of the systematic differences with situations 
outsidee school. Its aim was to enable student teachers to develop a more 'context-
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sensitive'' attitude in their professional teaching behavior (McLeod 1987, Wallace 
1991,, Metelo 2000). 

5.22 Micro-teaching: redefining 'the situation' 

Ass mentioned above, micro-teaching as a teacher training technique was developed 
att Stanford University in the early 1960s. The original format reflected the 
behavioristbehaviorist assumptions about learning that were popular at the time, for instance 
thatt complex learning tasks could be broken down into more simple 'modules' or 
specificc (sub)skills, which could effectively be trained, given appropriate feedback 
conditions.. It was proposed that the best way to realize this was by having novice 
teacherss imitate 'good' teaching skills modelled by experts. These skills could be 
conveyedd to the student teachers during specific briefings and their behavior would 
thenn be 'shaped' until it met the required criterion. The rise of more advanced 
technologyy (video-recording) and the possibility to freeze and review particular 
situatedd teacher behaviors greatly enhanced the feedback dimension. Thus specific 
skillss could be taught, one at a time. It was hoped that in this way micro-teaching 
couldd be employed to achieve increased control of practice: by having novice 
teacherss practise specific 'good' classroom behaviors in interactional settings where 
'faults'' could be made, noticed and repaired without being consequential in the 
publicc social domain - as they are in lessons at school. 

Accordingg to the initiators at Stanford, micro-teaching is based on five assumptions: 

...micro-teachingg is real teaching, in which the complexities of normal classroom 
teachingg are lessened, in which there is a focus on training for the 
accomplishmentt of specific tasks, which allows for the increased control of 
practicee and which greatly expands the normal knowledge-of-results or feedback 
dimension. . 

(Allenn & Ryan (1969), cited in MacLeod 1987: 531) 

Thiss definition presupposes that micro-teaching is authentic teaching in a setting of 
reducedreduced complexity (cf. Kieviet, 1972; Wallace, 1991; Metelo 2000). The setting is a 
'real'' class with 'real' students except that it only addresses a specific task or skill: the 
'teach'' (Wallace 1991) is a.pseudo-lesson that is not contextualized as a 'real' social 
situationn in which default cultural face systems apply. Moreover, the lessons are 
strippedd of all institutional and administrative concerns. Finally, fewer problems with 
classroomm management may be expected since the 'pupils' are peers, or students who 
havee received special instructions how to behave during the event. The situation of 'the 
teach',, therefore, might truly be said to be 'scaled down' (Kieviet 1971) in complexity. 
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Inn spite of considerable research efforts, a correlation between micro-teaching-type 
trainingg activities and student teachers' subsequent performances in the classroom 
couldd not be unambiguously established. McLeod concludes in an overview of these 
researchh activities and designs: 'Results accumulated but understanding did not' 
(1987:: 538). Research interest dwindled in the 1980s, but this did not prevent micro-
teachingg from remaining firmly established in teacher education programs all over 
thee world. However, it is generally recognized that direct transfer to 'real' classroom 
teachingg is problematic (cf. Couzijn 1995). 

Thee rise of a more cognitivist orientation towards teacher education has yielded 
differentt objectives of micro-teaching activities, in accordance with the new 
paradigm: : 

AA cognitive model of micro-teaching, emphasizing participants' thinking about 
theirr teaching ... [suggests] that micro-teaching should be viewed as a 
proceduree facilitating long-term changes in student-teachers' thinking about 
teachingg rather than short-term changes in their teaching behavior. 

(MacLeodd 1987: 537) 

Thiss means a shift in focus: student teachers'' micro-teaching behaviors are analyzed 
nott only in terms of predetermined observational categories, but in terms of students1 

underlyingg conceptual systems or schemata. Teaching skills - or the lack of them -
aree thus reconceptualized as resulting from 'ways of thinking' rather than discrete 
'wayss of behaving' (McLeod & Mclntyre 1977). From that perspective micro-
teachingg may be used as a technique for reflecting on aspects of one's professional 
behaviorbehavior rawer than simply as a technique for shaping that behavior. 

Inn mis chapter we will present a detailed description of a series of micro-teaching 
activitiess that was developed and refined over the years in the introductory phase 
('eerstee fase') of the professional teacher education curriculum at the University of 
Amsterdam.. They revolve around a peer-teaching episode not unlike that of the 
'classic'' micro-teaching 'teach' in that one student teaches a mini-lesson with the 
otherss acting as 'the students', and in that it is recorded on video and evaluated in 
classs and thus is supposed to 'greatly expand the feedback dimension'(McLeod 
1987:: 531). Thé 'model' we present is not unlike the cognitive model mat MacLeod 
andd Mclntyre (1977) have proposed, in that it shares their assumption that micro-
teachingg activities can be fruitfully  used as an instrument of reflection in teacher 
education.. However, its location in the programme and the way it is bracketed in 
priorr and subsequent activities and participant roles, reflect a difference in underlying 
assumptions.. With McLeod we hold that we need to understand the complexity of 
micro-teachingg situations in order to decide whether and how 'transfer' can take 
placee to 'real' classroom situations. 
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5353 Micro-teaching: a discourse approach 

Whilee it is certainly true that micro-teaching situations are 'reduced in complexity' in 
somee important respects (see previous section), it must also be recognized that they 
havee an added complexity all their own. The 'teach' constructs a kind of 'game 
domain':: a lesson within a lesson about lessons - that is one in a series of others of 
itss kind. As such it is 'one moment in a diachronic chain of discourses, a moment 
whichh presumes earlier moments and in which later moments are already envisaged' 
(Irvine,, 1996: 153). The briefing, the planning and the feedback sessions which 
brackett it remind us that the 'task' domain also constructs asocial domain, with 
shiftingg and complex roles for participants. Most (all?, some?) of the student teachers 
wil ll  be 'the teacher' in a 'next session' in which they will be evaluated by the very 
peerss they are now evaluating. The effectiveness of the 'greatly enhanced feedback 
dimension'' crucially hinges on the degree to which participants are able and willing 
too negotiate the conflicting demands of the 'task' and 'social' contexts of the micro-
teachingg situation along the axis of solidarity and deference (Scollon & Scollon 
1995).. Competitiveness or anxiety about one's performance may negatively affect 
thee feedback dimension: reflection is likely to address here-and-now reactions from 
peerss rather than future classroom occasions. 

Whereass MacLeod & Mclntyre assume a learning path from personal theories of 
teachingteaching to actual classroom situations ('Students conceptual schemata to a large 
extentt control their teaching behavior, changes in teacher behavior result from 
changess in schemata'; 1977:131; quoted in McGarvey & Swallow 1986) we argue 
thatt these schemata are to a large extent shared among student teacher populations. 
Theyy address systematic features of classroom multiparty interactions and other 
educationall  encounters. Micro-teaching then, if refrained as 'joint practice', may 
enhancee students' awareness of these interactional issues and their shared cultural 
basis.. To achieve this we have made the preparation phase accessible for 
investigation,, by adding an extra frame: the reports on the lesson planning we ask the 
participantss to write, in which cultural propositions on teaching and teacher and 
learnerr roles come to the surface. 

Thee theoretical perspective of this study is ethnographic and discourse-based, in the 
sensee that it emphasizes that what people say and do is to be interpreted in the 
situationn of the utterance. We do not anticipate what will happen during 'the teach' or 
predeterminee what are relevant behaviors and observation categories. They will 
emergee as culturally-shared 'opinions' and 'behaviors' that the participants 
themselvess remark upon, and that resonate across the various assignments. The 
investigation,, which also addresses nonverbal and prosodie features of talk, strongly 
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reflectss Gofiman's ideas about the complexity of speaker and hearer roles in multi-
partyy settings (Goffinan 1974,1979). They can be articulated and made more 
transparantt in a dynamic discourse framework (Polanyi & Scha 1983; van Dam van 
Isseltt 1993,1995) that traces how contexts for the interpretation of utterances can 
changee on a moment-by-moment basis. The data and analyses are 'emic' in the sense 
thatt both the selection and the interpretation of what is relevant is made by insiders 
(cf.. van Lier 1988): student-authored written summaries of group discussions 
('metadata');; episodes in the minilesson that were commented upon by the student 
teacherss involved. 

5.44 The data: background information 

Thee micro-teaching episode that yielded the data for this study took place during the 
secondd class of an introductory block in an EFL teacher education program. The 
objectivess of the block as a whole (four classes) are the following: 1) to create an open 
atmospheree in which prospective teachers are not afraid to speak up and share their 
ideass about what constitutes good or bad teaching (which are often intimately related 
withh their own school experiences); 2) to expand and refine those ideas on the basis of 
whatt they hear from others and what they do together in a variety of taks and 
assignments;; 3) to generate well-defined objectives for the first part of the course 
('half-openn curriculum'); and 4) to yield observation categories for their teaching 
practice. . 

Thee micro-teaching assignment is introduced early in the course in order to provide a 
commoncommon learning experience. The nature of the assignment forces the student teachers 
too cooperate closely and to come to important joint decisions. Its place in the program 
entailss that the students hardly know each other, although some may have met before 
whenn attending other university classes. Getting to know each other is the prime 
objectivee of the first session. The students are asked to do some pre-course homework: 
theyy fill  out a questionnaire in which they are invited to make explicit their opinions 
aboutt general matters concerning the roles and responsibilities of teachers and the 
school,, of teacher-student relations, and issues related to foreign language teaching 
methodologyy (the place of grammar, code-switching etc.). During the first session the 
studentss briefly introduce themselves to each other and then go off in groups of four to 
comparee and discuss the answers they have given to the questionnaire. They report the 
outcomee of their discussions briefly in plenary. After this they once again split up into 
groupss of four and start preparing a micro-lesson, which will be taught during the 
secondd class. 

Thee students are instructed to collectively plan a 15-minute lesson. There are no 
restrictionss on topic or format, but the lesson should be a complete lesson, not part of a 
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longerr lesson. The topic and format should be selected accordingly. Explicitly, the 
'pupils'' (those members of the workgroup who are not teaching) are supposed to be 
'themselves':: they do not role-play or pretend to be first graders or anything like that. 
Thee planning group decides who is to be 'the teacher' and a brief, written report is 
madee of their negotiations in the group during the planning session: on what grounds 
didd they choose the topic? on what grounds did they choose the teacher? what was the 
generall  line of the discussion; what were 'significant moments' during the discussion? 

Onn the day of 'the teach' the tables and chairs in the classroom are lined up in rows -
thee default configuration in the conventional classrooms of their teaching practice -
butt the groups are of course free to change this arrangement. During the 'teach' one 
memberr of the planning group acts as camera-person; the others act as observers that 
reportt on either 'the teacher'; 'the students' or 'the interaction'. In between the lessons 
thee other students are asked to write down one aspect of the lesson that they thought 
wass really good and one aspect that they thought was less successful. Afterwards there 
iss a brief feedback session, during which parts of the tape can be reviewed on demand 

Threee types of data will be analysed: 
thee written reports of the group discussions about the preparation of the micro-
lessonss (data set 1) 
detailedd transcripts of the interactions in the 'teach' itself (data set 2) 
commentss made during the feedback session after the 'teach*  (data set 3). 

5.55 Data set 1. Metadata: the group reports 

Thee students were asked to write a brief report on how the group discussions evolved. 
Nott surprisingly, it turned out that there were recurrent themes that were conspicuously 
prominentt in all four reports. They all address interactional dimensions of roles and 
taskss in the classroom. We have grouped them under four dimensions: constraints on 
'typee of task'; participation and feedback; asymmetrical classroom roles; 'common 
ground'' knowledge (Werth 1999). 

5.5.15.5.1 Dimension 1. Constraints on 'type of task' 

Thee four group reports show a striking correspondence in the type of task that is 
consideredd at the early stages of the negotiations. Initially three out of four groups 
optedd for a non-verbal task that could be performed by all students simultaneously. The 
followingg ideas were mentioned: 
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(A)) A course in mending aflat bicycle tyre was mentioned. 
(B)) One of the ideas was to do a cooking lesson and to have the students prepare tiramisu. 
(C)) [We were thinkin g of] a demonstration: a cooking lesson ... or explaining a game: chess, 

backgammon... . 

Whatt is it about these non-verbal tasks that makes them such an attractive 
propositionn for the 'teach'? This type of task requires students to act simultaneously 
accordingg to a set of conventionally agreed procedures. The teacher gives 
instructionss and/or models; each of the students performs the various steps of the 
proceduree individually. The collective lesson floor is split up into as many subfloors 
ass there are students in class. Participation is guaranteed, in the sense that non-
participationn is immediately obvious. Feedback on the execution of the task can be 
efficient:: in one glance the teacher can encompass every students in the class, and see 
'wheree they are' at a particular moment. If anything goes wrong, there is visual 
informationn at what stage of the procedure the trouble arose. The source of the 
troublee can then be identified and negotiated through 'conversational' dyadic 
interactionss with individual students that need not affect the activities of the other 
students.. Repair can be immediate and efficient without creating an interruption at 
thee level of class-based activities. It can be 'finely-tuned' (cf'recipient design'; 
Sackss & Schegloff 1979) to any individual student's current information state and 
levell  of competence. 

Intuitivelyy - probably on the basis of their members' experience with learning 
situationss at school - the students have identified an important dimension of 
classroomm multi-party interactions. In informal conversational situations out of 
school,, especially (but not exclusively) those that involve only one speaker and one 
hearer,, a lack of understanding usually shows up in the way the addressee performs a 
'nextt move* in the context of the 'game' currently being played (cf. Wittgenstein 
1959;; for 'conversation', see e.g. Sacks & Schegloff 1979). Misunderstandings or 
ambiguitiess show up as 'wrong moves' in the talk and can be explicitly addressed 
andd negotiated. In classroom multi-parry situations that involve verbal learning tasks 
studentss are not supposed to all answer back simultaneously: chaos would result. 
Otherr ways have to be found to construct feedback on what happens in each student's 
head:: whether or not students actively participate and/or experience problems of 
understandingg is not immediately obvious in the situation. For 'learning' to take 
place,, misunderstandings that arise at the level of individual students must not be 
allowedd to persist. But the teacher can only help to remedy that situation if she is 
awaree that such a situation exists. Therefore, constructing feedback on whether 
studentss are actively involved in lesson activities and what it is they do not know or 
understand,, is one of the most important and, at the same time, most difficult 
dimensionss of group-based teaching. 
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Selectingg a nonverbal task that can be individually performed neatly sidesteps the 
problemss with feedback in multi-party situations that are mentioned above. The shift 
too the visual channel enables the teacher to synchronize the learning and implement 
ann efficient feedback system without creating discontinuities at the level of 
individuall  students. 

Inn the end, the reports show, all groups reject the lesson topics they originally had 
suggested,, owing to physical constraints of the situation: the lack of time, or space, 
orr props and attributes. 

5.5.25.5.2 Dimension 2. Participation and feedback 

Activee student participation and interaction between teacher and the students in order 
too realize the feedback dimension remain high on the students' agenda, even after 
theyy have rejected the demonstration-like lesson topics: 

(A)) [when discussing 'presenting a book the teacher  has read' as a lesson topic] 
Thee idea of such a mini-lecture became less and less attractive, because there is no interaction at all 
andd nothing is really taught to the group; it' s just a one-sided transfer  of information , and therefore 
wee realized that there is littl e difference between a lesson and a talk. 

(B)) [when discussing 'an introduction to Persian' as a possible lesson topic] 
Wee all agree on the topic, although P. remarks it might be hard for the class to participate with 
suchh a subject 

(D)) [when in doubt whether  'the constituent parts of a Mass' is a suitable lesson topic] 
Interactionn with the audience is important they have to react not just listen. 

Thesee remarks show that the groups are almost unanimous in believing that a lesson 
shouldd not consist of a teacher monologue: interaction between teacher and students 
iss considered a crucial condition for learning. The students also share the underlying 
assumptionn that in some cases a lesson is just a ritual event in which the teacher does 
alll  the talking and the students are not actively involved. Their remarks address the 
lackk of information flow from student to teacher, which makes feedback on what 
happenss in the students' heads impossible. The characterization 'one-sided transfer of 
information'' in the report of group A refers to flat, linear models of communication 
andd learning that are described and criticized in Reddy's 'conduit metaphor' of 
communicationn (Reddy 1993). These considerations then point to shared assumptions 
aboutt the conditions that have to be fulfilled for a lesson to be a success. 

Note,, however, that group D uses the word 'audience' when referring to the class. On 
thee one hand, apparently, interaction with the students is supposed to be important; on 
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thee other, a form of listening behavior is suggested which implicitly frames the teacher 
ass a (solitary) performer and the students as members of an audience ('podium 
occasions'): : 

thee role of the audience is to appreciate remarks made, not to reply in any direct 
way.. They are to conjure up what a reply might be, but not utter it; back-channel 
responsee alone is what is meant to be available to them. 

(Goffinann 1981: 138). 

5.5.35.5.3 Dimension 3. Asymmetrical classroom roles 

Inn the discussions on the choice of lesson topic a third condition is deemed crucial: 
thee asymmetrical distribution of knowledge that ritually holds between participants in 
thee role of'teacher' and those in the role of'learners' in classroom contexts of talk. 
Off  course the teacher has to know more about the lesson topic than the students do: 

(A)) [when rejecting 'the analysis of a poem' as a possible lesson topic] 
Nott  a poem: of course everybody knows the basic principles of poetry. 

(B)) [referrin g to sexual harassment as a possible lesson topic] 
Thee only problem is mat we know just as much about this sort of topic as the rest of the class, 
whichh means that it won 'tbea real lesson, but rather  a discussion. 

(C)) [while discussing 'mending a flat tyre' as a possible lesson topic] 
That'ss how we got the idea to select a 'technological'  topic: we were dealing with 'alphas', who ore 
moremore likely to learn from a more 'technical'  topic'. 

(D)) [while discussing the theory of music as a possible lesson topic] 
Ann advantage of mis topic is that most people will find it interesting but at the same time they will 
knowknow little to nothing about it 

Inn the reports the asymmetrical distribution of knowledge between teacher and students 
iss mentioned as a constraint on or necessary condition for what qualifies as a suitable 
lessonn topic. Group B explicitly mentions its fears that the more symmetrical 
distributionn of roles and organization of turns at talk that obtain in a 'discussion' will 
overrulee the teacher's authority. The teacher's ritual right to dominate the floor and 
'havee the final word' will have to be respected. Clearly, a lesson is considered a ritual 
gamee with a fixed, asymmetrical distribution of roles and obligations. 
Conversational,, egalitarian rights to the floor are temporarily reduced. The teacher is 
thee expert. In order to make 'learning' visible, it is best that the students should know 
nextt to nothing about the subject 
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5.5.45.5.4 Dimension 4. Shared cultural knowledge 

Att the same time, however, other constraints seem to be in force: the students should 
alsoo be partially competent or at least interested in the topic under consideration. 

(A)) [when discussing the merits of 'writin g a letter  of application' as a possible lesson topic] 
Suchh a topic was closer to our own lives. 

(B)) [when considering 'a language lesson' as a possible topic] 
S.S. has Just started a course on Persian, it might be fun to choose this as a topic. 

(C)) [when discussing the merits of 'analyzing an English poem'] 
Wee thought that an English poem would appeal to this audience. 

(D)) [when discussing the merits of 'musicology' as a topic] 
Ann advantage of this topic is that roost people will  find it interesting. 

Groupss B and C implicitly refer to the need that lesson topics address 'common 
ground'' (Werth 1999; see also 'common knowledge', Edwards & Mercer 1987) 
interestss that are shared between participants: 'we are all language students' and 'we 
aree all prospective teachers of English'. They address structural features of the social 
situationn that contextualizes 'the teach': both shared cultural and current classroom 
parameterss are oriented to. 

Thee data suggest that different sets of contextual constraints are systematically checked 
duringg the planning phase: constraints on topics (feedback conditions; time, place and 
attributess available); constraints on cultural and classroom roles. Next to practical 
concernss the ritual demand of asymmetry - the greater expertise of the teacher - appears 
too be crucial in the decision making process: it often causes suggested topics to be 
rejectedd even after prolonged discussion. The topic is given a green light only if all 
conditionss are met. In every phase of the negotiations proposals are mapped on these 
pre-suppositionallyy generated, structurally inherited, conditions. 

Inn the end all groups decide on a topic in which one of the group members is an 
'expert'.. That also resolves the issue of who will 'be the teacher'. Each of the group 
reportss includes explicit formulations of'floor formats' that are dispreferred: 'no 
monologue';; 'no mini-lecture'; 'no fifteen minutes 'teacher talk'; 'no discussion'. In 
thee end the groups settle on the following topics: 

 the writing of letters of application (group A) 
 an introduction to the Persian language (group B) 
 an analysis of a poem by Ted Hughes (group Q 
 the elements of a Requiem or Mass (group D) 
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5.66 Data set 2. The video data: the mini-lessons 

Thee reports show what underlying assumptions and constraints on what constitutes 
'good'' teaching were mentioned and shared in the preparation phase of the lessons. We 
wil ll  now proceed to what happened during the actual 'teach'. 

5.6.5.6. J Opening sequences 

Thee opening sequences of interactions have traditionally been a focus of interest for 
conversationn analysts: at this point participants have to define their mutual roles and 
tasks.. Labov and Fanshel's micro-analysis of the first fifteen minutes of a therapy 
sessionn (1977) is a well-known example of this kind of research. Mazeland's study of 
openingg sequences of lessons (1983) and van Dam van Isselt's analysis of two first 
EFLL lessons taught at secondary school (1993) address the same issues. Although the 
beginningg of the micro-teaching lessons is of course 'artificial' in that the teacher does 
nott have to negotiate its 'real' beginning in a noisy classroom with twenty-odd kids 
(pressingg the record-button of the video camera counts as the official kick-off), it is 
stilll  worth looking into: the 'teach', as an isolated discourse unit that is not part of a 
'real'' curriculum, cannot be presented in a void; it still has to be contextualized 
somehow. . 

Wee will analyse the opening sequences of all four lessons in turn to investigate how 
lessonn topics are introduced and contextualized. 

Groupp A: letters of application 

Teacherr A all of you no doubt have experience with letters of application - [looks around; no 
response]response] I have at any rate - [starts monologue on writing letters of application]. 

Sincee this is an isolated lesson the teacher does not have 'the continuity of common 
knowledge'' of class and teacher (Edwards and Mercer 1987:82) to draw upon. 
Pedagogicall  recommendations for the planning and execution of lessons, however, 
withoutt exception emphasize that they should be finely-tuned to the students' 
informationn state. The teacher, therefore, takes his refuge to a reference to 'out-of-
schooPP experience: all of you no doubt have experience with letters of application. 
Withh this remark he seems to comply with the pedagogical demands. In fact, however, 
hee assumes rather than probes the group's familiarity with the topic on the agenda: he 
introducess a presupposition without interactionally checking its validity for this group 
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off  addressees. The teacher clearly takes his own member's position in the group as 
pointt of departure: as peers the others are bound to share his experience with what the 
utterancee itself sets up as default cultural knowledge. Hedges like 'surely' and 'at any 
rate'' introduce a qualification of these global expectations: he may be wrong or 
partiallyy wrong, the assertion may not be valid for all of the co-present students. Their 
silencee and the absence of conversational backchannel responses (nodding, eye contact, 
etc.;; Goffinan 1967) cannot be taken as consent that they all share such experiences: in 
thee enactment of their current student role in a multiparty situation, they are not obliged 
too react. 

Notee that the teacher has an interest in not actually checking whether his assumptions 
aree right or not: an enthusiastic 'yes - of course!' would endanger the relevance of the 
preparedd lesson plan that assumes zero knowledge of the subject. Adjusting the lesson 
plann on the spot is an extremely difficult task for novice teachers, besides breaking his 
commitmentt to execute the group plan. Any negotiations would be pseudo-
negotiations:: 'it' has to be done anyway. 

Groupp B: an introduction to Persian 

TeacherTeacher B in the course of your teaching career you will  undoubtedly meet students from other 
countriescountries - other cultures, other languages - [ looks around] before I begin: does 
anybodyanybody know any Persian ? 

ClassClass [shakehead; mumble]no-no 
(B)(B) OH that's WONderful [laughs] 
ClassClass [laughter] 

Teacherr B strategically contextualizes the lesson topic as one that is locally relevant for 
herr students in their identity as prospective teachers. Having framed 'Persian' as one of 
thee unfamiliar languages or cultures that teachers may encounter in their careers, she 
initiatess an explicit 'check for competence' addressed to the class collectively. There is 
noww a real question on the floor that creates an interactional obligation for all co-
presentt addressees: any 'knowing' student has to identify him- or herself. Most of the 
studentss simultaneously respond through the verbal and non-verbal channels. Some 
studentss mumble 'no'; others shake their heads or do not react at all: it turns out none 
off  them have any knowledge of Persian. The teacher is visibly and audibly relieved, 
andd shares her relief with the class (her peers?) - an ingroup joke results. They are all 
awaree of her dilemma: a teacher has an interest in having students that are (partially) 
incompetentt in the task domain. There is evidence now that ritual constraints on 
classroomm roles and tasks - the asymmetrical distribution of knowledge between 
participantss in the social roles of 'teacher' and 'student' - are met The students do not 
knoww what the teacher intends to teach. The lesson may begin. 
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Groupp C: analysing a poon by Ted Hughes 

TeacherTeacher C (hands out copies ofthe poem] yes-uh - [looks around] there may be people here who 
alreadyalready know this poem - they should just keep quiet for the time being [slightly 
embarrassedembarrassed laugh] 

Inn the group reports, it was mentioned that peer teaching episodes involve a risk that 
somee students are equally competent as the teacher. In that case ritual classroom 
parameterss are violated (see previous paragraph). The poem group C has selected as a 
lessonn topic, is subjected to in-depth analysis in a literary criticism course that has run 
forr several years in the English Department Some of the students may have followed 
thiss course, without the current teacher being aware of this. 

Teacherr C goes straight to the heart of the matter. Knowing as much as the teacher is a 
rituall  fault that disqualifies those students as ratified participants of the lesson event. 
Shee explicitly reduces them to 'bystanders' who should 'act so as to maximally 
encouragee the fiction that they aren't present' (Gofiman 1981: 132). The remark 
impliess that they have no access to the classroom floor and that any contributions they 
venturee will be ignored. As in the case of teacher A, teacher C does not do a floor 
check:: it remains strategically ambiguous whether any of the students in fact qualify for 
thiss non-participant role. 

Groupp D: Mozart' s Requiem 

TeacherTeacher D WELL - actually -we've decided to build in an audio-visual dimension -I'm going to 
writewrite on the blackboard - and while doing so I will  ask you to listen - [starts audio- tape 
withwith music; starts writing the names of the consecutive parts of a Mass on the blackboard] 

ClassClass [listen to the music] 
(D)(D) [finishes her writing and immediately stops the music] OK - so this was Mozart's 

Requiem. Requiem. 

Teacherr D is the only one who does not, either explicitly or implicitly, refer to the 
informationn state of her students at all. The fact that she writes information on the 
blackboardd may be taken as implying that the subject-matter is supposed to be new for 
herr class. She does not, however, verbally construct relevance for her lesson topic 
givenn the current population: the lesson is contextualized only as a group decision 
aboutt a multimedia approach to be adopted. It is quite feasible that some of the students 
aree familiar with Mozart's Requiem and recognize the music. The teacher does not 
mentionn mat possibility either at the beginningg or the end of the music. As soon as the 
musicc stops she makes a closing move: 'OK - so this was Mozart's Requiem', without 
openingg the floor for any spontaneous comments or reactions from the class. 
Competencee on the part of the students must be ignored or remain hidden. The teacher 
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startss a monologue about the constituent parts of a Mass. The students listen. The ritual 
'lessonn event' is under way. 

Discussion n 

Topicalizingg what students already know or do not know serves a double purpose: it 
constructss conversational coherence and relevance (Sperber & Wilson 1986) for the 
lessonn topic on the agenda as well as addressing the pedagogical requirement of linking 
neww knowledge to old knowledge. For learning to take place the lesson should build on 
whatt students already know. On the other hand the tasks should not be 'trivial' in the 
sensee that they do not update the current information state of the (some? all? of) the 
students.. In that case the lesson turns into a purely ritual event. 

Clearlyy the student teachers are intuitively aware of this condition. All but one of them 
beginn their lessons by speculating on the shared knowledge or common ground 
experiencess that the students possibly or probably have. Instead of interactionally 
checkingg the conditions for learning, some of the teachers change the current state of 
thethe classroom world so as to match the predefined ritual conditions. The requirements 
aree only mentioned, not implemented (used). This excludes some students from 
participating. . 

5.6.25.6.2 Classroom and conversational turns 

Inn spite of the emphasis on the importance of interaction in the reports on the lesson 
planning,, there is very little interaction in the lessons taught during 'the teach', except 
inn lesson B. Teacher C desperately tries to generate response from the class, but she 
hardlyy succeeds: even allocated turns are not taken or remain empty. Lesson D consists 
entirelyy of a teacher monologue, without any verbal or non-verbal attempt by the 
teacherr to involve the students: she does not even make eye-contact with the class. 
Teacherr A does not invite verbal student contributions in any way either, but his 
monologuee could be characterized as a performance, a one-man show, which highly 
entertainss the students: he frequently makes joking remarks, to which the class reacts 
withh laughter. 
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Nearr the end of lesson A, there is a spontaneous, conversational contribution: 

(A)) ....that you want to leave because you have an argument with your boss - are having an 
affairaffair with your secretary -your position becomes impossible -

ClassClass [laughter] 
SISI would not be very smart to say all that 
ClassClass [laughter] 
(A)(A) no I don't think it would be very smart to say all that - would not be very smart to put that 

inin your letter - I could say more about letters of application... [continues] 

Thee student's remark is of the type that story listeners are allowed to fire off. It may be 
seenn as an elaborate back-channel move, which does not claim the floor. The 
contributionn is made in the middle of audience response in the context of laughter. It is 
nott ignored by the teacher, which would have been acceptable since it is not made on 
thee official classroom floor: it is a spontaneous comment. The teacher fits the remark 
intoo his monologue and then repeats it with one small adjustment. In the context of a 
lessonn on letters of application 'something not very smart to say' becomes 'something 
nott very smart to write': me relevance of the remark is constructed on the spot. 

Afterr her initial question on students' prior knowledge on Persian teacher B continues 
byy modelling sounds, words and chunks in Persian that the students 'repeat after her'. 
Thesee are elicited in question-answer sequences between the teacher and individual 
students.. Turns are allocated by the teacher to specific students, the unmarked 
proceduree for traditional classrooms (cf. McHoul 1978). If a student cannot produce an 
answerr to the question, another student is called upon. All in all it was a very traditional 
teacher-frontedd episode with a large number of Question-Answer-Evaluation or 
Initiation-Response-Feedback-typee structures (cf. Bellack et al. [1966J1973; Sinclair & 
Coulthardd 1975; Cazden 1988; Van Lier 1988: 149 ff.). At the end of an episode just 
beforee the time allotted to the micro-lesson is over, the teacher does a floor-check to see 
iff  the other students have understood 'it' (lesson targets) as well. Owing to difficulties 
withh transcribing Persian sounds, we render this episode schematically: 

(B)(B) [looks around the classroom] are there any questions? - [makes eye-contact with 
individualindividual students] things you don't understand? -

5151 [self-selects; asks question] 
(B)(B) [makes eye-contactwith student 1; answers question]- is that clear? - [looks around 

thethe classroom] 
5252 [self-selects; asks question] 
(B)(B) [makes eye-contact with student 2] [reacts to question] - [looks up] any OTHER 

questions?-questions?- [continues almost immediately] 

Ass we all know teachers' requests for feedback at the end of lesson episodes often do 
nott elicit the intended reactions: students are often reluctant to confess that they are at a 
losss in the public domain, because they fear ioss of face' (Brown & Levinson 
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[1978]]  1987) if they turn out to be the only one who is 'not-knowing'. Moreover, 
teachers'' body language, and the intonation and timing of these kind of floor checks 
oftenn indicate that in feet the teacher wants to 'push on'. They thus acquire the status of 
'pre-closers'' (Schegloff & Sacks 1973), which mark the imminent transition to next 
topic,, rather than sollicking further negotiations on the previous one. In this case, 
however,, two students react. This is not a coincidence: the teacher very carefully 
framess her first two questions as 'real' questions by non-verbal and prosodie markers 
(intonation,, gaze, wait time). Her 'any OTHER questions' is interactionally marked 
lesss carefully - intentionally? - and does not provoke any reactions. 

5.6.35.6.3 Correction: face dimensions 

Inn lesson B one of the students gives an incorrect answer 

thisthis is a word - who can read what it says? - what can it be? - Mirja? 
[gives[gives wrong answer] 
no,no, that's not what it says - it says [gives right answer] -1 haven't explained this 
correctly correctly 

Inn her response to the student error the teacher makes three consecutive moves: 1) she 
markss the answer as an error, 2) she other-corrects it; 3) she adds a meta-comment that 
attributess the occurrence of the error and any blame that might be involved to herself. . 
Thiss is clearly a face-saving or mitigating strategy, entirely in tune with the 
conventionss for the preservation of 'face' that Brown & Levinson ([1978] 1987) 
specify.. As has been noted elsewhere (Scollon & Wong-Scollon 1995, Van Dam van 
Isselt,, in press) these conventions are inherited in the classroom social domain, in spite 
off  the fact that in the task-domain it is normal for students to make mistakes: 'the fool's 
impunity'' (cf. Kramsch 1993) 

Ass argued before, lessons are speech events with specific rules and coristraints, and 
withh asymmetrical role obligations for teacher and students. The students are there 
exactlyy because they have to learn, because they 'do not know'. Loss of face on their 
partt should therefore not be possible. Student teachers, however, are not used to their 
neww role of teacher and often take refuge to the conversational strategies that are so 
familiarr to them. They avoid breaking conversational taboos by using partial or 
indirectnesss strategies: they do not say: 'this is wrong', but say 'this is almost right'. 

(B) (B) 
SM SM 
(B) (B) 
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5.77 Data set 3. The feedback session 

5.5.7.7.11 First part of class plenary: student and group (self-)evaluations 

Immediatelyy after the lessons have been given and taped, they are discussed in the 
samee sub-groups. The discussion focuses on the group's 'own' lesson: what does 'the 
teacher'' think about the lesson; which parts of the lesson went well, which parts were 
lesss successful; did anything unexpected happen; what would they change if they could 
givee the lesson once more? These questions lead students to a comparison of off-stage 
planningg and onstage performance, to reflect on discrepancies between the two, and on 
unanticipatedd events during the lessons. We will discuss the comments made during the 
all-classs feedback session which followed the discussions in the sub-groups. 

Inn the feedback session all students agreed that lesson A consisted of a brilliant 'one-
man-show**  of the teacher on the subject of letters of application. This analysis was 
backedd up by the applause of the students/audience at the end of the lesson. There was 
onlyy one student turn; in that sense hardly any interaction between teacher and students 
tookk place. During the feedback session 'the teacher' remarked: 'The class did not say a 
wordd -1 had no idea what they were thinking'. The absence of backchannel noises and 
signalss had made him nervous and had caused him to rattle on. At that moment he had 
nott been able to come up with another strategy to remedy mat situation. 

Teacherr B was really happy with her performance: 'It all turned out exactly as I thought 
itt would'. The student-pupils were unanimous in their appreciative comments: 'It was a 
reall  lesson!' and 'Gee, it seems as if you have been teaching for years*. During the 
discussionn it turned out that this impression was based on the IRF-structure of the 
interactionn in the lesson and the comprehension checks by the teacher after a correct 
answerr had been given. The teacher also indicated that the question at the beginning of 
thee lesson ('Does anybody know Persian?') had been a real question: she emphatically 
wishedd to find out whether any of her students already knew some Persian: she had 
anticipatedd changes in her lesson plan, if this turned out to be the case. 

Teacherr C complained about the lack of response on the part of her students. The class 
hadd hardly answered her questions and the few answers that were given had come 
mainlyy from one student. When they planned the lesson, the group had envisaged that 
afterr the exemplary discussion of the first stanza by the teacher, the class would be able 
too handle the second contrasting stanza, almost without the teacher's help. The teacher 
feltt embarrassed when her students did not react at all during the second part of the 
lesson.. She felt she 'owned' the silence (McDermott & Tylbor 1983) and had 
experiencedd its cultural stigma (cf. Tannen & Saville-Troike 1985). As a compensatory 
strategyy she had therefore opted for a rapid succession of questions. The class, 
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however,, indicated that they had been willin g to answer these questions but unable to 
doo so: the poem was very difficult - even those students who had worked on it before in 
thee Englishh literature class (and who had been explicitly excluded from the 'lesson' 
game)) had been given too little time to think about the poem and answer the questions. 

Teacherr D commented that she had been so wrapped up in writing on the blackboard, 
puttingg on the tape and telling her 'story', that she had completely forgotten that the 
studentss were there: she had not even seen them. Therefore, the lesson turned into one 
long,, uninterrupted monologue. When they planned the lesson, the group had been 
quitee outspoken on the importance of student participation. However, they had not 
anticipatedd the need to plan strategies to achieve this objective. The students 
commentedd that they had been overwhelmed by all the facts: they had not been able to 
keepp up with the teacher. 

Al ll  sub-groups agreed that they had concentrated on the content of the lesson in then-
lessonn plans; they simply had not considered the interactional dimensions of the lesson. 
Ass a follow-up the sub-groups were therefore asked to reconsider their original plans 
andd think of strategies to incorporate their interactional objectives more explicitly in 
theirr lessons, including seating arrangements, body language and other non-verbal 
dimensions. . 

5.7.25.7.2 Second part of class plenary: refraining 'faults' as shared cultural expectations 

Duringg the second part of the feedback session we stimulate the students to formulate 
ass explicitly as possible the discrepancies between what they wanted to do and 
expectedd to happen and what actually happened in class. They tend to fiame the lack 
off  participation on the part of the 'students' as a personal 'fault'. We then raise the 
questionn that it is curious that while all groups were unanimous in emphasizing the 
importancee of participation and involvement, they had, for the most part, not 
anticipatedd the need to actually design strategies to achieve this. How come they had 
alll  expected 'interaction' to emerge without any effort on the part of the teacher? 

Togetherr we then trace these expectations to their source: their experience with 
informal,, conversational encounters outside school, where questions get answered 
andd utterances responded to on the basis of self-selection. We thus reframe the 
'faults'' they themselves remarked upon as a result of shared cultural expectation: 
generationss of student teachers have been insufficiently aware that the organization 
off  talk differs across situations and settings. In this way a virtual peer domain is 
createdd on-line, in which it is normal for everyone who is new to the classroom game 
too orient to default conversational conventions - therefore loss of face, blame or 
personall  error are not an issue. We invite students to exploit their own members' 
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knowledgee and make it analytically more accessible: in a classroom multi-party 
situation,, a student is not bound by conversational obligations, is not the 'default other' 
whoo is obliged to answer a question, unless called upon. Self-selection is partially 
overruled:: students often do not have spontaneous access to the floor. In institutional 
multi-partyy contexts of talk student participation is something to be achieved rather 
thann to be taken for granted. In order to stimulate their systematic thinking about these 
issuess and their consequences for classroom participation, classroom feedback and 
classroomm learning, we ask them to complete a list in which the differences between 
informall  conversational interactions and classroom interaction are spelled out (see 
appendix). . 

Veryy soon after the students have experienced that interaction with a class of x pupils 
iss not something that emerges spontaneously but something that has to be achieved -
planned;; organized; consciously attended to in lesson plans - the other side of the 
coinn is likely to come up in the discussions. How does one deal with spontaneous 
studentt remarks and comments that are experienced as 'interruptions' of their 
carefullyy crafted lesson plans? They are likely to cause irritation and negative 
assessmentt of the interrupting student as 'difficult' or 'uncooperative'. We remind 
themm that this type of behavior is basically the other side of the same coin: students 
aree not necessarily aware all the time of the fact that conversational parameters of the 
rightt to speak are partially overruled in classroom institutional settings. They have to 
bee locally reminded of the rules of the classroom multi-party game and what variety 
ofof that game - 'participation rights' - currently obtain: self-selection in group work 
orr in teacher allocated slots; institutional bid-for-the-turn or allocation procedures at 
otherr times. 

5.88 Recontextualizing micro-teaching: summary and discussion 

Thee micro-teaching trajectory as described above is markedly different from the 
traditionall  micro-teaching format in a number of respects: its place in the program; its 
aims;; the way 'the teach' is embedded in a number of subsequent activities; the fact 
thatt most of the activities are co-authored. The group reports on the planning phase of 
thee lessons show that the lack of restriction on possible lesson topic turns out to be a 
resourceresource for reflection. The 'teach' shows that shared cultural assumptions about what 
makess a good lesson or a good teacher are difficult to implement - and generates a 
learner-basedd curriculum. 

Wee unpack the observations made by the students during the micro-teaching 
assignmentss as based in sets of interactional constraints that are systematically relevant 
too learning in institutional settings. They show up in normative expectations the 
studentss explicitly or implicitly orient to when preparing their lessons: 
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 conversational norms: self-selection and backchannelling behavior on the part of 
listenerss is normal ('the interaction in the class will take care of itself; 'they did 
nott say anything'); 
ritualritual  norms: asymmetrical distribution of knowledge; the teacher should be the 
expertt ('no discussion'); students who are also experts are not allowed to play the 
game,, are excluded or framed as outsiders; 

 individual norms: individual experiences are mapped onto the current student 
populationn without being checked interactionally; assumptions of 'common 
ground'' not verified. 

Thee reports on the preparation of the 'teach' yield important input for the teacher 
educationn course. Within the framework of a cognitive approach to teacher 
education,, novice teachers are often requested to verbalize their 'personal models' or 
'workingg theories' of teaching (cf. Van Huizen 2000). What an utterance means, 
however,, varies with the discourse and situational context it is produced in (Polanyi 
&&  Scha 1983; Lave & Wenger 1991). Opinions produced as answers to questions in a 
teacherr education assignment are different interactional objects from situated, action-
drivendriven concerns expressed in the context of a group discussion about how to make a 
goodd job of actually teaching a lesson. The remarks made then were firmly anchored 
inn students' ideas about practice; the discrepancies that showed up caused an update 
off  those ideas: make them more practice-based and context-sensitive. 

Onee recurrent problem in teacher training is that student teachers are unable to see 
whatt interactional work goes into the smooth coordination of talk and tasks in 
variouss types of classroom multiparty settings. For that reason their ideas about the 
typee of teacher they want to be (cf. 'conceptual schemata' or 'cognitive structures'; 
McLeodd 1987) tend to be rather lofty and vague - and thus difficult to operationalize. 
Wee show that discrepancies between what student teachers think is 'good teaching' and 
whatt actually happens when they teach a lesson to their peers, can be exploited to alert 
themm to systematic features of interactional situations in and outside school. Ways of 
thinkingg about educational effectiveness or educational innovation should be backed up 
byy fine-grained instruments of reflection that are empirically valid. 

Wee argue that a novice teacher's model of teaching is not only a matter of individual 
ideass or preferences. A situated interactional rather than psychological focus on 
classroomm behavior creates opportunities for updating and refining students' ways of 
thinkingg about educational encounters and enables them to formulate follow-up 
trajectoriess in terms of well-articulated behavioral targets: it allows them to become 
thee researchers of their own classroom. 
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Appendix x 

Conversationall  Interactions 

Spatiall  configuration: relative proximity 
betweenn interactants 

Feww constraints on mobility 

Participantss have the right to initiate, change or 
closee a topic 

Participantss determine the length of their own 
turnss at talk 

Self-selection,, spontaneous turns at talk 

Ann interactant is free to choose not to answer a 
question n 

Noo 'display questions' 

Utterancee pairs 

Interruptionss are the norm 

Listenerr backchannel signals are the norm m 

Turnss at talk overlap; short pauses between 
turns s 

Subtlee coordination of gaze and non-verbal 
behavior r 

Classroomm interactions 

Spatiall  configuration: distance between tea 
andd learners 

Limitedd mobility for learners 

Onlyy the teacher has the right to initiate, ch 
orr close a topic 

Teacherr determines the length of turns at ta 
participants s 

Noo self-selection, allocated turns 
Studentss may bid for the floor by eye-conte 
raisingg of arm, etc. 

Studentss have to say something when call» 
upon n 

Extensivee use of' display questions' 

Utterancee triad (IRF structure) 

Interruptionss are not allowed 

Listenerss give few back-channel signals 

Hardlyy any overlap; longer pauses between 
turns s 

Non-verball  behavior more explicit and 
expressive e 

N.B.. The students receive only the hst of features of conversational interactions; they then 
fil ll  in the right-hand side in groups. 
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6.. SUMMARY AND DISCUSSION OF RESULTS: 
IMPLICATION SS FOR TEACHER EDUCATIO N 
ANDD CLASSROOM RESEARCH 

6.11 Summary of results 

Collectivelyy the case studies in chapters two to five argue that for a proper 
understandingg of face-to-face interaction in educational encounters, we need to 
takee into account the contextual basis of participants' utterances and joint actions 
inin the situation. In line with a tradition of 'ethnography of schooling1 that has 
beenn prominent in the USA from the 1960s onwards', it is emphasized that the 
insightss of pedagogy, methodology, applied linguistics and cognitive psychology 
doo not apply in a social void, nor do they concern what happens in the heads of 
individualss only. Learning is a socio-cultural process, which is discursively 
constructedd in specific social situations and historical contexts. The institutional 
situationss that mediate learning have a complexity all their own, which can be 
madee analytically more transparent. Below we will summarize the main findings 
off  each of the chapters of this thesis and trace some of the implications for 
teacherr education. 

Chapterr two illustrates the type of dilemma that almost inevitably arises in 
counsellingg sessions with individual students. In face-to-face communication 
withh a student, tutors maintain a delicate balance between default cultural 
speakingg roles and politeness systems (providing friendly support and guidance; 
respectingg their students' autonomy) and the interests of the professional 
community,, of which they are the current representative and 'gatekeeper'(cf. 
Ericksonn & Schultz 1982). The two roles do not always mesh and may result in 

Ann excellent overview of this multidisciplinary tradition by one of its early practitioners, Hugh 
Mehan,, is accessible at: http://www.umich.edu/~psycours/561/rnehan.htmI. 
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doublee binds for both parties involved. Since a tutor may briefly speak for non-
co-presentt others - the academic peer group in the world beyond the interaction -
tutoriall  sessions always involve more than one set of cultural and interactional 
roless and necessitate 'trade-offs' (cf. Thonus 1999) between effectiveness and 
solidarity,, symmetrical and asymmetrical politeness systems. A discourse 
approachh to these issues can articulate the dilemmas involved more precisely and 
suggestt strategies of dealing with them, an obvious one being the possibility of 
metacommunicatingg about them in more informal roles and episodes bracketing 
thee narrowly task-oriented one (cf. Bateson 1972; Watzlawick et al. 1967). 

Chapterr three concerns the language classroom and Second Language Acquisition 
theory.. In the dominant input-output paradigm it is generally assumed that linguistic 
developmentt takes place as a result ofnegotiations of meaning that learners engage 
inn so as to make the target language input directed to them comprehensible. Such 
negotiations,, it is argued, are best fostered by conversational speaking and listening 
roles;; hence the emphasis in SLA methodology on pair and group work in the 
languagee classroom (e.g. Long 1985). By definition research instruments that screen 
learnerr data for isolated instances of such (verbal) negotiations of meaning, are 
unablee to identify their significant absence: we cannot look into learners' heads and 
thereforee do not know when such a negotiation would have been relevant. Upon 
closee inspection of the data it turned out that an advanced learner who initiated a 
clarificationn request in the context of a 'trouble item' had allowed exactly the same 
itemm to go by unnegotiated earlier on during the group discussion. It was only when 
preparingg for her institutional role as speaker for the whole group that she insisted on 
havingg its precise meaning clarified. A similar instance is mentioned by Firth (1996: 
244).. These examples strongly suggest that neither the learner as a monolithic 
individuall  nor the 'task' as such are by themselves significant variables in explaining 
thee presence or absence of negotiations of meaning. Only a discourse framework that 
doess not involve an a priori  selection of what are the relevant data is able to trace the 
highlyy context-sensitive nature of the occurrence of such negotiations over the course 
off  successive classroom episodes. It identifies structural features of the speaking 
slotss that motivate learners to negotiate meaning: it is therefore a valuable tool in 
refiningg insights in SLA. 

Inn chapter four the setting has shifted to internationalization and in-service teacher 
educationn projects. It was shown how a mismatch of the cultural norms and 
expectationss between members of the home and target cultures could be exploited to 
topicalizee precisely the - often implicit - assumptions that hinder the large-scale 
implementationn of new methodologies in different parts of the world. Methodology 
iss not culturally-neutral. The assumption in communicative methodology that 
interactionn results from students expressing their individual opinions and feelings is 
alienn to cultures in which group membership and reaching consensus are primary 
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goalss that are inherited by classroom situations. The (authentic) materials used 
becamee a source of reflection on these cultural roles and values. Cultural artefacts 
(film;; video) elicited spontaneous remarks about discrepancies in normative 
expectationss of how teachers should act and dress. The culturally-marked attributes 
andd behaviors became metaphors for the possibility of locally importing more 
symmetrically-organizedd interactional roles in the language classroom - in play or 
throughh «framing practices - while maintaining global cultural congruence. 

Thee issue of cultural identity crops up again in chapter five. Mainstream western 
assumptionss about communication and learning as based in discrete individually-
ownedd speech acts and dyadic conversational interactions (e.g. Levinson 1983), 
havee caused some generalizations about novice teachers' classroom behaviors to 
bee overlooked. We showed how existing micro-teaching techniques were 
successfullyy used as an instrument of reflection (Korthagen 1995,1998), not on 
individualindividual 'models of teaching' but on interactional constraints that globally 
applyy to all formal classroom situations in which participants have asymmetrical 
roles.. We refrained the micro-lesson itself as a co-authored product, and elicited 
novicee teachers' pre-lesson opinions of what constitutes 'good' classroom 
practice.. Participation of students had high priority in all groups. In spite of that 
consensuss three out of the four lessons that were prepared yielded teacher 
monologues.. In the feedback session it turned out that the student teachers had in 
noo way anticipated this discrepancy: they had counted on spontaneous 
participationn based on self-selection, which is the norm in informal 
conversationall  settings. The infelicities that had surfaced in the peer-teaching 
sessionss - long teacher monologues; the absence of student feedback - were due, 
nott to individual students' shortcomings, but to shared cultural expectations. All 
off  the novice teachers had only been dimly aware that turn-taking systems vary 
fromfrom situation to situation and that this has important consequences for 
participationn in classroom settings. In the first planning session following the 
micro-teachingg episodes (that were part of a half-open curriculum) there was 
generall  consensus that finding out more about the complexities involved and 
strategiess for dealing with them - both encouraging and suppressing 
'conversational'' turns at talk - should be high on the agenda for the coming 
weeks.. The communal experience yielded an action-based, group-generated topic 
forr that agenda, and also emphasized the shared cultural rather than individual 
parameterss of novice teachers' classroom behaviors and expectations - thus 
creatingg a safe and empowering learning environment. 

121 1 



LearningLearning in Contexts 

6.22 Implications for  classroom research and teacher  education. 

Thee discourse approach to the study of face-to-face interaction in educational 
settingss as exemplified in this book has its intellectual roots in linguistics, 
anthroplogyy and (micro)-sociology. There is a growing realization that learning 
andd thinking, educational success and failure, are discursively constructed in 
sociall  situations as a result of the sense-making processes that participants bring 
too bear upon them. From such a perspective what happens in classroom situations 
-- 'practice' - is primary: not the locus where the merits and insights from various 
contributingg disciplines (Educational Theories; Linguistic Theories; Cultural 
Theories;; Pedagogy; Methodology; Language Acquisition Theory) are tested and 
contested.. There is a risk that the compartmentalized research questions and the 
resultss they yield are not empirically valid: congruent with the concerns and 
common-sensee knowledge of practitioners about everyday institutional situations. 
Thee recommendations of experts — often based on results obtained in laboratory 
situationss - may therefore be irrelevant, impossible to implement, or ineffective. 
Thee history of educational innovations in Holland over the past decades hardly 
servess too ward off those suspicions. 

Wee argue that the research questions and research designs of the separate 
discipliness provide us with an incomplete and reductionist view on learning and 
teachingg in instititutional multi-party situations. Not everything is 'the lesson'. 
Thee time-outs, interruptions, incoherences, multi-voiced comments from the 
margin,, laughter and collusive behaviors that are the norm rather than the 
exceptionn in classroom situations cannot be ignored with impunity. Can we be 
certain,, for instance, that the idealized 'inputs and outputs' that are studied in 
classroomm acquisition research are 'the real thing' or 'the same' after the 
disruptionss or 'irrelevancies' that contextualize them have been carefully edited 
out?? They provide the backdrop against which lesson agendas have to be 
implemented.. At any rate (novice) teachers have to deal with them: they are part 
off  'the data' to be investigated - not anecdotal extras. 

Itt stands to reason that some degree of abstraction from the 'noise' of classroom 
lif ee is necessary. But the least one could ask from any theory or model for the 
descriptionn of classroom interaction is that it is able to articulate what it is that 
hass been removed, ignored or taken for granted. As Nunan (1996) argues, in a 
pleaa for the 'evolution of a nexus between classroom research and teacher 
education'' (41): 
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Itt seems to me that a great deal of research in our field is conducted in 
contextss where classroom noise either is unheard or is considered 
irrelevantt and therefore removed from the equation before the numbers 
aree added up and their significance determined. 

(Nunanl996:41,42) ) 

Inn contrast with popular opinion, what is ignored in classroom research does not 
onlyy address the maintenance of classroom order. Götz (1994) has convincingly 
shownn how, in a 'Deutsch-als-Fremdsprache' lesson, Cape-Verdian learners 
conductt a very effective 'negotiation of meaning' parallel to and parasitic on 
whatt happens at the level of the official lesson agenda. Time-outs and collusive 
floorsfloors can be exploited for the business proper of the lesson: the participation and 
learningg of all in situations where multiple businesses, both lesson and nonlesson, 
simultaneouslyy have the floor. Experienced teachers developp strategies to 
selectivelyselectively perceive and process the complex input of a class of 25+ human 
beingss who all have their own agendas (cf. Mehan 1979; McDermott & Tylbor 
1986).. 'The lesson' does not resemble a game of table tennis in which only one 
verball  utterance at a time ('the floor') is bouncing back and forth between one 
individuall  speaker and one targeted addressee, as is suggested by linear models of 
communicationn and learning (cf. Reddy 1993; 'the conduit metaphor'). Collective 
time-outss and jokes, often teacher-initiated; co-authored or simultaneous turns; 
collusivee or openly displayed side-play; innuendo and laughter (Goffinan 1979) 
aree all part of 'the lesson' and of 'the data' that classroom research must address. 
Theyy disclose the often highly skilful orchestration and synchronization of 
classroomm participation and classroom events that, given a coherent, non-
reductionistt descriptive framework, can be made analytically transparent. 

6.2.16.2.1 A discourse approach to classroom interaction and learning 

Thee discourse model used to disentangle these issues - the classroom interface -
acceptss that tasks and interactional roles can be refrained or recursively 
embeddedembedded on a moment-by-moment basis (Polanyi & Scha 1984; Polanyi 1988; 
Vann Dam (van Isselt) 1993,1995,1998, in press; Bannink & van Dam (van 
Isselt)) 1998). Meaning is not 'on the inside of an utterance*  (McDermott & 
Tylborr 1986). Just as we can quote others we can momentarily embed a different 
'selff  without invalidating the earlier one (speaker roles); or indirectly address co-
presentt 'targets' in the interactional situation rather than current interlocutors 
(hearerr roles). Turns at talk can be embedded within other turns-in-progress for a 
brieff  interlude of 'other business', thus yielding complex values for 'who is 
currentlyy speaking in what social role? who is directly addressed and is supposed 
too answer back?; what others are implicitly addressed or act as if they are not 
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currentlyy there?'. These subtle shifts in participant structure ('footing changes'; 
Goffinann 1979) and ambiguities in who is 'in' at any moment of the interaction, 
aree often signalled by nonverbal behavior (gaze direction; body language, 
gesture)) and by prosodie and paralinguistic features of talk. Changes in tone of 
voice,, volume, pitch or intonation (e.g. whisper voice); laughter; changes in 
interactionall  rhythm are all significant - meaning-bearing - dimensions of 'what 
getss said' in classroom situations. Together with switches between codes and 
registerss they provide the on-line contextualization cues (Gumperz 1984) that 
guidee participants in resolving what 'frames for the interpretation of event' (in 
termss of cultural systems; content systems; classroom systems; gender systems; 
interactionall  systems) is currently in force: how any move in 'the classroom 
game'' can be assigned complex values and constrains the range of relevant next 
moves. . 

Thee dynamic discourse framework proposed accepts verbal, nonverbal, and 
paralinguisticc dimensions of talk as input, and is able to articulate an emerging 
andand complex notion of context. Frameworks of interpretation change on a 
moment-by-momentt basis over the course of lessons and lesson episodes-in-
progress.. In order to bring to light significant dimensions of what goes on there, 
andd evaluate the effect and effectiveness of specific interventions, we should 
makee minimal a priori  assumptions about what shouldbe going on; what is worth 
lookingg at; and what is 'good' or 'bad' teaching practice. The interpretations of 
insiderss in the situation will guide us to what turns out to be relevant. 

Beloww we will show how the in-depth investigation of specific classroom 
episodess can bring to light significant features of multi-party interactions and 
becomee a instrument in classroom research and teacher education. We suggest 
thatt classroom data need to be sorted before the complex cognitive, interactional, 
andd socio-cultural issues they raise can be made analytically transparent and 
empiricallyy and ecologically valid. 

Thee analysis of the data below then aims to provide a starting-point for a research 
agendaa as well as a programmatic contribution to teacher education curricula. 
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6.3.. Structural features of multi-parr y interactions: four  examples 

6.3.16.3.1 Structural features of interactions: role and gatekeeping dilemmas 

Thee role and 'face' dilemmas that were identified and discussed in chapter two 
aree not restricted to that single case. They are bound to arise in some guise or 
otherr in all counselling sessions that involve individual students - whether of the 
gate-keepingg kind as in the MA-thesis writing situation presented in chapter two, 
orr of a more general nature. It is often necessary and legitimate, for instance, for a 
counsellorr or a teacher to ask a student to speak up, give personal information, or 
negativelyy assess (part of) their work; these are intrinsically face-threatening acts. 
Balancingg one's contributions on the axis of deference and solidarity and 
selectingg the appropriate strategies for dealing with them in any specific 
situationn can to some extent be calculated What the options are is spelled out in 
Brownn & Levinson ([1978] 1987) and in section 1.3: bald-on-record without 
redressivee action; with positive or negative politeness strategies; off-record; no 
FTAA (face threatening act). But face and school systems are not context-free. 
Givenn a strong sense of co-membership between a student or a group of students 
andd a tutor that has developed over a longer period of time, interventions can be 
quitee direct without involving embarassment or loss of face. McDerraott showed 
inn his account of Amish classrooms in Pennsylvania, how the special combination 
off  high perceived power differences and low perceived social distance makes 
indirectnesss strategies unnecessary. In Amish communities teachers dominate 
theirr classrooms: there is a high incidence of imperatives and a high degree of 
directt instruction, the teacher is in total control of student development, and the 
classroomm is a closed community with highly specific routines for everyone to 
follow.. In terms of these routines, everyone is accountable to everyone else: 

Inn this context, instructions are not blind imperatives, but rather sensible 
suggestionss as to what to do next to further common cooperation. There is 
aa warm relational fabric that underlies the instructions and transforms 
themm from orders into sensible ways of routinizing everyday life. What to 
manyy appears an authoritarian and oppressive system for organizing a 
classroomm may in fact make great sense to the children and, accordingly, 
alloww them to feel good enough to learn whatever it is to which a teacher 
directss a class's attention. Outsiders simply miss the cues which ground 
teacher-studentt activities in trust and accountability. 

(McDermottt 1977: 157-158) 
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Thatt the selection of 'face' strategies is context-related has consequences for the 
empiricall  validity of teacher education instruments like 'Leary's Rose' which is 
widelyy employed in the Netherlands to assess teacher behavior (cf. Creton & 
Wubbelss 1984). Without taking into account the shared discourse histories of teacher 
andd students in specific interactional and socio-cullural circumstances it is 
impossiblee to decide whether a teacher utterance or interactional move should be 
interpretedd as residing in the 'opposition/dominance' section that negatively 
influencess her relationship with the students and the global classroom atmosphere. 
Wee need to trace the reception and consequences of these types of moves in the 
sociall  settings in which they occur - including paralinguistic markers as chuckles, 
etc.. - which could contextualize them in the situation as 'sensible ways of 
routinizingg everyday life'. In isolation their 'meaning' cannot be determined. 

6.3.26.3.2 Structural features of interactions: the interactional construction of an 
outsider outsider 

Inn teacher education and educational policy overwhelmingly the 'communicative 
approach'' to language teaching and language learning has been adopted. In this 
sectionn we wil l discuss the need to refine the global recommendations of 
communicativee language teaching (hence CLT) and current educational theory on the 
basiss of a classroom episode that occurred in a first English lesson (van Dam van 
Isseltt 1993). It addresses three assumptions in CLT and educational theory. 

 Making English the medium of instruction and interaction throughout the lesson -
thee 'English-only' strategy (e.g. Ellis 1994; for critical comments cf. also 
Auerbachh 1993) - is globally a 'good' teaching strategy in that it creates a rich 
input-situationinput-situation for learners. 

 Teachers should be trained to increase 'wait time' when a student fails to come 
upp with a correct answer, in order to allow them more time to think (Cooper 
1982;; Rowe 1986). 

 Codeswitching to the students' LI in the English language classroom is 'bad 
practice'.. Monolingualism is the norm. Switched utterances introduce a 
discontinuityy in the structure of the lesson that is potentially confusing for 
studentss (cf. Wong-Fillmore 1985)2. 

2.. Adendorff found that dais view is shared by Black teachers and students that he interviewed in 
Kwazulu::  'they imply that codeswitching is an indecent, forbidden form of behavior. It seems that 
codee switching is something many teachers are afraid to admit to.1 (1996: 389). 
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Thee data below involves the most researched structure in classroom talk: the 
Question-Answer-Evaluationn structure or Initiation-Response-Feedback-structure (cf 
Sinclairr & Coulthard 1975; Cazden 1988; Van Lier 1988: 149 ff.). We argue that 
structurall  features of its interpretation in classroom situations have been 
underanalyzedd in acquisition research. 

IntroducingIntroducing the data. The setting is a first English lesson in a Dutch classroom 
involvingg mainly middle-class 'white' students. The teacher has introduced English 
ass the medium of instruction and default language of interaction - in accordancee with 
thee recommendations mentioned above. She addresses the class in a classroom variety 
off  English clearly accommodated to these beginning learners: a simplifiedd English 
('teacherr talk') register, not unlike the 'foreigner talk' register (cf. Cazden 1988: 
159-181).. It is characterized by long decoding pauses, emphatic articulation, 
exaggeratedd prosodie contours and frequent repetitions and reformulations. These 
featuress mark the fact mat she does not expect the learners to have 'conversational' 
competencee in English. The 'pseudo-English' lesson sub-domain has been constructed 
specificallyy for the purpose of providing target language 'input' to language learners. It 
iss a 'classroom game', not an interactional domain that presupposes L2-indexed cultural 
knowledge.. By the same token,in case of an emergency - for instance if a fire were to 
breakk out - everyone would immediately switch back to Dutch. 

Thee students have just been taught a cultural routine: to 'say' the English numbers up 
too a hundred. The next item on the lesson agenda is to learn and practise spelling the 
letterss of the English alphabet. In making the transition to this new topic, the teacher 
createss an opportunity to display 'transfer': the students can show that they now 
'knoww how to say '26' in English' in a new context. 

(Data(Data 1) 

TT UHM - let me me see - [lowerpitch] listen please - [high pitch, slow, emphatic speech] HOW 
manymany - LETTERS - are there - in the - ALPHABET- in the- ALPHABET- how many -
LETTERSLETTERS are there - [allocates turn] VICTOR? -

SVicSVic —[long silence] 
SsSs [hands raised] 
TT [to Victor, very fast native speaker register] are you going to COUNT them all? 
SVicSVic ~ 
TT [slow, low pitch] WELL - we '11 come back to you Iater= 
SsSs =[hands raised] 
TT [turns to Rosemary, allocates turn] YES? 
SRosSRos twenty-six 
TT you 're auite RIGHT- it IS twenty-six - ABSOLUTELY 
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Whatt we intuitively understand about this data is that here is a student who fails -
andd is framed as both incompetent and inarticulate3. The teacher's strategy seems to 
bee 'politically-correct' in all respects: she creates a maximum input situation; allows 
thee learner addressed plenty of time to think; and locally resists the temptation to 
switchh code to the shared LI . In order to verify that judgment, however, we need an 
instrumentt to interpret silence. Pedagogy does not provide us with the tools to do so. 
Neitherr does mainstream linguistics. Sandwiched between a teacher question and the 
teacher'ss evaluation of a student's (zero) answer, what it is a learner does not know 
iss often equated with what it was the teacher intended to ask or wanted to hear. .What 
thee meaning of a tum-not-taken is, however, can only be determined by investigating 
itss reception in the social classroom situation: what the teacher does in next turn; the 
off-recordd reactions (laughter; half-loud comments) of the peer group. We have to 
systematicallyy investigate the various discourse contexts involved in establishing a 
'reading'' for Victor's silence. 

Whenn a 'student answer slot' in a canonical classroom Q-A-E structure remains 
empty,, the floor automatically returns to the teacher. It is up to her to interpret the 
silencee and initiate a negotiation of its meaning or scaffold whatever it was the 
particularr student did not know or understand. In order to know what to do next she 
hass to construct feedback on the nature of this student's problem (the feedback 
dimensionn of learning). This is not an easy thing to do in a first lesson if she sticks by 
thee self-appointed rule of addressing the students in English exclusively. But it can 
bee done as we know from similar situations in ESL settings (see also next section). 

Iff  we start our investigation from the surface of the discourse a plausible explanation 
forr Victor's silence is that he did not hear or understand the question that was put to 
himm in English. The English word 'alphabet' sounds very different from its Dutch 
equivalent;; what was the question asked cannot be inferred from 'the' context, 
becausee it initiates a new lesson episode and topic. In this interpretation the absence 
off  the answer does not give any information about what it is a learner does or does 
nott know or does not know how to say. 

Inn fact, this is only one of an array of possible explanations that all address structural 
dimensionsdimensions of classroom situations and current speaker/hearer roles. Victor may have 
hadd any of the following speaker problems (the hst is by no means exhaustive): 

33 This learner  was the only one that the teacher  mentioned at the end of the lesson as being rather 
'odd' .. In the course of the lesson he had three turns in which he gave answers that were not only 
wrongg but that clearly were outside the range of errors anticipated by the teacher. 
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 he is too shy to speak up in public in a new group; 
 he knows the Dutch alphabet has twenty-six letters but is not sure whether he 

rememberss how to say 'twenty-six' in English correctly; 
 he knows Dutch has twenty-six letters and knows how to say '26' in English, but 

iss afraid to speak up because he also knows his pronunciation is not up to 
scratch;; etc. 

Alternatively,, he may have a cognitive problem owing to the complexity of the 
discoursee situation and the ambiguity it raises in 'what it is the question asks': 

hee does not know what 'the' alphabet refers to: did the teacher mean the English 
orr the Dutch alphabet? The question has ambiguous parameters: it was asked in 
EnglishEnglish but since it presupposes competence it probably targets an embedded 
LI-DutchLI-Dutch knowledge domain. 
hee knows the Dutch alphabet has twenty-six letters but does not automatically 
assumee that all alphabets - in casu the English one - have the same number. 

Al ll  of the above are possible interpretations in the nature of conjectures only. 
Withoutt further information they cannot be resolved: we have no access to what goes 
onn in Victor's head. But from the teacher's next move - in the fast 'native speaker' 
Englishh register - it seems she is unaware that the 'output' conditions this particular 
teachingg strategy created might themselves be the source of the trouble. Instead, she 
framesframes his silence as both a classroom and a cultural fault: it is long over-due and the 
delayy - she flippantly suggests - is probably caused by his having to go through the 
culturalcultural procedure of counting 'the' letters in his head rather than drawing the 
answerr 'ready-made' from memory - which would have been 'normal'. Her 
hypothesiss constructs cultural incompetence rather than classroom floors as the 
reasonn of Victor's failure - although it is doubtful whether either Victor himself or 
thee peer overhearers co-present in the situation were able to catch the innuendo (cf. 
Goffinann 1979) which, unlike the earlier question, was uttered in the fast, native 
speakerr English register. 

Thee intra-code switch to this conversational English register provides Victor with 
evenn more difficult 'input' and another 'question' he is unable to answer on top of 
whateverr problems he already has. Given his status as beginning learner and the current 
classroomm situation it is an incoherent codes-witch that does not have a floor: it 
presupposess competent native speaker listeners. It thus constructs a speaker-only 
floor.floor. The 'joke' falls flat: there are no reactions or appreciative chuckles from 
overhearingg peers. A problem-solving approach would have necessitated a different 
typee of switch: an invitation to Victor to metacommunicate in Dutch about the nature 
off  his problem, with a follow-up scaffolding move. Considering that she does break 
herr own rules and switch to Dutch later on in the lesson when there is a 'real' 
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problem,, i.e. when classroom discipline is at stake, such a move is significantly 
absentt here. 

Soo in the second instalment of his silence, Victor's problems are aggravated. He is 
forcedd to either make a fault or be at fault: switch to Dutch and break a classroom rule 
orr remain silent and thus be exposed as 'dumb' and incompetent He cannot save face 
andd react to the blame implied in the teacher's metacomment In the absence of a 
legitimatee code and floor, he chooses to say nothing at all. A simple 'ik weet het niet' 
('II  don't know') might have saved his face. Otherwise shifting to the nonverbal channel 
iss the only way out of the horns of the dilemma: a grimace of sorts with which he 
communicatess his predicament and distances himself from the classroom Victor who is 
att fault (see Goffinan 1979; van Dam van Isselt 1995). As it is, he remains inarticulate 
(McDermottt 1994) and a different student is invited to 'say the right answer'. 

Itt is time, after all this, to construct face for the teacher's strategy, also in terms of the 
contextualizationn of classroom moves. 

 The reason she asks the question at all, is probably that it constructs 
conversationall  coherence with the preceding classroom task and provides students 
withh an opportunity to apply recently acquired skills: a beautiful 'transfer' move. 
Sincee Dutch and English have an equal number of letters in the alphabet, she was 
probablyy not aware that the question might be a 'difficult' one. It is easy to overlook 
thatt target language strategies may introduce a potential complexity and ambiguity 
inn 'what it is a question asks'. These structural issues are seldom explicitly and 
systematicallyy addressedin discussions about language teaching methodology. 

 Given the assumptions under 1, a conversational 'aside' on the nature of Victor's 
predicamentt in order to fil l in his 'wait time' and the interactional vacuum that it 
createss for the rest of the class may even be intended to defuse any stigma attributed 
too long silences in the western - and classroom - worlds. The point is not so much 
thatt what she does is 'wrong' but that it is impossible. In this classroom situation 
'conversational'' utterances in English do not count as 'input'; codeswitching is 
taboo.. Again, an awareness of the structural issues involved in the introduction of a 
neww normative codes and its impact on classroom interaction and meaning should 
bee part of the teacher education curriculum. 

 The episode also raises questions about cultural issues in education and 
interculturall  communicatioiL We named this section 'the interactional 
constructionn of an outsider' because it shows how an average Dutch student's 
silencee is interpreted through its reception in the classroom situation as a 'cultural 
fault'' rather than a classroom problem. Victor is a 'white negro'. His predicament 
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iss not dissimilar to that of minority children who sometimes have to figure out 
exactlyy what cultural information a teacher question selects or overlooks. Rather 
thann being a stable attribute of specific groups of individuals, the status of 
culturall  outsider may be a feature of classroom situations and current 
interlocutors. . 

6.3.36.3.3 Structural features of interactions: the interactional construction of insiders 

Withh the growing number of ethnic minority students in schools in the Netherlands 
theree is an increasing concern for the relatively poor educational achievement of 
somee of these students and for the high drop-out rates among these groups. One of 
thee theories hypothesized to account for discrepancies between the school 
performancee of native and immigrant students is the 'cultural (discontinuity' 
betweenn home and school environments (cf. Mehan 1998). The discontinuity 
hypothesiss holds that achievement problems of ethnic minority students are caused 
byy differences in cultural procedures between classroom and home settings, a clear 
obstaclee being the language used in schools, which is ill-fitted to mediate learning 
andd linguistic growth in these groups of learners. It suggests that educational success 
andd failure as parameters of individuals should be recast as social 'facts' that are 
collaboratively,collaboratively, discursively, constructed in educational settings. Mehan puts it as 
follows: : 

Analyzedd interactionally, 'ability', 'intelligence', 'learning disability' and 
'incompetence'' are no longer what they are. These are not the states or traits 
off  an individual person. They are a dynamic, mutually constitutive and 
reflexivee relation between individual and environments populated by other 
people,, and may change from moment to moment, situation to situation. 

(Mehann 1998: 8) 

Justt as the incompetence and inarticulateness of learners can be discursively 
constructedd in a classroom situation - as shown in the previous section - so can 
competencee and empowerment. Below we will analyze two episodes from a multi-
culturall  classroom, which illustrate how the other end of the 'smart-dumb 
continuum'' (McDermott & Tylbor 1986:132) can also be constructed by exploiting 
thee structural features of classroom speaking roles (see also Van Dam (van Isselt) 
1998). . 

IntroducingIntroducing the data. In 1997 we videotaped lessons of Dutch as a second language 
inn a school for refugees in Haarlem, over the course of one day. The student 
populationn consisted of fifteen children between the age of six and nine; some had 
livedd in the Netherlands for ten months, others had arrived just ten days previously. 
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Theirr language abilities varied widely as did their cultural backgrounds; some had 
receivedd formal tuition in their home country before they came to the Netherlands, 
otherss had never seen the inside of a school before. Therefore, they could not be 
expectedd to know any set of cultural conventions and procedures for behavior that 
applyy in schools ('classroom competence'; Mehan 1980), either in their home 
countryy or in Holland. We might safely say that this was the multi-cultural, multi-
linguall  classroom situation par excellence. 

Onn the basis of the literature on intercultural communication one could expect that 
thee interaction in such a heterogeneous group would be laborious and rife with 
misunderstandingss and miscommunications (cf. Gumperz 1992; House 1997; Scollon 
&&  Scollon 1995). This, however, turned out not to be the case. The students 
demonstrablyy understood very well the procedural instructions that were given 
duringg the different parts of the lesson. Reactions to teacher requests for action were 
highlyy ordered and synchronized. All students performed more or less the same tasks, 
participatedd enthusiastically and were allocated both individual and collective turns. 
Beloww we will trace the discourse strategies on the part of the teacher which were 
responsiblee for this result. They crucially address complex dimensions of speaker 
andd hearer roles in institutionall  settings and the coordination of verbal, non-verbal 
andd prosodie features of talk. 

Duringg the first part of the morning the students are seated in a circle (common 
practicee in Dutch primary education). The teacher looks around the circle and asks a 
numberr of the more experienced students to stand up and step forward. They 
collectivelyy 'have the turn' and function as 'modellers' who name concepts and 
actionss which are part of daily routines such as waking up; washing; dressing; eating, 
etc,, while miming them at the same time. The teacher herself participates 
enthusiasticallyy and now and then elicits new vocabulary through elaborating on 
thesee 'primal' scenes: 'you also have to wash behind your ears', for instance. Newly 
introducedd words and phrases are prosodically marked as less important. The key-
itemss remain in focus throughout, but there is also new input for those who are 
alreadyy familiar with the particular word or phrase. The teacher continuously, 
visuallyy subtitles the interaction with gestures and movements. All students 
participatee in the minming, including those in 'second row', and the latter 
occasionallyy - on a local basis - do a mixture of inner speak and outer speak: they 
halff  co-speak. Since most activities take time - you cannot eat your breakfast in three 
secondss - there is ample time to repeat the keywords and add variations. 

Whatt is the relation between what gets said by the teacher and the children in the 
innerr circle vis-a-vis the outer circle sub-floor that does not involve the children as 
'official'' speakers? For them an ambiguous, 'off-record' interactional domain has 
beenn created in the context of the collective act-and-say classroom game. Its most 
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strikingg feature is that it is based wholly on the conversational principle of self-
selection.. For every item and from moment to moment all students may select the 
participationn format they feel most comfortable with, in accordance with their current 
abilitiess and confidence. Those who are not yet competent or confident enough to 
speak,, may just look and listen, while the language is made meaningful for them in 
thee situation (a condition for 'input' to become 'intake'; cf. e.g. Ellis 1994). Fast 
learnerss may softly try to say or lip-model frequently repeated chunks. Their 
utterancess do not fil l a public turn at talk: nobody listens, nobody answers or 
evaluates,, everybody participates in the interaction: together they are a multi-vocal 
echo-floorr which does not get noticed, which does not count on the official 
classroomm floor. There are also more experienced children in the outer circle who 
scaffoldd the turns of the others. Thus newcomers are in a position to compare their 
outputt immediately, almost simultaneously, with their neighbours, and self-correct in 
casee of a mismatch. Feedback loops are short and efficient. Fear of failing or loss of 
facee are not at stake - precisely because students' ritual output does not construct a 
currentt conversational interlocutor or classroom evaluator. It is a 'hatchery' for 
languagee rather than a floor (see also Gofrman 1981:15 lnote; 'a teething-ring for 
utterances'). . 

Duringg the second part of the lesson the teacher takes a group of six students to 
anotherr room for a Total Physical Response' (Asher 1977) episode. Now the 
studentss are allocated individual turns: they receive instructions to perform certain 
actions.. One would expect differences in knowledge and abilities to show up in this 
lessonn format. But again this does not happen. The teacher knows each of her 
students'' abilities which allows her to exploit the differences among them, while at 
thee same time making them inconsequential in terms of displayed competence. Her 
proceduree is as follows: she first asks the more experienced children to perform 
certainn acts; shortly after, one of the newcomers is unobtrusively requested to do 
moree or less the same. In this way she does not draw on existing knowledge but only 
onn the ability to pick up words in the situation, immediately after they are 
contextualized.. Only close analysis shows that turns for inexperienced students occur 
laterr in a particular sequence and do not contain any new words or acts: turns and 
taskss seem distributed evenly and at random, but in fact they are carefully positioned 
inn the discourse. 

Thee teacher's body language shows that she is very alert during the 'production' of 
everyy turn. At the slightest hitch or hesitation she immediately supplies an extra hint, 
forr instance, 'Walk to the blackboard' - [Rovi hesitates] - 'where Zuhrab is 
standing'' (of course the students know each others*  names). This last addition is a 
structurall  move within a turn-in-progress: the teacher anticipates Rovi's possible not-
understandingg by supplying extra information before next turn - performing the act -
becomess current. Snappy timing makes it hardly noticeable that her instruction 
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originallyy did not consist of two components: it sounds as if she had intended all 
alongg to give this compound instruction. At another occasion she coaxes one of the 
studentss inconspicuously in the right direction, while she is giving her instruction. 
Thiss fine-grained network of verbal and non-verbal scaffolding moves (Bruner 1978; 
Edwardss & Mercer 1987; Van Lier 1988) can only be made visible through detailed 
observation.. A sharp eye, sharp timing and very short feedback loops are 
characteristicc of this teacher's classroom behavior. Both problems in understanding 
andd out-of-frame behavior are signalled at an early stage and nipped in the bud. The 
resultt is a very structured, orderly and therefore harmonious learning environment, 
whichh does not only cater for the needs of the newcomers but also provides 
challengess for the more competent student. Nobody fails, is excluded or noticeably 
lesss competent than the others. A lot of learning gets accomplished in a safe 
environment. . 

Whatt this data shows is that, while conversational fi^e-tuning of input at the level of 
largee heterogeneous groups is not feasible, it is possible to make input finely-tuned in 
thethe situation. The teacher successfully employs collective speaking formats and the 
structurall  dimensions of speaking slots to mediate the role shift from (over)hearer to 
(co-)speaker.. At the same time those who were already competent can improve and 
increasee their output. This configuration of floors promotes the learning of all 
students.. As Van Dam argues: 

Suchh participation frames that are organized strictly on a voluntary, self-
monitoredd and partial basis iconically construct affordances for linguistic 
developmentt for students of different abilities and confidence. They 
synchronizee learning in the off-record niches of institutional talk that can also 
bee exploited for play and metacommunication. 

(Vann Dam in press) 

Thee TPR episode shows that competence can also be constructed for allocated, 
individually-ownedd turns. Teachers may recast the traditional IRF-format to 
accommodatee discrepancies in skills and knowledge in heterogeneous groups. A 
closee look at what happens in this classroom shows that prosodie and para-linguistic 
featuresfeatures of talk (laughter, changes in tone and volume of voice, tempo, intonation, 
gazee and timing; cf. Scollon 1982) are crucially involved in minimizing the risks of 
failuree and loss of face. The teacher's considerable skills in this department,, and her 
craftyy way of contextualizing student turns, allow her, for instance, to collusively co-
authorr Rovi's turn so as to frame his move as his sole accomplishment. 

Thee subtle orchestration of individual student turns and classroom floors as 
displayedd by this teacher should be part of the repertoire of every (novice) teacher. 
Moree advanced groups will obviously require a different selection of strategies, but 
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thee basic issues involved are not dissimilar: ritual and collusive floors mediate 
languagee development quite as effectively or more so than dyadic, conversational 
oness (see also chapter 4). 

6.3.46.3.4 Structural features of interactions: classroom management 

Classroomm management and discipline are traditionally hot items on novice 
teacherss agendas, and understandably so. There are a number of dilemmas here 
thatt can be predicted. Teachers' professional obligation to structure learning tasks 
requiress that they create and maintain coherence at the level of the lesson agenda 
-- which any verbal correction of behavior disrupts. On the other hand, if they 
ignoree off-task behavior and the 'conversational' contributions and interruptions 
off  students that are likely to occur in classroom multiparty situations, conditions 
forr learning are equally at risk. Explicitly, verbally, addressing classroom 
misbehaviorss is itself an interactional fault in that, by definition, it interrupts 
whatt was going on at the level of the lesson agenda ('PUSH') and necessitates 
interactionall  work to re-establish the return to that agenda ('POP'). In the course 
off  the correction sequence, the attention of those students who were on task 
beforee may start to wander: it does not concern them. Thus one fault may 
generatee a cascade of faults, as will be illustrated below. 

Thee following lesson episode shows how a novice teacher deals with disciplinary 
problemss in her classroom. During the previous lesson teacher and students have 
madee a list of measures to improve the classroom atmosphere. The teacher has 
justt written this list on the blackboard. 

(Data(Data 2*) 
SSSSSS [leerlingen zijn aan het praten] 
TT PSSS - even mij laten praten [..] het valt mij op dat - [Hiba begint te praten; 

leraarleraar verheft stem] HIBA - nog EEN keer en je staat ook op het bord - dit is de 
LAATSTELAATSTE waarschuwing en deze keer zorg ik datje er niet onderuit komt-yes? 

SxSx waarom krijg IK geen waarschuwing? 
TT de waarschuwing is een, twee, drie - net als vorige keer — alleen ik — [maakt 

haarhaar uitleg niet af] - OK - ik vind dat de meeste van jullie te veel kletsen [stopt 
eveneven om Hiba 's naam op het bord te schrijven] 

SySy ik doe niks dus je kunt mij niks maken 
TT je kunt wel verder kletsen — dat kan ik ook 

44 We thank Louise van den Berk for this data. See also van den Berk (1999). 
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SSSSSS [students talk among each other] 
TT PSSS - let ME talk for a minute ..I've noticed that - [Hiba starts talking; 

teacherteacher raises her voice] HIBA - once more and you '11 be on the board too -
thisthis is my last warning and this time I'll  make sure you really have to do it -
yes? yes? 

SxSx why don't I get a warning? 
TT the warning is one, two, three, just like last time - only me [cut-off, she does not 

finishfinish her explanation] - OK I think most of you talk too much [pauses to write 
Hiba'sHiba's name on the blackboard] 

SxSx I'm not doing anything, so you can't get at me 
TT you may go on talking - so can I 

Itt is clear that each of this teacher's disciplinary moves generates a 
'conversationall  next move' on the part of one of the students. The explicit verbal 
correctionn of one student provokes spontaneous comments on the part of two 
otherr students who were not even addressed ('overhearer floor'; Goffman 1979). 
Thee discourse continuity - such as it was - of the lesson as planned is now 
completelyy lost The episode ends in the authority of the teacher being 
challenged:: the 'ritual fault' that novice teachers are most afraid of. 

Inn teacher education, recommendations to deal with these types of situations 
sometimess focus on the message to be communicated and ignore the interactional 
consequencesconsequences of these messages in multiparty situations. Thus 'ik-boodschappen' 
('ego-messages';; Gordon 1979) like the one this teacher utters ('ik vind dat julli e 
tee veel kletsen' - 'I think you talk too much') by implying a more informal 
personall  stance or speaking role almost by definition invite informal 
conversationall  responses in return. Where matters of classroom discipline are 
concerned,, these types of messages are likely to increase problems rather than 
repairr them. 

Expertt teachers have developed strategies which enable them to maintain 
interactionall  coherence on the level of the agenda.. In the following episode an 
experiencedd teacher is giving instructions for a 'spot-the-differences' fluency task 
thatt is to be done in pairs in a multi-ethnic first form classroom. We will focus on 
thee way he manages to re-allocate a turn at talk, a learner question, by shifting to 
thee non-verbal channel, in such a way that it does not interrupt his instructions-in-
progress: : 
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(Data(Data 3) 
TT -> de bedoeling is natuurlij k dat je een beetje beter  doorvraagt [Rashish steekt zijn vinger  op; de 

leraarr  kijk t naar  hem terwij l bij  doorpraat] 

TT -> en bij  plaatje twee [kijk t weg van Rashish die zijn vinger  laat zakken] heb je een leraar  die 
ietss uitlegt voor  de klas - right? 

TT dan zegt Tara- Uh - is there - a - teacher  in your  picture? YES - Is he standing in front of the 
class?? - YES - Is he talking to the class? YES - well [zachtjes] that is the same picture -
DUS S 

->> JE WEET - DIE - die is gelijk [Rashish' hand gaat weer  omhoog; de leraar  kijk t meteen naar 
hemm en wijst naar  hem, maar  til t tegelijkertij d zijn kin op ten teken dat hij  nog niet 
uitgesprokenn is; Rashish laat zijn vinger  zakken maar  houdt zijn pen op om zijn 'claim to the 
floor'floor'  te continueren] -ja? - en je hoeft alleen OP te schrijven de plaatjes die verschillend 
zijn n 

->> [geeft beurt aan Rashish die nog steeds zijn pen omhoog houdt] RASHISH? 
SRR wat doe je als ze verschillend zijn wat doe je dan? 
TT dan schrijf je het nummer van dat plaatje op 

TT -> [you are supposed to keep on asking questions [SR raises his arm, teacher directs his gaze at 
SRSR while he continues talking] 

TT -> and in picture number two [averts his gaze from SR, SR lowers his arm] a teacher is 
explainingexplaining something in front of a class - right -

TT and Tara says - UUUH - is there - UUUH - a teacher in your picture? - yes - Is he 
standingstanding in front of the class? - YES -is he talking to the class? YES.. well [softly] that 
isis the same picture - SO YOU KNOW THIS ONE - this one is the same 

->> [SR raises his hand once again, teacher immediately directs his gaze to SR, raises his 
armarm and points at him, tilts his head backwards to show he has not finished yet; SR drops 
hishis arm but keeps his pen up in the air to continue his claim to the floor] - yes? -[softly] 

-^^ and you only write down which pictures are different - [allocates turn to SR who still 
keepskeeps his pen up in the air]  RASHISH? 

SRR what do you do if they are different? 
TT you write down the number 

Withoutt yielding the floor but embedded in his monologue the teacher has 
managedd to sustain a collusive negotiation with Rashish that his claim to the turn 
hass been 'seen' and 'registered' but is not yet in force, is postponed. It is not 
accidentall  that Rashish raises his hand again immediately after the possible 
closuree of the instruction sequence that is marked by emphatic intonation and the 
verball  POP-marker 'dus' (approximately English 'so'): 'DUS JE WEET'... (so 
youu know...). Once more Rashish's claim is overruled - by a change in posture -
att the same time that it is re-confirmed. When, at last, Rashish gets the floor, his 
questionn is no longer relevant. It addresses information that the teacher gave at 
thee very end of his instructions. But at least, by shifting to a different modality, 
thee teacher has been able to finish his instructions without being interrupted. 
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6.3.56.3.5 Summary and conclusions 

Inn the previous sections we have shown that some basic assumptions in acquisition 
researchh and educational theory underanalyze what happens in educational settings. 
Lett us summarize the main issues that arose in these sections: 

Ourr first point (6.3.1) addressed the context-dependence of meaning in 'models for 
thee interactional behavior of teachers1 like the 'Leary Rose' proposal (Creton & 
Wubbelss 1984). Whether a teacher-class relationship should be characterized as 
belongingg in the 'opposition/dominance' segment cannot be read from isolated 
instancess of what people say and do, without taking into account their shared 
discoursediscourse history. Brown and Levinson's politeness model predicts that the greater 
thee familiarity between interactants, the more face constraints are relaxed: the need 
forr indirection and mitigating strategies is reduced accordingly. Seemingly blunt or 
evenn offensive address terms, for instance, are often interpreted in the situation in 
termss of in-group games that have their source in long-term trust and affection . By 
playingg upon the 'given' asymmetrical power and role relationships and the ritual 
statee of incompetence of learners (cf. 'the fool's impunity'; Kramsch 1993), their 
stingg can be defused in banter or laughter rather than aggravated: jokes rather than 
insultss may be at issue. Technically, what is involved is that utterances can take on 
moree complex, structural readings when sets of politeness conventions are nested 
(recursivelyy embedded). Claims based upon the myth that schematic, 'flat' accounts 
off  classroom roles and relationships are literally true, hinder rather than enhance 
novicee teachers' development into 'round* teachers. 

Inn section 6.3.2 we showed how global claims about 'do's' and 'don't's in classroom 
methodologyy can be falsified by in-depth investigations of their effect in specific 
classroomm interactions. What a student's not-saying-anything means cannot be 
resolvedd with the help of any of the models that have been proposed for the 
investigationn of classroom interaction or (language) learning. There is no 
decontextualizedd 'meaning'. The teacher's switch to the native speaker register 
displayedd an interpretation of the learner's silence and in doing so changed the 

55 This point can be illustrated aptly by a quotation from  The growing pains of Adrian Mole by Sue 
Townsend: : 

Wentt  to sec Bert and Queenie with my mother.... Bert opened the door, he said, 'Ain' t you 
droppedd that sprog yet?' 
Myy mother  said, *Shut your  mouth, you clapped-out geriatric.' 
Honestly,, sometimes I long far  the bygone days, when people spoke politely to each other. 
Youu would never  guess that my mother  and Bert are fond of each other. (1984:113; italics 
added) ) 
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contextt for what was to follow. Under the updated classroom conditions a 
negotiationn of meaning - a necessary condition for acquisition - became impossible: 
thee trouble source could not be unpacked. We argue that a dynamic discourse model 
thatt is able to trace and articulate these on-line (sometimes incoherent) footing 
changess is more likely to yield analyses of classroom situations that are empirically 
valid. . 

Thee teacher's discursive practices in section 6.2.3 allowed her to create affordances 
inn the 'zone of proximal development*  (Vygotsky 1978)6 for each of her students as 
thee lesson evolved. She was able to do so by making use of co-authored 'output 
frames'frames' that exploit the existing differences in ability in heterogeneous classroom 
populationss without topicalizing them. It appeared that the ritual, much stigmatized 
'chorusingg format' conceals a wealth of (off-record; collusive; ambiguous) 
participationn modes that mainstream classroom research tends to overlook. They 
alloww classroom tasks to be finely-tuned to learners' current level of ability on a 
split-secondd local basis: they are based wholly on self-selection and self-selection 
acrosss modalities and speaker/hearer roles (cf. Damhuis 1995 on the importance of 
participantt role and learner initiative in SLA). 

Inn section 6.2.4 we show what novice teachers, given zfine-grained observational 
matrix,, may learn from what their more experienced colleagues do in class. This 
involvess paying attention to verbal, nonverbal, prosodie and paralinguistic 
dimensionss of talk that serve as contextualization cues (Gumperz 19S2) and 
constructt a complex notion of 'what is currently going on' (cf. discourse POP and 
PUSH-markers;; Polanyi and Scha 1983). They include shifts in tone of voice and 
pitch,, speech tempo, rhythm, loudness; shifts between verbal codes; changes in 
posturall  configuration, gaze direction, facial expression, interpersonal distancing. 
Alll  off  these may be used to signal non-linear features of classroom multi-party 
floorsfloors and subfloors that contextualize or process learner moves without 
necessarilyy having the floor and interrupting the lesson-business-in-progress. 
Thesee insiders' strategies need not arise from experience only. They can and 
shouldd be taught in teacher education curricula. 

'Th ee distance between the actual developmental level as determined by independent problem 
solvingg and the level of potential development as determined through problem solving under  adult 
guidancee or  in collaboration with more capable peers.'(Vygotsky 1978:86) 
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6.44 Towards a theory of practice 

Wee suggest that a theoretical reassessment of the focus and methods of classroom 
researchh is needed. Overwhelmingly the classroomm is treated as a 'black box': we do 
nott as yet have a precise understanding of what happens in institutional multi-party 
interactions.. The voices and concerns of practitioners are overruled by experts whose 
claimss about what constitutes good teaching practice are often uncorroborated by 
detailedd ethnographic research and therefore premature: not empirically, ecologically 
validvalid (cf. Cole et al. 1997; Leather & Van Dam, in preparation). 

Behaviorr is situated, interpreted behavior. If interpreted in a reductionist theoretical 
orr descriptive framework, educational research is likely to reflect the paradigmatic 
andd cultural assumptions that are taken for granted, and miss out on significant 
dimensionss of multi-party interactions - if only because they affect what counts as 
datadata in educational settings. We suggest that the disappointing outcomes of some 
educationall  innovation and stimulation programs (e.g. 'Studiehuis'; 
'Taaistimuleringsprogramma's')) may well be due to the lack of fine-grained 
observationall  instruments and refined analytical tools that take into account the 
contextuall  parameters of learning and teaching in institutional settings. 

Onee reason for the underanalysis of classroom multi-party data is the privileged 
positionn of 'conversation' - involving participants in either of the two mutually 
exclusivee roles of 'speaker' or 'hearer' - as the default format or 'interactional 
matrix'' for 'interaction' and 'learning' (cf. Levinson 1983: 284). Such a view causes 
structuralstructural features of speaker/hearer roles and multi-party interactions to be 'not-
noticed**  (Goffman 1979; Van Dam van Isselt 1998). Speaking, hearing, and 
(language)) learning - both in the classroom and outside - can take place in any of the 
interactionall  and ritual roles that are culturally available, e.g. as overhearer or 
memberr of thee audience; as performer or animator of other people's texts or 
memorizedd texts (cf. Pallotti 1996); as co-speaker, collusive speaker, recitation-mode 
speakerr or co-author of turns and assignments; as participant in written or virtual 
'conversations'' like classroom passing notes or Internet Chat (cf. Leather & Van 
Dam,, in preparation). 

Recentt educational innovations in the Netherlands explicitly or implicitly 
recommendd a reduction of the teacher's direct influence on what happens in class 
andd a shift towards individual work, peer work and ICT. The claim that these 
formatss yield better results have never been corroborated by research results, 
partlyy because the instruments to describe and compare teacher-fronted lessons, 
interactionss with virtual interlocutors and informal symmetrical peer interactions 
havee not been available. We do not know what happens during the (supposedly) 
task-orientedd 'conversations' between peers that often take place outside the 
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visuall  range of the teacher or the 'conversations' with virtual others on the net. 
Wee do not know exactly what happens during the more monitored, embedded 
'conversations'' that take place during, parallel to, and parasitic on teacher-fronted 
lessonss (cf. Gotz 1994) There is no evidence therefore that any format is globally 
'better'' than any other. For the empirical validation of these claims detailed 
ethnographicc research and an interpretive discourse model that can account for all 
off  these different types of data and the interactional roles in which utterances can 
bee produced must be (further) developed. 

6.4.16.4.1 Recommendations f or Teacher Education 

Throughoutt this chapter we have argued that practice is primary and should be 
givenn more emphasis in the teacher education curriculum. The interpretative 
discoursee framework described above would enable us to systematically analyze 
classroomm multiparty interactions, counselling sessions, informal interactions 
withh or among peers outside class, board meetings etc. in terms of the same 
formalism.. It could thus help to bridge the gap between 'theory' and 'practice' 
andd foster both a more open and a more critical attitude to claims and 
assumptionss that reflect the fashion of the day (cf. Drentje 2001). 

Too some extent the problems that novice teachers experience in classroom 
situationss are culturally-shared, and can be predicted. Dealing with them, in the 
sensee of understanding the complexity of simultaneous talk that is characteristic 
off  these situations and deciding when what strategy is most appropriate, can to 
somee extent be 'taught', given a more context-sensitive approach to activities and 
trainingg instruments in teacher education. 

Inn 'the Studiehuis' teachers are supposed to coach rather than teach; their role is 
too be 'catalysts of learning experiences' (VELON-conference 1996) rather than 
experts.. Teacher-fronted lessons ('the recitation script'; Mehan 1998) and all-
classs explanations are frowned upon, as are rote learning and memorization7. 
Theree is no doubt that teachers have always talked too much - and often over the 
headss of non-comprehending and bored students. However, before we throw 
awayy old shoes for new ones, two main issues have to be cleared up: 

Thee merits of these learning formats have been re-evaluated in recent corpus-based acquisition 
research,, in which rote learning: the retrieval of prefabricated 'chunks' from memory, plays an 
importantt  role (cf. William s 1999; Blom, in preparation) 
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Hass classroom research-so-far done justice to the skills of experienced 
teacherss who process the complex input of a class of 20+ learners? 

 To what extent do peer interactions or individual work floors (ICT) of the 
typee described above provide affordances for (language) learning? Maaike 
Hajerr in her excellent study of the use of Dutch in content classrooms in 
multi-ethnicc schools (Hajer 1996), found that she was unable to analyze 
informall  group work, because the students were often not 'on task' and the 
observationall  categories she used were not designed to handle the (greater) 
complexitiess of 'conversations' between equals. 

Teacherss and students are the primary interpreters of what happens in classroom 
situationss and their insiders' insights should be taken into account. The introduction 
off  a course on Anthropology of Education or Culture and Learning in teacher 
trainingg programmes could be a way of raising the awareness of both teacher 
educatorss and student teachers about the cultural background knowledge that is taken 
forr granted and the potential bias involved in their interpretations of 'others'' - not 
merelyy 'newcomers" - behaviors. The research component of university-based 
teacherr education programmes could also be strengthened. With the help of more 
experiencedd teachers 'action research*  (cf. Sevigny 1981; Van Lier 1988) of student 
teachers'' teaching practice could be introduced as part of the training programme and 
servee as an instrument of reflection. Collaboratively, these would yield a data-base of 
detailedd micro-ethnographies over a wide variety of situations as a basis for further 
researchh on and generalizations about school-based (language) learning across 
settingss and populations. In this way the novice teacher may become a collaborative 
constructorr of pedagogical knowledge and the teacher-as-researcher model the 
hallmarkk of teacher education in the Netherlands. 

6.4.26.4.2 List of main issues and implications 

 A basic problem in (classroom) acquisition research is that overwhelmingly it 
generalizess from experiments to everyday mundane situations. We firmly believe 
thee momentum should go the other way. Learner data are interpreted data. 
Howeverr complex the classroom interface, it must be the subject of systematic 
scientificc inquiry before the data obtained can serve as input for pedagogical 
theoriess or psycholinguistic processing models - and results can be considered 
ecologicallyecologically valid. 

 'The*  context and therefore the meaning of an utterance is determined on a 
moment-by-momentt basis, as a result of the on-line interpretation of the 
participantss in interactional situations. For that reason the meaning of utterances 

142 2 



LearningLearning in Contexts 

inn multi-party situations takes on an added complexity: they may be ambiguous 
owingg to different readings that emerge in parallel floors and (collusive) 
subfloors. . 

 What are relevant issues in mainstream classroom research and teacher education 
iss a non-representative selection of what insiders consider relevant. This results 
inn a reductionist view of 'practice' and an underestimation of the considerable 
expertisee that teachers and learners possess about 'the classroom game'. 

 The relation between code switching, code mixing and changing parameters of 
identityy for mainstream as well as immigrant students needs to be investigated in 
moree detail (cf. also Rampton 1995). 

Thee targeted recipient of an utterance is not always univocally clear. Ambiguous 
andd complex speaker positions may be exploited to bridge the differences in 
competencee between students, by a subtle orchestration of the interaction, which 
addressess all co-present equally but some more equally than others (pace 
Orwell). . 

 Classroom situations are multi-person settings. The complexities of the 
interactionss that take place there have been underanalyzed in traditional models 
off  communication. Improvization, dealing with interruptions, dilemmas and the 
half-off-recordd side comments of peers from the overhearer floor in classroom 
settingss is part of what novice teachers have to learn. 

 Ideas about learning are culturally biased. If we wish to do justice to the 
culturallyy heterogeneous Dutch school population, we should pay more attention 
too cultural issues in teacher education programs. We have to identify the cultural 
componentt in 'personal models of teaching' of student teachers. They may have 
too 'unlearn*  an ethnocentric stance in the interpretation of their own and their 
students'' verbal and non-verbal behavior - as well as acquiring a repertoire of 
neww behavior. 
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Samenvattingg (Summary in Dutch) 

Inn dit boek worden socio-culturele en interactionele dimensies van vier 
leersituatiess onder de loupe genomen. Uitgangspunt van de analyses is dat 
lerenn in de eerste plaats een sociaal proces is en dat voor een goed begrip van 
watt zich afspeelt in leersituaties met veel deelnemers - nauwkeuriger - moet 
wordenn bekeken hoe de interpretatie van uitingen en gedrag in de situatie zelf 
tott stand komt. De methodologische benadering - die in hoofdstuk één wordt 
beschrevenn - is multi-disciplinair: inzichten uit de linguïstische antropologie, 
etnografiee van onderwijs, linguïstische pragmatiek en discourse analyse 
vormenn samen het kader waarin de data worden beschreven en geinterpreteerd. 

Inn hoofdstuk twee gaat het om de dilemma's, die inherent zijn aan het feit dat 
bijj  het schrijven van een doctoraalscriptie de docent die begeleidt tevens de 
beoordelaarr van het werk is. De scriptiebegeleider heeft dus een dubbelrol: zij 
iss zowel ondersteuner van de student als vertegenwoordiger van de 
academischee gemeenschap. In haar laatste rol is zij verantwoordelijk voor de 
standaardd van zowel het werkstuk als de 'doctorandus', de twee 
'eindproducten'' van het proces. Tijdens de begeleiding van de scriptie 
manoeuvreertt de begeleider tussen haar beide rollen. De sociale context van het 
process - beperkingen in tijd en vaardigheden, institutionele verplichtingen -
kann 'double binds' voor beide partijen tot gevolg hebben, die het succesvol 
afrondenn van de scriptie-opdracht in de weg staan. 

Inn hoofdstuk drie worden data geanalyseerd die afkomstig zijn uit een aantal 
mondelingee taalvaardigheidslessenn Engels. Sinds de jaren tachtig van de vorige 
eeuww wordt wereldwijd de communicatieve benadering van taalonderwijs 
gepropageerd.. In deze methode staat de 'communicatieve competentie' van de 
leerderss centraal en deze wordt verworven, zo is de gedachte, door het voeren 
vann 'informele gesprekken'. Een precieze analyse van de lessituatie laat echter 
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zienn dat dit een gecompliceerde aanbeveling is die moeilijk is te realiseren in 
dee klas: informele gesprekken blijven altijd ingebed in de formele context 
'LES'.. Gevolg hiervan is een aantal paradoxen waarmee traditionele tweede 
taalverwervingstheorieenn te weinig rekening houden. De conclusie van dit 
hoofdstukk is dat taalverwervingsonderzoek de klas niet moet beschouwen als 
'zwartee doos', maar wat daar gebeurt systematisch zou moeten onderzoeken 
voordatt onderzoeksresultaten gebruikt kunnen worden als input voor 
didactischee theorieën. Alleen zo zullen deze empirisch en ecologisch valide 
zijn. . 

Inn hoofdstuk vier worden ervaringen met de introductie van de 
communicatievee taaionderwijsmethode in een intemationaliseringsproject in 
Vietnamm besproken. Onderwijsmethodes zijn niet cultureel neutraal. De 
nonnenn en waarden van de 'thuis' en de 'doel'-cultuur in dergelijke projecten 
kunnenn ver uiteen lopen. Hoewel deze omstandigheid in theorieën over 
interculturelee communicatie veelal als negatief (d.w.z. als een bron van 
misverstandenn en miscommunicatie) wordt gezien, geeft het docenten en 
leerderss ook de gelegenheid cultureel verschillende verwachtingen over de 
rollenn van leraren en leerlingen expliciet aan de orde te stellen, zonder het 
risicoo van gezichtsverlies voor een van beide partijen. Hierdoor kan de 
werkgroepp uitgroeien tot een plaats die alle betrokkenen - docenten en 
studentenn - de mogelijkheid geeft te reflecteren op culturele aannames die voor 
henn vanzelfsprekend zijn. 

Inn hoofdstuk vijf wordt de aandacht opnieuw gericht op een dimensie van de 
opleidingg van leraren. Beroepsopleidingen - zoals bijvoorbeeld voor leraar of 
artss - worden geconfronteerd met het dilemma dat opleidingssituaties 
gecreëerdd moeten worden die zowel 'veilig' als zo 'echt' mogelijk zijn. 
Lesgevenn aan medestudenten- 'micro-teaching' - is een van de oplossingen 
diee in de lerarenopleiding zijn bedacht voor dit probleem. In dit hoofdstuk 
wordenn data afkomstig van een inicro-teaching episode van een groep pre-
servicee studenten geanalyseerd waarbij blijkt dat er grote verschillen zijn 
tussenn wat de studenten in de planningsfase belangrijk achten voor een 
geslaagdee les en wat er in werkelijkheid gebeurt. Tijdens de nabespreking kon 
wordenn geconstateerd dat dit verschil tussen plan en uitvoering niet het gevolg 
wass van persoonlijk falen van de studenten die de lesjes gaven, maar van 
gedeeldee culturele verwachtingen over het verloop van interacties in de klas, 
gebaseerdd op hun ervaringen met de participatiestructuur van (dyadische) 
conversationelee interacties buiten de schoolse context. Naar aanleiding van 
dezee ervaring waren de studenten zelf in staat een agenda voor de cursus te 
genererenn waarin het onderzoeken van de complexiteit van klasse-interacties 
hoogg genoteerd stond. 
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Aansluitendd op de bevindingen uit de hoofdstukken twee tot en met vijf stelt 
hoofdstukk zes dat in de lerarenopleiding en bij onderzoek op het gebied van 
taall  leren in formele situaties de 'praktijk' als primair moet worden beschouwd 
enn niet als de plaats waar resultaten en inzichten uit de afzonderlijke disciplines 
wordenn bevestigd of bevochten. Een fundamentele vraag daarbij is: wat zijn de 
data?? Wat een uiting betekent is niet los te zien van 'de' context - het spel (met 
wisselendee rollen) tussen leraar en leerlingen, waarin ook time-outs en 
interruptiess gebeurtenissen zijn. Een les is immers geen onveranderlijk sociaal 
gegevenn waarbinnen rollen en taken vaststaan. Contexten voor de interpretatie 
vann gedrag en uitingen worden veeleer door de deelnemers zelf van ogenblik 
tott ogenblik geproduceerd en veranderd. Om deze gecompliceerde situatie te 
analyserenn is een fijnmazig analytisch instrument noodzakelijk waarmee het 
effectt en de effectiviteit van keuzes en gedragingen in bepaalde specifieke 
klassesituatiess lokaal kan worden geëvalueerd. 
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