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IT TRUDUCTTIUN

uver the years, language teaching has bgan responsive to
the ideas peonle hauve about what language is and how languages
are learned, Going as far back as the time Latin and Greek domi-
nated language tpaching, language was seeh as a system of rules
and lae<ical words whereas language loarning wes seen as invol-
ving the memorization of these rules and words. The method which
resulted from these assumntions came to be reforred to as the
Grammar Translation 'Tethod. Tot orly was that method characte-
rized by the teaching of explicit grammar, bhut also by an
irtensive translation of the target language into the native

language and vice Versa.

The Grammar Translatior YMethod reigned urichallengedly in
the teachingf;lassic languages and Vernaculars through the middle
ages into the 18th certury. However, as the role of verrnaculars
iy, day-to day commut.ication superseded that of Latin and Greek,
attempts were made to teach larsuages for oral proficiency
without translating them. But it was especially with the coming
of structural linguistics =and behavioral psychology that lan-
guage teaching, to sone oxternt, divorced from the Grammar

Translation Method.

Trdeed, by the early twentieth century, larguage came %o
be redefired as a system of lirearly produced elemonts in a
structured way (Richards ard Rodgers 1986). At the same time,
larguage learnirg ceased to be urderntood as a mental activity

involving memorization and trarslation, but as a mechanical
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hahit formation Process (Stern 1933). vat of these views of
language and lansguage learning grew ther. the audiolirgual Method
which gained credit in almost all laungfuafe toaching ipstitutions,

with its heydays in the sixties.

Yet, by the qeventices. language teaching profession was
characterized by akenticism and dissatisfactior. Yhis attitude
or the part of linguists and aplied linguists was hrought
about by the recogritior that the Audiolingual Method had
fallen short of its expectatinng : in Jurome as well as in the
Urited States where the methnd had been adonted with sO nuch
enthuniagm, studenis atill proved urable tTo eXnress themselves
i the target languafe. "Toreover, the Audiolingual lsthod and
related material were not pitched to the krowledge peopl. had
ahnut language apd language loarnitg. The discrepancy betwaeeh
larguage teaching practice and the arderlying theory led some
scholars to ascertaln that studerts wele learning despite the

metho and desnite the matorial (Burt and Lulay 1975 ¢+ 22).

As Stern (1983) poirts out, scholars who had to speak
about the atate of the art characuerized the periond around 1970
ma ar era of uncertairty. Quoting from Tardhaugh (1969a). Stern

WELT SR ...the present state of the art may

he characterized hy the word uhcer-
tairty. This arcertairty arines from
e, ot et Jpromee S  the current ferment in thore discipli-
res which upderlie lan~uafe teaching ¢
linguisties, nnychnlb#yand PeCagogy
(1953 108-109) .

And as the following g.cerpt mes it clear. more pesnsimistic

wae the view Brown (1935) had about the TU'S ¢
auddenlys we look arout d us and nothing
seeme to work : ot of the lirguitics
and most of the teaching methods of
the paat 3u years don't work @
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coptrastive ar.alysis doest't work,

the tya; sformational gram ar doesn't
work, the AL (Audiolirgual Method)
doest 't work (...). Anu that pretty
well suias up our situation in 1975 ¢
rothing works (Brown 1975 : Bu-31,
my parenthesss

Clearly enough, at the time this atatener® was jested, there

had heet: Prograna ip theories nf langiage apd 1arguafge le-rning,

but lansunge teaching had 1ot progressed to the point of putting

them intn nraciice.

Indeed, as far hak as 1965, Chomsly's Aanects of the

theory of syntax and his "Review of Verbal DBehavior by
B.F.%iryer" gradually ornded the high hones which had been
placed ir the 7ethod that had derived from atructural linguistics
and behavioral poychoiosy . The imporsart feature of ChomsZy's
account of lansuage laid <mphasis ob creativity rather tiaan Onh
habit formation. AS quoted  ir. STl Chomsly argues that "the
most nhvious and characteristic propsrty of normal linguistic
behavior ias that it is a atimulus~-free and innovative® (1983 1146).
From this merspective a apenker cCaLn produce and wderstand a
rumher of aentenCes without havire to memorize thems That spekel s
peed, therfore, is the rules for creatirg and nrderast nding new
sentencen. Chomaky refers to this ability as the lirguistic
cpmpetence. Later, howevel anpme lipguists began 0 question
Chomely '~ view atd nostulated a comnuricatively orierted view

of larguage. Among others. the most quoted is Hymes (1972) esne-
cianlly for the distirction he made hetweet: The lirguistic com—
reterce ard the com uricative competetCo. Language thercfore

came to be sean from the purposs for which it is used rather

thar merely from its intenal structure.
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fiver this wider view of lanfuage. it rould have besn
unfair to characterize the TU'B as merely an era of cornfusion
ard uncertainty. Ipn fact, Brown. refers to it as a period of
qe~rch and hope as well (1900 243): Thi~ search and hope wWere
reflected through a rumber of methods which srronted during
the TU'T. Yo deccribe them would be potnitless yeb. an overview

of them illustrates dif ereit trends that c¢tisued from the neriod

de~cribed abhove.

The fir«t mevhvs, the Total Physical Response (TTR) was
initiated by J. Asher, a psychorogist at Sa1 Tose State Univer-
sity, California, USA. It ig based or the assumption that
lar.guage learring car he as~ociated with fhe coordiration of
apeech ard actior ard thus purports to teach larguase through
physical activity. Larfuarss is i troduced in form of comnends
that are executed by the teacher for demorgisration and then by
atudents (e.g. Malk to the table! Sit or the chair!). As
Richard~ ard Rodrers (1986) note. the TPRiis notl sufficert in

itaelf it should be asec i aeanciation with osher methods.

The second method which developed nt the sane tive is
ur¢er the rame of The Commup ity Lanpuage Learning atrd is hased
or the role of affectivity in comurication. As Richards arnd
Rod -ers irdicate, The Commw.ivy Language lLearniug deriv.s from
Courmeling, that is, "ore mersorn givirg advice, assistarce, ard
suprort tuv arother wio has a problen or is "h s0%e Way it peed"
(1986 : 113). Ir. a Gomnurity Larguage Learniig dlass, students
are fenerally teamed ir. groups ard, usipg their 10ther tongue,
ask the Tteacher how to say things they want 1o conur.icate

to nther stunents. Tt is assumed that learners will he able to
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address nthers i the target larszuage without the tenacher.trans-
latirg. Like the Totnl Physical Lesrounss, the "Conmaunity largsuage
Learting" was developed hy a nsychologist, Charles Curran, of

the Losola University, Chicago, USA.

The third method that occuyrec ir. this nmae neriog is cal-
led "The Silent ™ay". Tr this meivhiod the teacher is relatively
«ilent but vpreserts ohiecta to students so as to stinulate
ancech naird tn motivate them tn commuicate with each other.

As (evelopec by L. Gattesno  thia method was not revolunionary.
Richards ard Rndpers nots that it caerm.oifies mnry of the
features of the traditinral nethnds such as accurats repetitior
of the teacher'model (31936 : 1i1). That is inrovative in tihis
methoé¢. the authors mairtair, is the mauner ir which activities
are organized, the irdirect role of the Teacher, tie learner's
resporsihility to form and tesw hyrothesis about larguage, and

the materinl ussd.

The last method worth mertionirg is the "Suggestopedia”
which waa initiated by o Zulrariarn naychnlogiat, Georgi bLazanov.
Fourhl,, it corsists in the use of nental relaxation techt igues

such as mucic while listenins to rew larghage.

The rallying fenature of the nethods usscrihed above is
that they result from "‘rdividual irstructioral philosophies
ard mersoral theories concerring learrirg" (Richards 1984 : 11).
Ty deed. there methode were iritiated by people whose interest
ard bacreround were large.y ronted ir vsychology courceling
ar.d edueation in gererals Por this renson, they have besen called
Phomanistie” (Browr 1980). As for Sterr (19381, he subsumes

them under what he calls the "I  approach, which i~ psycholo-
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gical and pedagogical ana ommhasized the primnacy of the learner's
persorn. 10 tihis aprroach, Stert opposes the 'L' approach which

is lingnistic (1981 = 134).

According to Stern (1333), the mait characitaristic features
of the 'L' apnroach is ~hal lap: uage teaching is couceived of
ir operati ral terms @ The ohisctives to be achieved deterrine
the cortert ard the techrigques to be used. “ithip this approach,
the pature nf larguare 7s interpreted nnt in terms of its con-
posite elemertn, but in Terms of the purrose for which it is
~at irtn use. It is rot lar~lare as a systen nf rulen which
retaire the attertion. hut latrguage as a Means n? comnmurrications
Trn any lanfsuage iratructinn. therefore. learners should be led
ot orly to vproduce sertences which are grrmmatically correct,
but also ard mainly toe choose anorg the linguistic forms the
ories which are suitabie tO the cortest of coamunicatiorn. It is
what 7iddowson respecTively reforred to as "rules of usage" and

wyrules of use" (1979 : i43}).

Ure of the conseylictiCes of viewing languace 28 primarily
a mears of commupication in lar "uage teachlng was that communi-
catior was to he ircorporated in the it structior prncess (Lado
1981 : 231). The guestion thus arose, lowWeVer Aas to whether
commuricatior was to be merely a result of_lnrgua”e learninrg
nroce=na oy the very mnrocCess by which larn~uases wWele learned.

There have bueer two view: wiich Zrew out of this concCeltie

U the one hand. compurication ir langnage teachipng was
scen a® at leant the opti al context for learnirg (...}, for
a atructure to be learrsc sO it could be used in a corvepsatior

it had to be practiced irn somcthing resemdling 'real' comnuui-
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catior (Actor 1933 :196). Thin view is illustrated hy Aanong
others the writirss of auch anmlied linguists as Candlin,
Tohpsor. Tarrowv, Tilkins. Brumfit ard Tidaowsori. The latter

provides roushly A mapifeato of the movement for which this

view stands ¢ The Moveett T an corcerrud with here
in that which proclaims the rrimagy
of commupicatior in languares 148
mar.ifeeto (...) which cat he collated
from a ratfe of writings by different
. hapds. contairs cgrressiors lineg
tpotionst, ' furcetions! areech acts',
ard assertions litre 'Thele re rules
af use without which the rules of
rranwal would be yseloess! (Mymes),
The 0hiect of lijguistvics 1ust alti-
Mately He tihe iy gtrutent of comun -
catint. hned by the spesch coma-ity’
(Labor), 'Larguages ale learnt for
the purrnvses of cna qnicatiorn (Tilkins)
stc... I aa a memdar nf this MovemenT
myself, ard have conwibuc@d to its
goreral narifesty (1984 ¢ 63).

-

ur thg other har d, commuarication in lar~uafe tenchling
becate «Ven Mole central it 2ame to He feer A7 the most im-

V2

portart ‘vehiclust Acton (1133) nmaintalls hat it coruoted a
more irtegrative role thap doen either cou.ent or product. If
in only by interacting with ancalers of the tarfgel languaga fhat
thg lenrver wiil achieve hic comauricative abilities in that
lapguags. Lhe ﬂﬁychnlnﬁinl/ncdagogical apnroach iliustrateq

well this noajtinr. becauss it emrhasize” com urication betregn

learners and tie tar;fet speal-ers (actor 1933 : 196 ) «

A1l ip all. The larguase teachir g trends which erntod .from
he gra of upcertairty and cearch ar ¢ for waich comiut.icatiorn
was the goak to be achieved came L0 He roferred to as the Comau-
ricative Lorguate ‘eaching or the Commuricntive Aprnroach.

Harmer do<firnes thia tretna as foliows @
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fhe coamu icative approach is {iwis

ar umhrella term 1O Gescribe matiioco=-
logiss which teach atuder ts how to
communicnte efficiently ar.d which
also lay emphasis on the teaching of
commuricative value =nd, ir. sons
canes the tenching of larecuage Tupc-
tinre (1933 @ 33).

The use of the term "umbrella® to describe the comnuril=-
cative apnroach accourts for the fuzzy sdges around the methods
wich grew in the TU'S ard which purvorted to develop ctuderts'
abilities to connuricate 1in the target larguage. Howatt distin-
guished the wenk ard the strong versior of Comnaur.icative Language

Teachlrg : There is, ir. a sSenfe, A tatrong?

version of the comunicative approach
and a 'weak' versior. The vweéak version
which hans becoas More orlless the. stan-
dard ypractice ir the lagt teyn years,
atredses thé imvortarce” of providing
Lsaryern with opportunities to s "o

their 3r.glish for comuricative purmoses

and, characteristically, attenpts to
irntegrate such activitises irtn a wider
progran of language tenchirg (...).
The 'sirotg' version of comaunicative
teachirg, on the other hard, advances
the claim that language 1s acquired
throueh commuarication, =0 that it

ia rot merely a guestior of activatirg
exiatirg but ira t kr.owledre of the
lar sunge. but of stinalatirge the deve=
1ommert of the languare systen itself.
If the former could he described as
learrirge to use '&rolish, the latter
ertaile' ucipg grglish to learr it'
(1934 : 279)

From the above copaideratim s. it is roticenable that there
waer 10 method which was o1 tirely based on both The nature of
larguags and language learying altogether. et A method did
rot draw on the latter, it drew o1 the foraer, with some degrees

thoush. For mistarce Trasher an Terrel's The T atural Approach
b}

(1983) is based or the theory of language Llearning rather than
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or the theary of lacguafe. Corverseiy. the metind proped HY
“iddowsor. Jrumfit n1d asanciaten draws more or. the linguistic
thenry than or the theory of leartirf. As Riciards ard Hndfers
have poirted ~out. M ¢ither Brumnfit and Tonpaor (1979) ror
Littlewond (193.), for exainle. offer any discussior of Loarning
Theory". Lacl of ipterdiscivpiirarity g owme of the Asin criti-
cisma audressed agalrst the Geveloping lavghunge teachirg methods.
As heer rightcnusly aryied Hy Stern, ote foature motivated

lar giage teaching trer ds tovarcs thes decad:. Jewrites.

icatiot waa a ral ying »oint for
these ijfﬁfest HtIH!d“. Tt this
dnea 0t mean Tthat this concent hnas
siver o a geruine eyrtheris. In any
ca <. it —ay rot he de=irnble to
attemmt to build a larguag. teaching
thenry aroupnd A airngle concept

(1053 : 112).

Towards 198U, the cnrcept of conmmu-
]’ %

At ary rate, lioweVel whatever the versinu they took ony
heee Methods ard ﬂnbroadhﬂ‘reqﬁjred never teaching techniylsees
ard materials. It is hy thee 1 W techingques that the commnuar i=
cative framevork are offered ovmporturities to uss language for
comaur.icative purmoses. They are either put in cour tact with -
the tarset milieu or pAative gnenkelrs are brought irto thae
clamsaronm to s<cianfe ideas with Them. Mers the la guage
ervironment is poor or inexist 1t, corditinns Aare created in
the classroom ip order to erable learners to use the target
larguage for comnu icatior.. Thus, auch cortrived ac.ivities as
ganes, probem=-solvit g, role=plays. sinulations ard ipformatiorn
gar activities have beern designed¢ for that purpose ard fave
gerved as the basils of the inveatigatior into the co mun:icative

larguags teaching.
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A~ far as Rwardar 3dnglish larguace teaching is concerned,
the rescarch h1as heer. mainly based or these same activities in
order to invertigate the cnamir cative anproach to the tenching
i hish schoole. For instarces. T roboka irvestigated the activi-
ties which were carried out irv the classroom ard corcluded that
Wthe argumert that Rwardep teachers of #nglish are beconing
more guared to commuricative language teaching nt presert finds
ovicorce (...)"(1984 = 126). Subnsquent atudies espiored the
techrnigues and procedures protied by the commurdicative larguage
teaching like group work ard drana techriyues. Kazanerda (1936)
corducted a study on group work activities ard came up with
the ovidence that "there is a ahift toward a grenter e¢mpnhasis
or. mearirgful activities based o1 creativity and for communica-
tiveress instead of mecharcal drills" (1996 : 1U7). a#t the sa-
me time, 'lagarbo (1986) wxanited the use of drama techniques and

reached almoat the sane corclusior .

Uther studies hnve delved deeply irto the tenchirg of the
four language skillis and have gugrested immrovenerd ir. the light
of the commuricative ap-roach. Among these, Harake (1986 ) and
Gasirzigwa (1986) are telling erough. Lne would also ~ention
Ruziganmarnzi (1984) who focused or a someviatl teachirg for special
purroses : the teaching of counercial Irglish. At the clone of
nis irvestigation, Ruzigananzi urged "stud :rt-studert interplay
(...) in class to stinmulnte actual commur.icatioy reguired by

busiresn transactions" (1934 : 15)

These atudics are valuahle for they provide some indicatiors
repardirg the areas to improve in, Rwardar 3nglish language
teachivg. Irn my opninior, hoever, there is still lack of krowledge

o 3 .
e e r
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as to whether the diasnosed activities are carried out so as

to prompt com~uricatiou ir. the classroon, thirk it is also
recenaary to consider the tyne of interaction which is talkig
nlace ir. the classroon ard how the target larguage ig uned.

To date research has yeb addresced the classroom s @ real
cortent which the teacher car e4nloit advartageounly ib order
to wethatce language acguisition through commur.icatior . loreover
if some eAi~Ting, atudies are congruent to assert that teachers
are geared tO developrig the atude: te'conmunicative competetiCey
rope of them has as yet defired tihis cor.cent with referencs

to Rwarndar high gchool studet ta. If teachers are acked to
develop ths StudattS'COﬂmuﬂiCatch compesenCe, 1t 1s high

~

time they grasved the mearing of this corcent ard vihat 1T
ar taila for the diflerert grouns of students they tench. Ir
addition, teachers ~hould gnin insight into how this competecCe

can be immarted to atudenis.

Tt is marticularly iy resporce to Ths above COHLCeIh™ that,
throush this naper 'communicatiorn ar ¢ anglish Larguace Acgui-
aitiot, in a Rwandar High Schonl Classroom', T have sought to
conptribute tﬁ the research ir arglish language teachi ng in
Rwanda by investigatirg communication in high gchool c¢lassroons
and by suggestipg sofe Ways to “oster dnglish language acylsitinr.

Ir. other words, Lhe purnose of the present paper 18 twofold :

~Tyvestigatirg the actual communication ard thus

; - larguags acyuisition.
—Discuseing avtitudes a1 d various ‘ways by which
feachers Car imnrove thelr teachir g strategles

to prompt communicatior i 3Anglish.
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At the end of this study. T hope I will have provided my
regders with insights ipto how {hey can improve their tweaching
it the light of recent findivgs it second langnage acyquisitior.
studies. I particularly have ir, ipd teachers aid trait e
teachern. From the reading of thisnemnire, they will add to
the "armory of stratedies and tonls which they teed To keep

onn adding to " (Browr and viule 1983 @ ix).

The asaumptiors and corclusiors made all over this vpaper,
in addition t0the reading from currert studies ir secor.d
languages acquisition, are bascd on thres. main spurces nf evi-
defice. The firnt consists in g form of a questionralre that T
harded ti teachers in some high schonls. It contairs guestions
about some of the activities hearing much on communicatinn in
the classroom. To ensure that the informatior givern reflected
what actually wa hap-ening ir the¢ clascroom, the questionnaire
avoided largel; ©oO prec~ent qlternatives from which teachers
cnuld chonose. Irstead, it cor.taired oven—snded questiorns and,
wher the guetior required yes/no answer, suggestions and

commerts were requested.

I delibarately avoided to chuck on the use of activities
like dialpgues, vore plays ard others becalne I fwared that:soms
teachers would say they use then while they do rot. un the
coptrary, teachers wele reyquired to specify tias type of acti-
vity they use in order to devolop students' ability to nrodiuce
apnronriate utterances. Tf aome teachers have araversd role
nlay®F simulatior, there is ar indication tiat they probahly
use these activities rot for their make but to d they actu-~

ally vror what skills they wart to develon in their students.
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T additior to the yuestionraire, T got ovidencCe from the
ipterview I had with tenchers who readily made themselves avai-
1sble. Mith them, I discussed 0Me matters which arveared unclealr
apd/nr arldepowr to thenm i, the questinnpaire form = this was 1ot

the mair ohiect of the intesview thourh. The mair concefn wa s
with the concent of com-uricative comnetence ard what it entails
for different [roups of studet:vs atterdirg high achools. I Se—
lecting the iptorviewees, I Took into corsideration the qualifi-
catior and ¢Aperiet:Ce irn teaching rglish. These subiects

ipdesd had taught qlmost all the forns ard had at least a
licer ce deflew- ur the whole, T interviewed thre: teachers with
ar. M.A. in TJFL or a post—graduate diplona, Aard fonr others

with a licence defrec.

zqually, of valuable importance Wwele the classroom ObseI-—
vatinons that were pranted by the teacher I interviewed. Leapite
the assumtior sS0Me neonle have tha n,xcont the teacher ar-d
childrer., tobody olae krowa what happens iy the classroon"
(Herriot 1971 = 82). T could scs how teachers cabtered for
renbine compupicatior ir the classronm. uUn the whole, I hoDe
that all these sources put together provide this study with
atropg grourds as that it will offer relevant and ingightful
ir.formatior. to its ronders. As far as the format in concerned.
this paper comprises three chapters of which the first after
the irtroductiorn discusces the relationship betweoh com-wilca-
tion and @scond language acyuisitiot.. T4 provides a definition
of commuricatior. ard inter-ction, two terms which have hecofe
atchy in secord leartring literature. Ty thin same chapter,

currert theories of mecond larguage acquisition are reviewed.
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The cecord chanter es< ourds the corcent of comnur.icative
competencs. attemts to define it with particular refesiusnce to
Rwardap high cchool studerts. ard irvestigates the actual
larsuage acquisitinn ir the clossroonm.

The third ar~ last chanter hefore the corclusion discusses
different tymes of itteractior ir the classroonm which are likely
to prompt studetts' use of the target language for communicatiot.
For each type of interactine, this chapter suggests ways ar.d

attitudes by which teachers can eriarnce acquisition.




CHAPT 3R v 2

COMIUr ICATIUT AMD ©3CUM D/FURZIGN LAT GUAGZ ACQUISITION

As has already been mointed out, thecorcept ofcommunication
has come to be a rallyirng term in larguagse teaching ard learning,
In their attemts to overenme the Prevailing urcertainty of the
last decade. language specialists have ever sirce desigr.ed
methodologies ars researches orierted to the concept of com-

mufiication. This is what Stern Yeveals wher. he observes that

From the nid-seventies, the key concept
that has epitomzed the practical, theo-
retical. ard research rreocupations in
educational linguistics ard language
pedagogy is that of communicatior or the
comnuriicative competerce (1983 : 11),
Thus, scholars concerned themselves with either findirg
out the impact of communicatio:r orn sdcond/foreign lanruage
acquisition, or irvestigatire how larsuage could be taught .
as/for commuricatior . Ur the ore hand, such works as those pro-—
duced for instarcc by Krashap ardrassoc¢iates, Lorg, Pica .and
Daughty, - doirtly or individually, have given considgraple
revelations abaout  the offect of interactior, ot the acquisition
of necnnd/forejgn languarss. Ur the nther hard., linguists and
anplicd lirguists like Johran: ."orrow and Brumfjt,hQVu pointed
out sone of the features of comnunication which are relevant ir.
language teaching. Among these features, the most referred
to is the concent of irformatior gap. It concists in nroviding
informatior to some studerts ard withholding it from others

20 that the situatior created hecomes such an studerts can inte~-

ract by sharirg ard exChangir g “rfomattionna previously
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krowvr (Johnsor 1981 : 151).

But what do the terms commuicatior ard interactior ertail
ir second/foreigr larguage teaching® Ip what follows, I shall
elahorate on the nature of each term and the relationship
betwest the two. For the nurpose of this paper, I shall rely
nn the litersture produced mairly by lirguists ard anplied
lirguiats. Communicatior and interaction, therefore. will be
w deratonod as occurrirg betweer hunmar beings who are communi-

cating by mears of larngu=ge.

To begir with, there is always a purposs Ote Person warts
to achieve wher he ipnitiates conmunication. T obody swneaks or
writes in vacum. dither he warts to make arother person aware
of something he thirks that merson does rot krow, or he just

wat.ts to establish a talk with him.

However, although it is urlikely to imagire a situation
i which peonle use largsuage 'ithout corveyitg information,
language is 10t always used primarily to immart or to requent
irformation. It is also used to mairtair or to establish social

relations.

Incidentally, Brown and Yule (1933Y 1) see largunge as

.

servirg primarily two furctions : the transactioral ard inte-
ractional furctions. As they irdicate, it is urlikely that a
ratural larguage utterance would fulfil ornl, .ore furectiorn to
the total oxclu ion of the other. Brown and Yule describe the
transactioral Tur.ctior as that function which larguage serves
ir the expression of content ard the lrteraction function as

the one irvolved it exrres<irg social ard interpersot.al attitudes.



= T

‘e the two authors argue, this distirctior correspords to other

linguists'dichotomies. They write :

vur distitction,'trarnsactional/irterac=—
tiornl': stards in getieral corresmondance

to (...)'rerresen ative/expressive',found

ir, Bihler (1934), 'referential/emotive’
(Takobsor.,, 196uU), 'ideational/interper-
sotr-al' (Halliday, 197u b) ard ‘'de~criptive/
social-exrressive' (Lyors, 1977) (1933 b : 1

To i&i&gﬁ{gta the trarsactioral use¢ of languarse, Brown
ard Yule refer to a case copncuerning a noliceman giving directior e
to a traveller, a doctor tellirs a rurse how to admi:rister medi-
cire to a patiernt etc... . As the ovre . nddresses the other,
it matters that the transfererce of irformation he officiert.

Utherwise, there will be urfortunate (even desastrous) corce-

querces in the real world (...)' (1933 b : 2).

As for the internctiornal furctior of larcuage, the illustra-

tive exammle the two authois provide is as follows : orne of two
strargers starding shivering at a bus—-ctop turrs to the other

apd says "My goodress, it's cold'. As the. two authors argue,
"It .seems much more reasonable to suggest that the speaker is

indicating a readiress to be friendly and to talk"
thar"to suprose that the primary irtern.ior. of the speaker is to

convey information” (1983 b : 3).

To come back to the sreaker's/writer's purpose, it should
he noted that, although i1 ecessary, this purpose is not sufficiert
for communicatior to take place. Besides the =erder's purmose,
the receiver must be in a state of readiness to receive the
message. Lyons offers arn exrlicit statemernt about the receiver's

ren@iress and the scnder's purmose in humar commuricatinn. As

corcerns the latter, he writes :



~18-

A sigrnal is communicntch(...) whet, it 1s
inter ded DY the senrder toO make the recelvel
aware of aomething He. wans po%,praviously“ i

gware. 'hether a sigral is commur:icative
or t.ot rests then upoh the mossibility of
chnice, OF aclection, On the part of the
gender . If the gorder carnot hut behave
i, a certain way (i.e. if he cannot choose
betweer alterrative kinds of behnviour),
thet he obviously cauunthcomnunicate ary—
thire by behaving ipn that way (1977 = 33).

It follows fron this yuotatiowu that the sender of the messafe
nust give 2 series of alternativesamong which, for .is purpose,

he selects what to say and how to s2y it.

As for the receiver's readiness, Lyons suggests that 1t
accourts for his Gnubt as to what he receives and how it is eald
to him. As quoted in Johrson (1981), he explains the significavce

of the henrer's doubt as follows :

If the hearer knows ir, advarce that the

apeaker will irevitably nroduCe1ﬁqrticular

utterances 1ir a narticular consext, then

it ig obvious that Lthe utterarcs will

give him r.0 information. "Thet it occurs, |

no comauricatior will take place (19683 : 413,

Lyors (1977) concludes thet "communicative! means mear ir.g-

ful for the ger.der while wipformative" Mmeans moaningfal for the
recelver. What i necommunicative, there _0Fe, supposes the intent
nor the murpose On the part of the sericer iust as whint de "ifilors
mative" aupnoses at d doubht ar the -part of the receiver. Arguably,
purpose and doubt are t 0 facets of the sane coit. It a scnse,
then, for conmunicatior to take piaCe, a MN¢S8Aae munt be infor-—

mative .d commu icative 3 s :
- al 4 ¢ that 1is, meaningful for hoth~

the sender and the receiver.

Yot, as is the case with iirguistic coamur.icatior, not all
the wholc anourt of information reachinrg the receiver is always

irtend=d hy the serder. A part from theae occasions The receiver
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may rot gt
times nrovide urcot
reCelver.

how
say tuaar

mear ingful for the
red with what they
they bé impolite
ig so telllrg that it
what we write.

Beoaiden. it will T
manng The only menns
Rather, itlactivateﬂ

referred to A8

lir.guistic foaturen" (Lyons 1977).

ot only

loosely as toue
those gestures,
eyofMDVcnertg‘
ti1 & role 1irn
of spoket

Lyons points out that these paralirguistic fentures,

LOt—ComHULiCﬂtiVe,

tar.ce in social ipteraction (1977

Harmer (1983) provides .as well

of the nature of commuricatior. He
people are involved in commul icatior,

ore who 1is apeakind warts to do s0.

aneak. he must atill feel the dealre

would Feen quiet. “hile sPeaking, tihe

to disapree, to c12TrM, to flatter, O

tinn or to exnress pleasure. It or dor

the arenlel aelects from hia atore of

ot tirely the iy terded Mmessage,

seioucly the it.fornatiorn

they saly
without mearing it. Sinilarly,

Lo vl .
adus the ipformatior

nnted that larguage
which is nut into use

other related gystems.

certais
(¢. g+ loudness ard what

elCesoy
pormal communicatior b
language

a3

Mmaitalns

ivel

to amnenk,

the getder mgy some=

which is yetb

I decd, an people ale more COnLCeI-—

it, it may haprer: that
our handwritirg

carried out by

ag such is by 10
whet; bennle speak.

These have Deer

nparalanguags” (Pentrycook 1933) or as "para-

They coVer

foature of vocal sigrals
nay he described
of vnice), but ir additior
facial exrressions,
which play a supoor=

(Lyors 1977 = 61).
though

are informnative ard are of soO auch impor-

-34) .

an irsightful- discussion

that whet two o
it is certalrn that the
wher Ohe 18 forced toO
he

angaker has a nurpose :
be rude, to give ipforma-
to achieve this Turnose,

larcuare that he thitks

MueAl:s
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.+i11 help him to achieve that Murmose. Tr. effective communica—
tior, it 1s likely that the ligtener will watt to lister to what
the speaksr says anpd will be particularly interested 1in the
gpeaker's purposse. Though he may. have the idea about the direc—
tior of the corversation, he has to be ready to pProcess a sreat
variety of language so as to urgerstand what is belng said.
Harmer admits that this applies equally to pe ple writing ard
receiving letters. loctures givirg talk, novelists and radio.

annoup.cers ard thelr readers and listenels.

Thus., I will agrses with Harmer 1O malce the following &e~
neralization about the use of larguage for comnuy. icatior. The
ﬂPuHKer/Writh warts o ﬂpeak/write. has a commupicative purnose
ard selects fron his larguage store. qimilariy, the li@teyer/raau
der warts to ligter to/read something, 1s interested in the
communicative nurposs of what is belr g said or what nas beet.
written and processes & variety of language. Harmer preserts

the rature of commuricati rn Aas follows

Figure 1

73 1 ATURE UF CuITTOY TCATIUT

1 -
T"""““""‘!""""-“‘"' -wante To .”-fl;-//“fr ite ~pmethitg ]
- ‘ - - ‘
iﬂ?aAKSR/“EITﬂR} _has a commuricative purmnoss !
SRR e ——— 1
: —solocte from language stnre !
! !
i |
ERPo I E— - —wants to listen to ‘gomethir g’ i
}LIﬂTjTSR/RﬂADﬁR} -interested it commupicative plLrose !
RN L _ !
t —procesa A variety of lar.guafie . !
!

1

| !
! 1
1
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_otted lires irndicate that there is exchange of roles for the
participants 1 comnupicatios.

The nurnosive nature of commurication makes it clear, to
aome extent, that the speaker wants to provoke a certain effect
or Th: he rere. Indecd. as Jquited in Browr. and Yule, Bernst
atntes that nre of the function of commuricatior is 'to ennioin
some action uponrn the nearer" (1983 b : 2). "her a PsIsOn initi-
aten commuricatior, The hearer will react in ore way Or arother,
rrovided that he nerceives that the mescafe is ipterded for him

(Fraser 1933 : 37). He-may -not wart to react as the speaker wu

wishes him to, but cuen if he refused to spenk arnd opted for

gilerncs, the speakKer would hnve satablinhed a certairn contact
with him.

As Brown has arguted. com~ur icatinn ¢ffect may he obaervable as
well as unobaervabic. He writes

Commut.icating is not merely an <Vendt,
somethit.g that happens - it is functional,
purnposive, and dssigned to bring about
some offect-some chauge. however subtle
or unohse.vahle —on The g1 virornent of
hearers and speakers (1980 : 193)»

Thern the hearer Ire . nowever is the form of his
regnorse—hich 1ay be ot neces arily verbal, ote willi say that
there has beer irteractiorn betweer the hearer ard the speaker,
betweer participarts in com-urication. Human interaction has
thus heer Cefired as "a Drocess -thereby two or nors peonle enga—
ge in recimprocal action" (Celce-"lurcia 1U84': 2}, It is not
nnly through the Gre of larruargse that humnan heipgs interact, hut
through any ele”er® which causes them to react to actinns

orinired uvor. them. As far as language is corncerned, htman in-

teractinn is generally uride~tond as :

the set of actions anrd reactions which
are renlized by turis ('taking the floor'),
i, other worcs, the give—anu-take wich
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T ‘charaeterizes vhis category .of nral .commu-
ricatior . We are dealing here with the
irteractional tactics : vho spusks whet
and to whon ;3 in other words, howv the
turrs are distributed (Rilyy 1985 : 50).

4 From this quotation, it car be inferred that interaction

is rot concerred with wh i coneore ~ays ard how he ~ays it hut

1 rrimarily with the way what is to be said is distributed among

' the marticin-nts ir communication. “he distributior. of the floor
2 } durirge nral interaction immlien different roles for the parti-
) civants . Rilgy dufinies tacoe roles as follovs

1. Yhe role of gnealter (%), who initiate~

ard closes the mirnimel w it of interac—
tive structure, the return.

Hop 2. The role of addrsssee (A) which consists

in the accntarce of the turr-taking
restraints imposed by S.

|

|

} 3. The role of talker (T). rormally avail-
able orly to the A of the previous

} turr ard which differs from © in that

| there is ro choice of irteractive par-
trer. who must be the previous S.

at first scen to be a purely negative
rols, sirce it consgiste ii participati:g
ir. ar interactior without takirg the
floor, but of course ary listerier is a
notential speaker or addresse, to nay
‘rothing of the ever-nresert possibility
of irterruntio, (~uch as floor-takirg
out of-turr. rot articipating vne's
ture.). "Torever, listerers have ap indi-
rect itfluence on the interaction via
the conturnual strean of informatior
wich they connuricate to & or A (apnro-
: val, i matier ce, horednm, eic...) ver-
bally ro tor=verhally (1975 + 5u=51).

| } 4. The role of ligstersr (L), which might
: 1

It tersetiony will have started at the “omert the apeilor initiates
|4 commuriicatior . Uhviously. the iritiator =may or may 10t suacceed

ir briwging about the hswrer'pruactio:. If the hearer dnes rot
react the sreaker will be naid to have failed to creates

irteractinng. This failure 'ay ctem from s.veral factors amnoyg
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Pigures 2
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The iiteractive asmnects of comnw.ication, or The nther
har.d, involve the following actious :

- trarcnitting mMessafes

- receiving messAZes, ard

- giving Tfeedback = i.c., the receiving
party krow that mittirg party lets the
transnitting narty know that the mescage
ig bheinrg (has hear:) received (Celce
Marcia 1984 @ 2).

The situatior. car be renres acr.ted as shown 1t figure 3.

Figure 3
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row The question arises as 4o when commulicatiOh ig suc-
coasful Fiver that jnteractior does tot nacUsnarily lead to
aucces~ful commurication. Maty 2 1irguist has gpeculated On fhis
jaane and two vievs seef TO arise f{ron jepates. For qnme, commu-
pication hAas takegs Mlace whep the hearel has recognized the
apealel ' 34t gtiBd Ol Tranel eLPpreBses this View 88 follows *

"y aucCecC 1r ljnguinticﬂliy conmuricating
when we get the hearel to recognize whal we
have naid aré hat attitude We hold toward
the ?Lonnritionql cortert of our utterarce-
THa commur icavive effect O the hearel is
10l B et pelief buab rather. a recogrition
nf what attitude T hold toward the nropo-
aitior I have GXNreaSelUe Yor e.amdle, it

T malec a rectient of you, ny intertion i

to vAmIress W deaire that you carry out

the action afpetfied Af the utterance 3 I
nave ghotefully comaun’ vated if you reCOL—
(ize this attitude on MY part (1933 = 37g-

pccordirglys auccess ir comaurication reats on the hearer's

perception of the Nessags spterded f0X him. That 1is. the under-
lyipg-facter.uf auccessful commgpication is tha-hﬁarer‘s'undar—i
~tarding of the cortent of the ir.formation cmbedded 1r the message-
cuccess Rere aceounts for the huarer's recognitior of
the illocntiorall. rorce (what the Mmesaage 18 ahout), as opnoaed
to the ngrlocutinnly force (the sTfect of the Mesaeage ON the
hearer). Praner ctates thia an follows
Mhether or nOL Y¥Y do ir fact carry out the
action after you recngrize MY intention to

regquest is A different issUs, ot part of
1it guictic commurication (1983 = T P

Admittedly, ikl PRin Tis™. it is qifficult to onaure that
the hearer has recogrized the i banBi0n of *. Tthe grenker OF his
attitude 4 gvard the propoaitiox he has cxpressed. apccess of
commur.icatiorn iq limited to the Troduction and the PerGeDtiOL

of the messafie:
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Uther language spLcialists assess the suécess 1b commupica-
tion in terms.of its outcome. Among them, Lyonis suggests that
successful commut ication 1s isdicated by the por linguistic

result of the message- - r
1e thus externcs commurication heyord the "ele recogpitior of the

illocntinnary force by the heaFer :

- y g .
successiul cOmmup:catior. dererdn, not only
unnrn the receiver's reception of the

qigral ard his appreciation of the fact

that 1t 1e intended for nim rather thar
apother, but also upnh hie recogrition of
the sernder's commupicative irtendion ar:d
upor his making an aprrovrriate behavioural
or cogritive response to it (1977 @ 34) .

The logical imp;icatiOp_df thia statemert 1is that commnu-
nicatior 1s iudsed according to now the receiver reapords to the
mos~age from the sep@er: If A drtimaves ah srdur to Be % 18 nov
sufficient to say that conmur ication has beet successiul by the
mere fact that B has recogrized that A has givet him a1 order 3

rather, it also is 1 ecessary that he oither carries out the

order, or he iust chows that he will not carry it out at all.

This view of succesoful commut:icating has heet cLiended
iy. lapsuage teaching nedagngy . ohtsor (1931), for irstance, ig
npe illustrative case senecially with the""Tack—dener.dancy
prirciple". Accorcing TO ,hia vrivcinle, tranaferal ce and con=
veyance of ir Tommatior 19 sudeged on aucceaaful comnletinn of a
roop=lingnistic taak. It nust be roted. however, that the ror-=
lippuistic reculd of commuricatior does nnt always accout for

qucceanful use of larcuage. An Actor argles. leari ors majy
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tesort to whatever ‘earsg they have to achieve their PUrmosae.

Case as follows

0

He illustrates thi

A learrer may attemt to comnlain about
a ¢€tive arpliarce with the irtent of
Botting a refund. If the lenrrer walks

out the door with the Money, car we say
that the desired outcome was achieved®
Porhans. (...) Tust because the learner
Yecelived a refund does tot tell us

whether or not the interactior was

hardled at all correctly. If the clerk

was offerded by the behavior of the learrer
to the cstert that the moriey was returr.ed
iust to get the 'ruisance! out the door,
ther: it was a pyrrhic victory to he Sire,
both in terms of another trip to that

shop ard future attempts to use the same
ntr?tery in different contexts (1983 : 1u9-
210}

a

ot o
e+ G
e Hy 3

As is evident, the First accournt of success it communicatior

Gelineates the act of comnutiication from the productir to the
percenting of the message while the Secor.d exterdn it to the
feedback the receiver provides or the serdoer's irtention. Logi-
cally, these two views are complemertary arnd suggest that commu-
ticatior car be w derstond e¢lther as a one=ray or a two-way
nrocess. By one-way process is Meant that the receiver urder-
rtands the Message but does rot reanond i as for two-way nrocess,
the receiver understards the fMessafe and provides a feedback to

the scrder.

Commurication as ahove desncribed has been usad to describe
languegse learrirg vrocesa. T effuct, Dulay, Burt and Frashen
(1932) dirtinguished three tymes of commnuriicatior. phacen through
which learrers rass whet learrirg a pnew largnage

In nrg=way comauricatior, the learrer
linters To or reads tis target language

but does 1.0t respord. The commuricatior,

is one=way. towards the learrer, rot fro the

learrer. Listerirg to specchen and radio
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progranc. L wgtching films and
mn © televisiohn nr gy S, ard reading
bookes and magazines are gl examnles of
N o=y cnnmurication.

In ggstriCEgd two-way comnupicatior, the
leﬁrterrcspords orally to somedns, but The
learner d0eS rot une -he target language:
The response may be in the Yearner's first
lar guage ard may include A ror—=verbal
respounse such as nocding.

Ir Ee}.i_i;az':ax_ggrﬂ@_si_eai.i,gu, the learnel
epenks 1t The target 1ar.guage, acting as
hoth recipient® and sendel of verbal Mes-—
sages (1981 % 2U‘21).

thieerauthors, otngrdlanguagé‘shecialists;

Bigides theoe

framely Metnodologists,

have nor 1ted out the features of commu-

tion which ars relevart 1in language teaching. Taylor has

summariZed five amorn

g them =

1. Morrow (1981) has noip ted out that in
order to erfags iy real connw.ication,
partiCiDaLtS nust be able o deal with
«tretches of anontaneols language above

the sentercCe level. Since the ability %o
marirulate the formal features of language
in isolation does not necessarily imply

the larger ability to be communicatiVely
comnetert, A commup.icative teaching approach
will recd tO provide studernts with the
opnortunity to engage 1r oxberded discourse
iy, a real contexl.

5. Johnson (1979) and ‘lorrow (1981) havs
nroposed that one of ths maionr purposes

of com . .ication is to bricge an informa-
tiorn £ap- - If the speaker and hearer are
hoth in pnssession of the sane ip,formation,
communication cannot, tochically, be gaid
to take place- Therefore a communicative
metbhodolofy will reed TO create situatiors
in which studerts sharse ip.formation 1ot
previously krowe by all participapts ir

the comwunlcatiny.

3, Morrow (1931) has observed that real
communicatior allows gpeakel choices to
decide nov oply what they will say but
also how they wil say it. In gimilar
fashior, since there is always ur.certaln-=
ty about what a sheakel will say, the

hearer remains in doubt ard must maintain
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Loan, T i A nfate of readiress (Tohrsor 1972, ™Mor-
row 1961). A commuricative methodology,
therefore, will reed to provide learners
with opporturitie~ to et;i€age in unrehear-
Se comiuricatior and therceby experierce
doubt ard ur certainty, ard learn to make
appropriate cortent and linguistic choices
accordingly.

4. Morrow (19831) has roted that most par-
ticipants ir real communication kecvp g
goal in mird while they are speaking. That
goal is usually the succeseful completion
of some kird of renl task. What spenkers
decide to say to sach other and how they
evaluate what id said to then are both
determir ed by that goal. That id, what

OLe speaker says to g second speaker 1is
shaped rot orly by what the second sneaker
has just said, bat also by what the first
sneaker warts to get out of the cornverga-
tion (also see Tohrsor 1979). A commut i-
cative methodology, therefore, will reed
to provide leariers with opportunities

to regotiate corversations or tovics which
Are goal-orierted ard which the learners
have a vested irterest.

. Johrsor (1979) has sugpested that the
real commuriicatior reyuires that both

the spenker and hearer attend to mary
factors quickly ard at the same time. A
communicative methodology, therefore, will
reed to provide studer ts with ovporturities
to enpageir extended di=scourse: 0y real
topic~, usitg re-l larguage ard, most im—
portartly, ir real time (1983 - 73=74).

To round out this noirt or. commut.icatior ard interactior,
I will mairtair that, communicatiop ir Verbal irteractior or the
Orv hand, involves the transmissior ard receptior of the message
on the other hard, it keeps or goirg op when the receiver
ackrowledges that he has TeCelived the message. For this process
to take place, there must be an intert or a purnose ot the part
of the serder : iy nuch the sams, the receiver must be in g
state of readiress ard be ahle to comﬁehehd the message or
which he eVertually provides a “eedback. It should be added that,

other features such as mentures. facial 9LNressions intervere
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ip the making up aq1.d the irternretation of messagesS.

There Aare certainly other views of commurication ar.d
interaction which »rovide 28 well ar. accour® nf verbal comnu-
rication. For the nurpose 0f this stndy, 1 have limited the
discunsion to0 idens presented hy linguists and annlied linguists.
Iy so dning. T hope . have refineu the upderatrnding of the
copcevt of commurciation and irceraction in secord/foreisn
language teaching ard lenrring. In the following, where the -
cor.cern is 1n the role of communication and secord language
acquisition, iy teraction ard comnunication will be used inter-

char geably urless otherwise anecified by The context.

Drawving upos irnsights fronm recet bt rescarclies ip, secord
larnguage gcyuisitior., it will be argued that irteraction is a
facilitating factor in langlage acyuisitior, easpecially wher it
brir~s about i=mut modification. The modificatior of irput
durirg iteractior, het ce The mipteractionally modified irmput",
ia brought aboub hy the nmechat:ism called interactional modifi-
cation (Pica, Youn# and Doughty 19587 : 737). Reporting Long and
Daoughty explair how this mechanian takes nlace through interac-

Gaom S Learrers ard thelr interlicutors negotiate
the merritg of Me0sS?feS by modifying ard
resturcturir g their irteraction in order
to rach mutual arderstarding. Ag a result
of this regotiation, lenrnels come tO
compreherd words and grnmﬂatical structurss
beyonrc their current level of competernce
and ultimately incorporate them in their

owp productiot (1937 - T40) .

These authors also provide au example of interactional mndifi-
cationalin nqtiVe-nOnrativa aheakel's i teractiors (TS—TTS) (sce
figure 4).
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Figure 4

gxample

of Il"_‘terﬂCtiOI’;Bl p?Odlﬂl(‘qthn in

BS-MMS conversatious

| S T RS
And right or the roof of the truck, 1 to taks it? Dog?”
place the duck. The duck.
Tuck Duck.
It'a yellow and it's a small b
arimal, it has two fect I put where it?
You take the duck apd put it on
top of the truck. Do you see the
duckﬁc Duck??
Yeah. Quack, gquack, quack, that . : .
orne, The one that makes that sound. Ah yes. I ses in the-

UE. See?"
UK. Put him ot
The bus. Therle the boy is.

top of the truck.

b
Put what?
Truck?a
LLlUes s

A yes.

Apop.firmation checks Moves by
mation nf the other's preceding
with risirg iptonation, of what

of the preceding pbterance.
b e .
Clgrificatios
.utteraunce through yuestilous

uriirverted
T don't urderstard,

=

) .
Compreherslor. checks
determine

58 <. .
passage: (pica,

Before corsidering the oTEstt OF commup:ication

foreigr language acgquisitiorn,

process takes nlace.
ramely Krashen's
(1978), will be largely reviewed.

that these thenries

orly ores 1o accourt for language

which Ore speaker
utterance
was perceived 1O be all or part

regquests 3 Mpves by which O
aiatance in urderstanding the other

with rising irtoration,
or imperatives

: Moven by which orne
whether the other snenakel has

Yourg and vaughty 1987

For the purmose

apd associates (1981,

geeks confir-
through repnetition,

speaker seckKs AS-
apenker's preceding the

(ip.cluding wi- polar, disiunctive,
or tagz), statemerts such as

such as Please repeal.

gnenkel attempts to
ur.derstood a precedirg

« T4U)

on. second/

it is better to understand how this

of this nanel, tvo theories,
1982, 1983) and Biglystok's

1t should be noted hovevel,

are proserted here t 0t that they are the

learning, but hecaluse they Seel
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to complete each other. Irn additiDh,thd two theories illusirate
well how secord language acyuisition resvarch is cortrevergial

ar.d yet, offers relevant ipsights into language teaching.

As Richards ard Rodgers (1986) have argued, studies in
second/foreig. language acquigition have captured mary variablen

affectirg learring. Ir gereral, however, two questions seem to

o

have mnatly triggered off research studies sO far :
a) what are the psychol nguistic ard

cogritive process irvolved in language
learring? ard

b) what are the corditiors that need to
be met ir. order for thece learning
proceas to be activated (1986 : 18)?

Thus, Krasher's model, connonly referrecd to as the moritor
model, provides the corditiors ard the process of learning
(Richards ard Rodgers 1937 : 13). It corsists ir a oot of fiwve
hypotheses : the acsuisitior/learring distirction, the natural
order hypothecis, the monitor hynothesis, the irput hypothesis

at.d the affective filter hypothesia.

1. The distirctior Acquisition/Learrning hypothesis claims
that acquisitiorn ard learnirg are two segregated process =
whereby learrers develop compelercs 1t the target lancuare.
Acquisitior is a process similar to the way childre:r. acquire
their first larguage. It is a subconscious process whereby :

Lar.guage acquirers are 1ot usually aware
of the fact that they are acquirirg 1
language, but are only aware of the fact

that theyaare usirg the larguage for
communication (Krasher 1982 : 10).
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Vrachet argues thnt ti. rocalt ol larguage acquisition is also

urcorscious. Gererally, we,are 10t conscious of rules of the

languags. that we have acyuired but we "Feel" for corretriess or
uncorrsctness. ever if we do not krow which rule hns been vio-

lated (1982 : 1uv).

The learrirs process. conversely, 1is corscious ard accolr ts
for the krowledge of rul.s about the larguage. By this process,
we hecome able to vVerbalize the krowledge about the form of
larpuage. Krasher expourds thes process as follows :
we 'vill use the term 'learning' hence-
forth to refer to conscious krovledge of
a second larguage, krowirg the rules,
being avare of them. In no-techrical terms,
learnit g is 'krowing about' languags,
krowr to most people as 'grammar' or 'rules'

Some syronymes include formal krowlegde
of a language orexplicit learring (1932 : 1V

Krashern is categorical =bout the distiiction betweer these
two processen. Lear: ing car never lead to acquisition. The
kt.ovledre e vosseas from havirg attended to form by readirg
about or listering to exvlaratiore of ruses ard by having our
errors corrected, cartot be irternaiized so as tn become
'acquired kyowledre". As a coOrsedquence, giver that acquired
Yrowledge is resporsible for initiatirg both comrrehen~ior ard
nroductinn, we zat1ot redily uecs lenrred krowledge to nerforn
qutomntically. As Frasher indicate~, "conscious krowledge is
rot resporsils for our flusncy.it dones 1ot initiate utterances"
(1932 : 83). The nacyuisitior/learring distiretior nYTothesis

ig summarized as showr ir figure 5.
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= similar t»o child first

= picking un a larguage -
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(Krashen
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Learning

formal krowledge of
language

krowirng about g language
conscious
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2. The "Moritor Hyvrothesis. Drawing or. the above hyvothesis,

Krashen argues that it is the acquire

d krowledge which ipitiates

productior.. The role of lear:.cd knowledge is orly to moritor

by editirg, checkirg or remairing the

systen. He mairtairs that -

Learnirg has oy
is a "loritor, o
irto »lay orly

form of our utt
'nroducecd' by t
can harper. hefo
after (e¢lf-cor

Frasher models the nopitoring vrocess

outrut of the acquired

ly otie furctior, ard that
r editor. Learnins comes
to make charges in the
sraticeg,after it has beer
he aAacquired system. This
I'e we¢ spesk or write or
rectiors‘ (1992 : 15),

as follows s

Figure 6
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Figure 7
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Aa thene authors explair,

Ir. the case of fipely-tuned input, the
gpeaker deliberatly tries to include

mary examples of the stndapt®e A4 (sevie
It. the case of ruughly—tuxed irput, the
speaker only attempts to make himself

or hersel? understood. "her this is ac-—
conplished, the speaker will automatically
teast o net' of structure that includes
the acquirer's ir1 (the net hypothesis)

(1983 : 33).
Ur the whole -, the Input Hynothesis is to be urderstood
as comprising four maior points ¢

1. Relates to acguisition, rot to learnirg.

2. s acquire by urderstanding language
a bit beyorg our curret t level of com—
peterce. Theés is dore with the help
of context.

3. “moker fluercy emerges sradually ard
is nnt taugsht directly.

4. Mher caretakers talk to acynirers =0
that the acquirers understand the
mearage. irput qutomatically cortalns
vis1', sthe gramnatical atructures the
acyuirersis "ready" to acquire (Krasher
and Terrell 1933 : 37).



5. The Affective Filter Hynothesen states that the whole

amounrt of larguage to which the le-rier is expo~ec (irmut) does

rnot

become intake. As Rwvamasana report , the fir t distinction

"4t

irmut-intake was made by Cord.r (1967), takirg inrut as "the

total lansunge which surrounds a larguage learrer and intake
= ) -

that portion which the learrer perceive~ or gonpnreherds"

(1987 - 1U6=1U7). There i~ a filter which screens subeconrci-

ously the ircoming larguage and which derives from such psy-

chological factors as motivatior, self-canfiderce ard ans<iety.

These factors affect second larguage aciuisitior irn the followirg

way

ven

) 1. lotivatior.. Performers with high moti-
vation generally do better in second
language acquisitior’ (usually, but

ot always (...)).

2. Self-confidence. Performers with self-
corfidetce and a good self-image terd
to do better ir sccord latguage acqui-
sitior .

3. Arxiety. Low arxiety appears to he
corducive to second lansuage acyuisi-
tior, whether measured as persornal or
classroom arxiety (Krashern 1932 : F1)s

Figure 8
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!

(Krasher 1932 : 32)
As ¥rasher, and errell put it, the affective filtoer pre=

te input from beirg used for larnguage acquisitior. Acguirers

with ontimal attitudes have "low affective filters", and as a

d
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corseguence, they will (be sncour~ged to) "try to get more irput,
to interact with speakers of the target language with confidence,

ard also to be more receptive to the input they get" (1983 : 33).

All ip all, the whole question of Krashet's and his asso-
ciatea' theory of learning, when applied to larguage teachir g,
carn be summarized as follows :

1. As much comprehersible inmut as possi-
ble must be presented.

5. WhateVer helps comprehersior is impor-
tant. Visual aids are userul, as is
exTOcUre to a wide rarge of vocabulary
rather thar study of syttactic struc-
ture.

3. The focus ir the classroom shoud bhe on
listenirg ard readirg ¢ speaking
shoud he allowed to 'emerge'.

4. Ty order to lower the affective filtat,
studert work shnud cetter Ou meating-
ful rather thar on form ; input should
Y. interestine ard so cortribute to a
relaxed classroom atmosphere (Richards
ard Rodrers 1986 : 133-134).

Before diccunairg Krasher's model ir. terms of the psycho-
linguistic procesces it ipvolves, a word rneeids to be said on
the role of corversation ir secord language acquisition. Krasher
mairtairs that "we acquire smoken fluericy 10t by practicing
talking but by wdei~tandirg irput, listerning ard reading"
(1932 : 6vV). Keferring to Lerterberg (1962), he also points out
that it is possible to acquire latguage without ever talking.
For ¥rasher, the cortribution of the output to lar.guage acquisi-
tion is irdirect ard can be sxpiaired as follows : the more you
talk, the more peorle talk to you! Ir so doing, the acquirer gets
gquartitatively and qualitatively. Thus, cornvers~tion is prohably

much more effective thar 'eavesdrormnirg", hut plays ar indirect

role ir acquisitior".



e

Yet, whet it comes to lear: ing, the output plays a direct
role which relates to the domain of error correctinn. The ques=—
tior. Krashen raises is then whetlier language reads to be taught
"primarily by encouraging productior with 1little or no input,
ard correcting g1l errors' quch a technlaue, Krashen maintairs,
in additionn to being maddering, relies entirely on atudents’
ability to learr grammar, chich does rnob help it larguage aecqui-
aitior.

JowevVer, as Rwagasana poirts out, a foreig: ervironnent
goen Aagainst the above claim that speakirg is w recessary.
Repnriing Lorg ard Porter (1985), he says that

lany renearchers today arree upon the
fact that learnerIs aust be rut in a nosi-

tioy. of being able tO regotiate the new
ipput,therehy ensguring that the languags

i, whizh it 18 heard is modified to exacCt-

ly the level of comnrahgrnibility they
can manage (1907 @ 1v8) .

Thus, Krashen Mipimizes the role of irteractiown chich, in the

mipe of other researcher—, 1is immortant although rot The sole

determinart in cgcor d larnguage acyuisitior (21llise 1985) . As

will bhe seer later, interactior turns out to be a facilitative

factor, mainly 11 situatiors whele the linguistic et viror.ment

ig not rich.

As corcerns the nﬂycholi;auistic proceases irvolved in
secot.d largunge acguisitior, bulay, Burt ard Krashet (1982) . :
postulate threw mechar.isms by which larngbage irput is processed.
From the orvirorment, learners,;get the ipput which ig nereeted
out by the filter. Thia itnut which is comprehersible is then
auhmitted to the irterrnal processing wherehy it 1s irtegrated

ip the 1lnnglafe ayastem. The mecharisn underlyipg this i, tegratiorn
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is due to the part of the l¢ rter*s mind which works subcors—

ciously to orgarize the rew larsuage system. Dulay, Burt ard

Krasher refor to it as the"orgarizer" or "creative constRuctiop."

which they defire

As these
with the

Larcuage

As
are

wich the

tiizer and the moritor", Dulay ot

~thconscious.

as

a subconscious process by which language
learrers gradually orgarnize the lancuage
they hear, according to rules that they
construct to gensrate serterces (1982 : 11).

authors »oirt out,

Chomsky ascocintes this mechapnism

exicterce of an irrate device ir the humar brair, the

acyuisitior device (LAD).

it appears to he. both the nrgarizer-agd the

learners use to process

-

The only coracious mecharisnm is
irformatior.

maintain,

the

iJ_’CeI‘

moriitor

"Both the orga-

"are agent for

acquisition of lirguistic krowledge "(vg5 ). As they indicate,

however, the orgarizer is probably larguare specific while the

moritor may be a gereral cogmnitive processor that is used also

in other areas of learrirg. So to speak, the filter, the orga-

nizer and the moritor are the three meciarisms (irternal pro-

cessors) which come irto play during the acqusition process.

They Aare

larfuage

represcented g5 .shown in figure 9.

Figure 9
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AT perfor-
mAar cCe

Dulay, Burt ard Krashen 1982 ¢ 46)
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Althnuqh the thenry discusseq above claims to rest o
"hyhOthaSeS four.d to be Consinter.t with sigmificant anourt of
data" (Frashe, 1382 « 2), 44 has kyom, 4 rrber of geverg b
ticigms, Amor g them, the M0st hitter have been directag agairst
the acquiﬂitiOL/leanirg hypothegia ar-d its imnliCatiorS to
largungs teachir g, According tq SOMme scholars, ot only the
distipstigy, acquisit10n/learnir£ has ro eVidsr.ce, hit also it ig
difficult to Verify (11 Laughliy 1978). utherg have arpgueq
Against the emphasias the model rutg o, ACquisitior gyer lear-
Pirgs In ¥4,y of ullustratior, Abraham Poirts out that

"Rilys ACquisitioy May irdeed hg the more
inportant Process, unfortunately, it doeg
hot alwayg lead to the Correctress iy, use
that ig FeqQuired ip S50ne Settirgs, ¢S De—
celally iy Colleges and UniVersities,
wherg deviatioy, from stardarg forms coy-
Veys ap inmpressior fo lack or educatioy,
(1984 : s55),

At other Criticignm agalir st thig theory Cones fronm Littlew
wood (1984), He POirts out 41, damages that car cause the impli-
Cations of the laarpinq/acquisition Qypothesig i, fecond,/foreig
lansuape teaching. As he iLdiCﬂteS, teachers Car: abandon much

of their Taniligd techriquas and Corcertrate ir Providiy g

cnmnrehensiblu irput,

Yet, desrite these criticisms, Frashe 'q theory hag pro-
Vided romsouresry] irsights it Secnrd/foreig lanruag. teachir g,
lagle a5g “atders (7986). for irStHLCe, Afree that npp, strong
Tecentior, ACCOrded to Dulay Burt at.d Krashe 's work is due
to the fact that theqip ideaa arg elabnrateg d that they fit
with the €LPerict oeg Secor.d lahHUaFe learrera UriGergsn, Such

éxverienCeS, the twp Authors mairtﬂin, Are for inst-neg frustra-

gﬁ

k!

alay

1ge
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Irdeed, the mndel claims "to account for disceruparcies both ip
indivigual achievement ard achievenmert ij differgprt asnects of

second larnguage learning" (1978 : 69).

As 1is preserted, Bialystok's model comprisvs three levels :

fhe irput, the knowluedge and the output levels, correnponding

¥ respectivel; to language 9Lposure, storage of informati n and

utilizatior. of that irformatio;. through coprehernsion ard pros
duction (see figure 1u). The irput level refers to any kind of
languagae sxposurs which may be the classroom, books ard so or..

It alsn includes tie corditions in which this input is provided.

BIALYSTOK 7

Landuaye

INPUT LXIa wuis

lrurmal
IPractiding

Formal

Feactasing

bxplicer
Linguistiy
Miuw ledye

lmpiicit
Linpuistic
hiow Led e

KNOW LE DGE

~Inferencing

outPul

Figure 1. Model of Second Language Learning.

it "

As Mialystok eaplains. solid lines rufor to obligatory relapion—
shi P8 betweun asnects of the nodesl. ey show the iufnrnatjou
transfer in the wy rld ir co the krovledge level and its 4
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outrut »nr reomMonse. Totted lires represend® lenrning atrategies
to which learners resort ontionally for eaploiting ip.formation
to improve competerce in a second language (1978 2 7u=T1) .

The ktowledge level comprises the store of three kinds
of ipformatior : "Lther kyovledge", "axplicit Lirguistic Kpow-
ledge" atd "Tmplicit Lirguistic kpovvledge" . The oxniicit lirguis-
tic krnowledge itrcludes conacious facts the leart.er has about
the language. Thess may ipclude grammar, voecahulary, pronurci-
ation etc... The Immlicit Linguistic ¥ owledge or the other
hard, comprisses the intuitive irformatior that the learner
regsorts to nproduce reaporde (in comprehension as well as i
nroduction). Thia ir.formation, Biglyatok augmests, car also con-—
Cerr grammar. pronupciation, voenhulary etc... As Lae quthor
oxploins. it is in this aense that a language lenrrer Cati,

without evidencCe. juage the correctress of a sur-terce.

The differet ce betweel Imnlicit arnd gxplicit Vrnowedse 1s
a matter of furctiot rather tha a matter of cortent. In offect,
the implicit ki owledge stores ot.ly informatiot for most spora-
enus compreliet sior ar.d productiowu wherceas the explicit
ki owledgs, besides etoring it formatiorn which remains exnlicit,
plays the role of an exnlicit articulatory systen". That jm, iE
required, the implicit information may be made explicit or

con=cinus : . A h
: ’ q rative snenkel OI Frepc may not be cor=

gcioun of the rule goverring The pocitintireg
a»f the indirect phiect mroroun although
he coraistertly voes the rule in the for-
mtior, of sertences. BY examitring a corpus
of asenterces he Mnay notice that this pro-
folr. Nrecedes the auxiliary verb and thus
hecomes aware of the co;y atrairts which
he had imlicitly beer hororirg in his
automatic larguage nroduction (1978 : 73) .



The other fuictior of the Ziplicit lirguistic krowledge is that
of acting as "a huffer for pew informatinr about the larguage".
Ir effect as the author noirts out, after contirued use. the

it formating ma. hecong autonmatic ard trarsferrcd to the impli-

cit lirguistic kr.owledge store.

As for "Uther Kriowledre". 4t irclude information anout
other lajguages thar the tareet ard the knowledge of the world.
The maip. differgnce betwger "Uther Enowledge" sources ard the
two others i. that "lipgui-~tie krowledge cortains informatioy,
about the code while other ktowleage cortains rclated hut ot

specifically lingui-tic informatiop" (Bialystok 1973 . 74).

The outnut level corsints iy twon types of resvnonses giver
by the cell for T'esPotise. Resmorses may he immediate ard Spor—
treous (Tyne T), or Geliherate ard oceur after a relative
delay (Tyne IT), 14, the latter cane, ther is a way for the
leary. 1o modify the response by moritoring or ihfcrencibg.

While monitorirg copsistn it modifyire the largunge output by
using exnlicit quwledggf_itfu;uxgeng is carried out hy hyno-
thesizing from several rossible sources of ktomledge in order
%o‘arrch at some explitit irformatior. about languags.

Berid .~ irferercing arg noritoring, other strategies that
the lenrper Tesorts to are fornal and functiopal nractice
(Bialystok 1978 - 76). Formal nractice refers to these occasions
Whet a lear)er fets irformatiop about the formal system of the
code through granmar eLercises,dri’ _ ard the like . this practice
provokes a shift of ir.formatiog, from e.nlicit to imnlicit source

Furictional bractice, or .the other hard, refers to the situg-

tion in which the learner is e XNosed to larsuage for comiw:icatioy;.
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Tr other words, in functional rractice, mearings prime over
forms as is the case a learter sneaks with a native speaker,
g0~ to movier, reads books ard so forth. The informatior. from
functional practice is stored ir the inmplicit linguistic know-

ledge store.

.

Contrally to Krasher's, Bialystok!'s model accounts for
the irteractior between explicit ard implicit knowleige. Commern-—
ting on this model, Sterrn has poirted out that,

it has the merit that it is desigred to
allow for all language output, compreher iop
as well as productiorn, ard it relates to

learrirg in formal (classroom) as well as
ir informal or natural setting (1983 : 4U7).

Bialy~tok's model of language learning illustrates what
has heen termed ™yariability nosition" in sccond language-lear-
ning literature. According to this mositior, depending on the
ob3ective pursued, the tyne of irstruction is matched witii the
type of learrirg. For iunstance, if the goal is to participate
ir, natural corversatior, the learrer will need to acquire L,
Krowledge which is automatic and unanalyzed by mears of instruc—
tior. which emphasizus commuication irn the classroom. This may
be also achieved irdirectly by a teaching that focuses or the
code and at the same time creates oprortunities to trigrer the
passage of krowledfe fron the e«plicit to implicit knowledge
store. If the goal of irstructior is to enable the learner to
participate in discourse¢ that requires a careful style, he will
tieed to acquire the second language knowledge which is automatic
ar.d aralyzed. Sitce this model allows for the explicit knowledge
to become implicit ard vice verca, one can acquire from learning

(Frashen's setse)
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This said, the two mocdeles discussed above helv us to
rafire nuar r dewtarding of T larguage learping
Procesn. The weakre~gea of Krashger 'a 10del, it o Setise, have
beet compersated by Bialystok'a, hat romaing gtill uhélear ig
how the lenryer ber efite from hig o't outmut. A«e Krasherp has
maivtained, the ir-qt the lear:er TeCuivVes 1g from his intarlo-
cutorn. Bialystir's model as "ell does ; nt accotrt for this issye.
The model which “eens to give gy, siPlapatory accourt nf thia

isnue has bue; nrovidec hy Sherwood=-Smith (1981).

In offect, as it 1as huer reporteg by 2llis (19'34), the
model clains that the learner lrterralizes thu.larguagafby
attending to irnut which Corsigts of the learrer'd soutput ar.d
other speakers' utterarcys. Storage is seen to cotsiast of impli-
it and explicit kiovlud-e sources. i he poirts out, perfor-
MAatce cah occur callipge o e1Ch aource Senarately or topetler.
Ir this model, the author corcludes, im-licit 1 owvleds o corvaerts
irtn ux“licit'krowl¢@ze Vizg “ir-vut' and viaoas Versa. The model

looks as show i, figurs 11,

Figure 11
"UDEL UF LIY GUTeTTC ITPUT AY D oUDDUR

e i T

| Sxplicit !

? !rpo"rlg_,dg" - T Cdbon 1

= ‘;:“""" Rl e = ] 1 Uther '
b - outout | — 5! irput ! & ) Sheakers'! '

S L —————— - o 'BII:£5r069¥

!
| Implicit e e
!Erﬁwlvdgc!

(31lis 19324 . 153)
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Ir. corlusior.. participatirg ir formal arda furctional prac-
tice ard compreherding larguage irmut seenm to.. the drift of
secopd/forggn Larguage learting. As I am cor cerred with commu~
tication, I set or to cousider the nroviasion of irput through

fur,ctional practice (Bialyntok's sceuse).

As has already been poirtad out, leariners acguire when
thej are exposea to largunage used for cnmmuricatior ; they
enmmrehend the irput wher it has been simplified or modified
(nee figure 2 for ulluatratior ). Uf claice, moast of the assump-
tiops made by the mfals: discussed above ars nurely theoretical.
Tt is, therefore, the nurpose¢ of the following section to give
ar account of some firndings of emrirical studies which irvesti-
rated the way latguarce irmut is rerdered commruher aible throusgh

furctioral practice or conmuricatior. Ir thin respect, existirg
firdings irdicate that certair tymes of itrteractiors and tasks
are more likely to facilitmte larguage mcquisitior thar others.
The follwirg discussior is baned on studies by Long and Porter

(1985), Daughty ard Pica (1986) ard Pica, Your.g arnd Daughty (1987).

To begir with, Long ard Porter (1935) purnorted to exami-
re the ¢ffect of groupwork o1 second larguage acquisition and
came to ascertain that the ircrease of larguage practice oppor—
turities leads to the guality of learners' larguage. +his is
mairly due to thefact that-the kird of feedback studernts nrovide
amorg themselves is 'ore <¢ffective than the one the teacher
nrovides. Lorg ard Porter noticed that ~tuderts corrected one
another wre ofter. in groupvrork tharn ir teacher frornted work
(n. 222). The advantage of this peer-corrsction, the authors

rennrt, lien ir the fact that, ~nritrarily to teachers who pay
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attertion to errors of syriax ard provupciatior, learrers sen
more ant to repair lexical errors j apd in so doing, they cortri-
hute more to the cartert of the messnge thar 4o teaclhers whet

they mrovide syrtactic ard phorologienl revairs.

The secord study, by Daughty and Pica (1986 ) wns mgant"to
determire the offect of task tyme and narticipatior mattern or
lapguage classroom irteraction”. Toacher: fronted. small group
ard Pair arrargenents vere compared ir terms of irternctioral
modificatiors that they browrht ahout. Ther, studerts had to
ancak without hé t g ruguired to excharge informatior, the results
mgre auch as thel was ro differetce in the modificatior of input.
This similarity was largely due to the fact that participants
ir. the task were pot required to "pull informatior krowr only
t0 iy cividual" (Daughty and Pica 1936 : 3u6). It those tasks
whereby thele was 10 ecxchange of wrkiow,. information, the teacher
and the more fluert studerts motopolized the froor while the
less proficient either followed the tide or just canitubated.

As a result, ,the authors have beer led tn cotcd lude thnat:
The input geterated hy proficient studetts
and teacher aprarertly was either hegyond
the processing cavacity of wealer studerts,
and herce ircomnrchensible to Lhem oOr
simnly was at their currett procensing

level, ard therefore did rot | ecegsitate
irnteractional madification (n. 3uB).

Un the contrary, a great deal of modificatior was gfenera-
ted when participarts had been required to use the irformation
previously wrkuowr to thenm for the enmpletion of certain tasks.
Yot whatever the patterrn of irteractiosn, Pica and Daughty remar-
¥od that the studert produced a lar e pumber of w grammatical

utterarces. They thus corcliuded -hat, the Tresence of the
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tenacher was crucial for the nrovicint of granmatical input. As
they argue. however the way ard the degree tn =vhich the teacher
provides such at itrnut denerds so nuch on the foal of Iareguage
iretructior. If the poal is to develop studernts' comnunicative
comreterce, a comporet:t of ~hich is lirguistic competorce. fhe

the teracher!' preserce is of gigrnificant importarnce.

The last study worth considerirg deals with the offect
of interactior. or comprehensior (Pica, Young and Daughty 1987).
This study addressed the guestiot as to what actually makes
the input comprehensible duriprg irteractior. "ore specifically,

(osw) the stady (s.) ezanired the «ffgels
onn comnrehet siot. of two kirnds of modified
irvput: premodificd ipput, ir the form f
a lirguistically simplified and more re-
dur.d art vereior. of 2 short lecture, ard
interactiotally modifeed i1 put, in the
form nf a lirruistically urmodificed lep=-
ture about which listerers coud seek cla=-
bils rificatior if orie-to-opne"difteractior wlth
thé speaker (fGaies 1937 : 615-616).

Results of thdis study have confirmed the assurptior that

redurdarcy of irput is ar. imor-ant foctor ir comprehension

and th~t irteraction facilitates comnrehersior ir the sense that
it allowe for cornfirmatiorn atd compreherisior :checks and clarifi-
catiorn requests. This ~tudy. however, has ar important ohserva-
tion concerning teacher talk. As the authors argue, "redundatcy
of teacher talk is rot ir itself ernough to croure comprehension".
lnstead, teachers shoud check or studetts' wnderstarding and at

the same reyuecsts for clarifications (1936 : 753-=754).

It teractional modifications proved to he so importart
that, the authors were led to assert that other ways of makirg

the input comprehersible are of liqited ntlity ir the absernce
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of aroker irteractior. If ornl it ternctior betweer studerts
and teacher is etr.colraged, resulis will he far hetter than the
premodificntior hy teachers and curriculum designers irn the form

of graded nyllabuses, simplified reading ard tane recording.

9till, although the resuls- of this study stregss the
importarce of interactiorally ndified irput ir the classroom,
more immortant is the realifrment of the roles during clagsroon
interactions. As Pica, Young ard Daugaty suggest, askirg yuestiorns
shoukd 1o lorger remain the teacher's prerogative students
cshould also he Aiven the Oprortunities to ask guestiors which
serve to clarify ard corfirm irput. And if the teacher is to
agk questiors, these should ws4ter d beyond studert C¢isplay and
teacher's evaluation. Apparently, the nma'ting of irput compre-
hensible throush interactior does not rest in Just cetting
studerts tasks ir -thich they work in groups : 1t also reyuires
of the teacher to i courage the studetts to carry ot different
interactinpal roles, mainly by lettirg then iritiate reguests

ard checvs for clarificatiovn.

Thur far, the studice reviewed above rive a miciure of
~what makes the itput comprehersihle during irteraction. Yet,
there is no clear ipdicatior about what ish it that the input is
made of. Cortrarily to Krasher who argued that the learuner's
output only prompts more input from the interlicutors, 32llis
(1984 )., fodlowise. Sterwood=-imith (1931)‘suggestid tht the ler= .
per's outnut ard his our interlocutors' (1984 : 153). If it is
agreed that conversatior nlay~ ar irdirect role ir. acguisitior

throush interactior will be renresetted as ir figure 12.
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( Dwagasara 1937 : 1ud)

To my way of thirkirg. I tend to agree that the learner's

output serves as irput to his largu :ge processing nechanisms

(2llis 1984 : 94). This type of input can be explained in two

ways. For ore, #1lis points out that, by attending to the ros=

ponse they elicit, the learter works on his owr utterarces

(output)as pardirgly. For the other, the learrner's output as

part of the irput to his larguage processing can be ur-derstood

ir

terms of the way he tests hypotheses about the tar¥et language.

As learrere produce rew Utterances cortairing rules representirg

the hypnotheses already formed. they assess their correctress

i terms of the feedback they receive from irterlocutors(Feerch

ard Kasper 1983). Following this line of arcument, one vould

then remresent language irput through interactior as in figure 13.
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Figure 13
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Ty this model, the language processing mechanisms are
gimilar to those demcrihed in he” model wnich allo®hfer interac-
£301 Petweer eknlicit krowledge ard immlicit knovledgoe. These
Processes are renresented hy solid lires, startirg from input
to the output. Solid lines cornectirg the learrer's utterances
ard other speakers' utterances irdicate the corstituetts of the
lenrrer's irput durirg verbal irter=ction. As for dotted liies,
they account for reciprocal irfluet ce butreer. the learrer's
output ard his subsegUernt utterarces orn the One hard, and or
the onther. betweer the learner's output ard nther aneakers' ut-

terarcen.

To wipd un this scetior on the ro.e of interaction on
secord language acquisitior, three statemerts Can he made about
the larguase input lenriers receive in the classroom. First,
research studies seem to be congrtent about the ronle »f interac-
tion it second larguage acquisitior. As has beet nointed out,
irteractior bring about modified input especially wher Btudents
are workirg in groups or ir pairs, exchanging utlknown informatior.
Secord, the modification of irput 1is prompted whet students are

allowed t0 take o1 all the interactional roles. Finally, durit:.g
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irteractior, it is much more likely that the irput atudderts

process  ircludes their owr outnut and other =mneakera'.

All in all, this chapter has sot out to exanire the
nature of commuricatios. ard interaction with refererce to
lat fuase teaching and learnirg. Following this accourt has been
the cnrdideratior of recent thenries and emnirical studies in
secnnd larguage acquisition. Yet, as is apparent. the digcussior
has focused ore the role of comnur.icatior i secord larguage
acquisition. Ir the followirg cnapter, I discuss what it is to
be acquired in order to he able to commuricate ip the target
latiguage with particular refereice to the teachirg of inglish

it. Rwarda high schools.
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CHAPT &R TV

RAY DA HTIGY SCHuuL STUDRTS' Cu'TMUN ICATIVE CUMPET 1 C3
~ZARCH FUR DIFTH ITIuM AT D ACQUISILIUr TRuC3S™.

In the foregoing chapter, the focus has beer on how
second/foreigr languages are lenrred. As has beer poirted out,
communication seems to have a facilitative effect on language
acquisition. Accordirgly, acquisitior is likely to take place
wher language is used for real communication. If then one is to
irvestigate languase acquisitior ir the classroon, One will

check oniswhether language is used for communicative pmurmoses.

Thus, reiying on the results of the guestiorunaire addres-—
sed to teachers of inglish, Classroon ohservatior. and the
irterviews T had with some teachers. this chapter investigates
the extent to which Rwarndar high school studerts acquire the
krowledre ard skills teeded in order to communicate in the tar-
set language. In other words, this chavter exnmines the acyuition
of the communicative commeternce it 3dneglish. It starts by defi-
ting this concent in gfereral ard then with particular referer.ce
to Rwandan high school students. Pinally, the chapter will dis-
cucs the acquinitior of the commuricative compelerce as will

have beeni defined.

To bersir with, there scems to be a fuiziiess around the
mear.ing of the concept communicative comreserce. Ir offect, in
the literature about lansuage teaching ard learving, this con-
cent has acyuired Vaf%us definitions which are often confusing.

wuoting from Savigron (1972), Acton states this case as follows :
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8ollectirg definitions hf 'commuricativa
competence! is fun. peachers, methodolo-
rists and toctbook writers have used the
term in many irteresting is confusing

ways. S0Me use it asasuredly, some tenden-
tinugly, othercs cautinucly . "Some st1ll
have trouble pronouncitf it (1983 ¢ 193)!

Incidentally, this notior is defined iy relation to the
purnose for which lanfuage 1is used. Xrashen and Terrell, for
irstance, upderatanc communirative competencs as "the ability
to use larguageto achleve A particular purpose (1983 : 166 ),
implyirg that ouse proves to be a competent camnur icator accoruing
to "the outcons" of the act of conaupnication ne hAas ipitiated.
uther linguists have citended The concept of commuricative com—
peterce to the semiotic systen available To mat . Jr this reapect,
éom*unithiVe ncomMPetetiCe COVersS A perason's systen availahle to

him as a member of a FLver socin-cultural comnurity" (Lyons

1977 + 573).

Actually, the term competence is associated primarily
with Chomsky's sarly mublicaticws in linguistics, eapecially in

his The Aspects of the Theoly of Syrtax (1965). In_The Aspects

of the_ theory nf Byttaz, Chnnasky mabes a distinrctior. betweet

commetence and nuorformance. By comMpelenCea, he refers to the

ﬂ?e"kur's/heqrei'ﬁ tacit knowledge of the atrueture of hig lan—
gwage' thia ktowledr: erables his to produce ard urderstand fiew
rmatter ces, toO distinguish grﬂﬂmatical from uLgramnatical gentet—
ces. and to recogrize paraphrases. To mut it crudely, comnetence

refors to what is usually called knowleGge about lanfsuage

syutﬁx,fnnﬁﬂnlngy;and samanticsi.
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The Frowledge of syrtal etahles lhe smeaker to prodace
Ernmﬁatical centerces and to sguate tvo or more sot tences with
the same gramiatical structure. "ith Lhis krowledre, ambiguous
sontepces are irterpreted as deriving from several structures
(des~ and surfrce struvtures). By the kunowledge of piionology,
the spenker car: produce and hear phonstic features ard make a
meat ingful discriminatiorn of them. The semartic aysten, in turn,
enablesthie sheaker/hearer to interprete the meaning of senterces.
Thus, two structurally identical sentences will be distinguished

ir terms of their meanings. Furthermors, anomalous and amhbiguous

cot tences will be idertified although they might he grammatical.

An far as performance is corcerped, it is to he urnderstood

as the actual production/mercentior of uttera:ces.

Scholars who, analyzed the chomskyar dichotomy distinguis
ched a atrong ard weak veraion of competerce and performance.
Ur the one harnd, the weak versior refers to commeience 19 "the
ktowledgs of grommar and other aspects of larsuace" ard to per—
formance as "the actunl use of language in concrete situations™
Canale ard Swair 198u : 3). Ut the other nand, in the stirong
versinr, competerc. and performarce are to be understood as
follows :

Competence refers to linguistic system

(or grammar) that an ideal native speaker
of a givern larguase has internalized
wherens performarce mainly corcertis the
psychological factors that are involved

irn the mercention and production of spsech
(Canale ard Swaip 1980 : 3).

Given this perspective, Canale and "wain rote, a theory

ol gk ™oy J2 0 2

- u ’ i LS

of competerce is eqnivalent to a theory of grantar ard concCent.s

the grammatical (as opposed to unsrammatical) sertences of a
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largnges, As far ag a theory or Performance ia COncerned, the
focus i« Nt on the ACCy eNt1lility pf Senterceg ir sveuch Del—
Ceptiog are nroductiog, ngidun, such g theory ia Wy theory of
frammar sy Tthe se¢t of hot=grammaticayl ard Psychological Tactorsg
Hunrﬁng on lapeoyag, Use", po illustrat, this case, the tWo authorg
the followipg sxample: (q) the wag Checs Teen (ur@ramﬂatical)
(h) the (o, S, tl‘, rat the cnpt the dog
CAW Chaced gt A8 Presn (nrammatical
but Wiaccemtahly )
(¢) the Aog 5 am thy cqttlatchaneo the
rat that ate the Clleuge tiat wag Ereun
Sranmatical ny.g accentahly)
And in the oririgy.: or these allthors, (a) diffe: s from hotp (b)
ard (e) ip terms of gramnaticality byt (b) ang fc) differ with
Tesnect to aCCentability . leo. (B) 4iq f0re @il f%ruly 5, inter.

nret and to Prowuce thap, 1

TUtiCeally, Chomrky'~ L0%iop of CO"Pe 20y g1 Derformay.ce
does .0t taks accourt of l?fFQqu it usge. Instcad, it is limiteg
to whyt a tative Sheaker cgp nroducs and Wderstang as heing
Rrfmmatical op urﬂlznmqtlcql Zeeptabley op Uracceptally, Hymes
(1972) and Camphgl] and ales (1970) s reported to be anong
the firat to poipt out ChOﬂnky S gccount of CoOmpetency ig reduc—-
tiorist (Canale ard Swaip 198uv). T ot 0r:1y muect 4 Senctoerice be
frammatieal gp.q a8cCentable. hHyt also it mast £it thg Context ip

which it hag bheer, nroduc.qd,

Wor¢0Ver\ there arg S0Ma frammatical atd aCCentahly Seti—
totices that DeOpPle will tend rot o Use. Richargg 8XaMplifigg
this noipt With sentope Ces whieh, although fetierated i, the C
Chomskyab Serse, gre Farely useqg i Communicatio,,, He hoteg .

It tuilirg the tine, for sXamnle, we car

fay, It'g _two forty or Ig'e ~Lrenty to
hrvu ~bat o :ot It ,J]hruu Mir e twb:ty
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It's ter after two thirty, or It's eight
five after twenty. If I want you to post

a letter for me, I may say, Dlease pogt

a latter for me, but I am urlikely to sy.
T re,uest you to post this letter, or
It's my desire that this lettor be posted

_---- HJyyou (1933 : 194 Vs

As the author indicates, although these senternces caun he- Zene-

rated by ar ideal spealker, they have no st-tus as potential "%

used by a rative—speaker of Zrglish (1983 :114).

utterarces' withir discourse in so far as they would rever he

Desnite these deficiencies,however, Chomsky's theory of

comretence and performance refires onur understanding of the kind

of urowledge that the larnsunge user must nossess if he is to

nroduce and urderst-oind the target setitences. As will be ohaer-—

ved. Chomsy's account of competerce is reflected in the ~uh-

fagdden

hOte@,

ary study corcertied

t literanture about these congep¥s.

What essertially lack~ in Chomsky's theory, a sciunlar

is "the socio-cultlWral dimension thatiis

¢sserntial to

‘ith the conmunicative aspects of language"

(Mw.by 19783 @ 2u). Among the studies which incorporate this

dimension, Hynes' article" un Conmnuricative Competence' is th

@

mo&t influettial..As gquoted ir Brumfit and Johtsor (1979 : 15)

Hymes

which

argues ir. that article that "There are X.ules of use without

the rules of grammar would he useless!

For Hymes, rules of use regquire the speaker to kpow what

to.¥8°Y, when,how where ard for what purnose. As QConethard

renort~, Hymes maintains that "how something is

of what is eaid" (1935).

sqid is part

Hymes thus hi e mage the distinction hetweer lirguistic



=

competerce ard commuricative competerce, with the latter sub-
suming the former. As Canale and Svain reports,this notion of
commuriicative coapeterce inclucdes ot only grammatical com—
peterce (or implicit krowledre of the rules of grammar) but
also contextual or socio-linguistic competerce (krowlicdge of
the rules nf larguage use). Hyroes has proposed a theory of
commutiicative competerce which “ineludes four tynses of krow-

ledee T+ hother (and to what degrec) something
ig formally vnonssiblb.

2. '"hether (ard to what desree) something
is feasible in virtue of the means of
implementation

3. "hether (and to what degree) something
is appopriate (madequate, hanrny, succes—
afil) in relation to a cottext in wich
it i~ used and evaluated

4. "hether (ard to what degree) somethirng
is in fact done, actually performed,
ard what its doing entails (wuoted ip
Brumfit ard Tohnsor 1979 : 19).

What is formally possible in this theory implies the
granmaticality of a serterce wher the means of connut.ication
is language. It thus refers to Chonsky's linguistic competence.
The sscond component ir Hymes's theory embodies the acceptabili-
ty of a sencerce ard deperds ot the psychological readiness or
the part of the speaker/hearer. For instance, the sentonce (h)
is formally possible, hut as far as ths huma brair is concerned,
it will be hardly processed. "That is arrropriate, in turr, refers
to the socio-cultural cbdrtext ir which the utterarce is produced.
As already vointed out. the sneaker munt tako acourt nf the
ceortext in which he is at the morent heo produces or PerCeives
utterances. Tt is his ability to cortextualize that will reflect

such a ¥ind of krowledge. The la~t comporert ir Hynes model sug-
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geats the freyuerecy of occurence ir a situatior. It other words,
the Yriowledre about "whetlhier ard to what degree something is

in fact dore" accounts for the awareness nf speskers about tihe
"the commoness. rarity. previous yeourrerce ortovelty of many

featuren of specch" (Coultheld 1935 :34).

Ur. the whole, Hymes' theory of communicative compstence
is an interaction of grammatical, psycholirguistic,sociocultural
ar.d prohahilistic systems of cometencs (Canale ard “wain i93v),
atd, undoubtedly, marks a shift in li:rguistics. Indecd, with
Hymes's theory of comawicative competence, larsuage snmecialists
cease to view larguage as merely a system.of gramiatical rules
hut alao as a means of commurdcatior and as occurrirg ir a

socio-cultural context.

The problem with lymes' theory, however, 1is that nobody
cat. atterd to all the factors which cone into play during com—
muricatior.. Beaidss. as Tiadoweor and Allen voint out,

ar utter~r ce can take or ar etorm-ously;
wide ravge of mearing i different contexts
(eee), tnt oply is there a diffiCulty in
¢8Ttabliching howmay, conrteits to corB8ider
whern srecifyirng the rancse of appropriate—
tiess nf ap utterance, but there is the
problen of krowing how much of context is
relevart (1975 : 17). T
To put it grother way, tie mair prohlem in Hy 'ws' model of
commun,icative competer.ce derives fran the fact that it is al-
mogt imposcible to relate fuwrctions to gram-atical forms ard/or
to)specify how socials cortests (which may devermire the function

of ar. utterarce) irteract with the grammnatical strucsures to

make un the meaving of ar utterarce.
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Amorg other writers revorted to have dealt with the thgw
ory of commuricative competer co arg Savigror, (1972) ard Stern
(1978,1979). A= Rwarasana (1987) maintains, these authors are
worth Mertiovirg because they have introduced the notiorn of ..
commuriication strategigs wiich are used by speakers to hardle
communicatior,. These strategies CorcCern social, Erammatical g;.4
psychological variables ard relate to

how to deal with false strarts, hesitations,
and other Performapnce factors, how to avoid
grmmmatical forms that have rot weer, naste-—
red fully, how to addresas strangers wher
urisure of their social status-iy, short,

how to cope iy withy authentie commusicatioy,

situatior aprd how to keep the chanpel OPen
(Carale ang Twaiy 1980 25}

Yot, despite the amoutt of literature of the concent of
commuriicative commeterce, there seem to be a disagreement o this
concent (Rwagasana 1987), while Savigror, TeCogizens the @xistunce
of thin divergert Conceptior of the communicative Competence,
she roirts out that its Mearitg is Zetierally understood as in-
cludirg far more thar grammaiical SenterCoe. As cited ir. Rwaga-
sarn (1987), Savignor mgintairs that, ip additiot to the kr.ow=-
ledge of frammar, other Commor.erts include sociolirguintic come
Petet.ce ard stratecic competerce which Yeguire Tespectively ap
urderstarding of the social context i which language isg used,
ar undarstandiug of how utterarces are struig together to form
a text, ard strategivs for makirg the best Use of the krowledge
Ote has about how a laLRuage'VD&S’;jJ;Order to interpret, eXpress,

ard regotiagte Mearirg in n given cortext.

Savigror's statemert echoes what Canale apg Swain (198u)

ard Carale (1983) pave idertificd as the mirimal components of
the communicative competence. Ip effoct,for Garale arg Swain(198u),
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"commupicative competetce~ - was understood as comprisirg.lii..
areas nf competerce : the csramatical competence (including the
krowledroe of lexical items ard other rules of morvhology, syntax,
se¢martica ard phorology), the sociolorgui~tic comreterce (made
up of socio-cultural rules of use ard rules of discourses) ard
strategic compeverice (ircluding verbal and ror-verbal communica-
tior. strategies that may he called irto action to compensate
breakdowrs ir commur.icatior. Later or., it Canale (19833), tihis
model of commuriicative competer.ce 7as exXternded to four minimal
compotients with the suparatior of the discourse conpestence from
the sociolirguistic comnetence. Thus, comiunicative competence
cane to be wnderstood as mirinally including four arens of

comnetetiCen

1. Gramnatical competerce. As Canale (1985) mainvtains, this

tyre of comneterce includes the knowled~e and the skills reyui-
red to understarnd and <xpress accurately the litesmal meaning of
utterarces¢ "lore srecifically, it irvoles the krowledge of lexi=-
cal items ard of rules of morphology, syntax, st tence—-grammar

semantics. arnd nhorology.

2. Socionlirguistic _competerce. This tyne of competernce, Canale

atates., addreases the extent to which utteranc.s are produced
ard urderstood appropriately, deperding on cortextual factors.
Appronriatetiess of utterarces, he maintairs, corcerrs both the
form and meanirng. About the latter, he says :

Appropriateress of meaning corcerns the
vftent to which a particular commuricative
furctior (¢.g. cormarding, conplaining and
invitirg), attitudes (ircluding politeness
arnd formality) and ideas are judged to be
profer in a giver situation (1933 : 7).
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As Carale illustrates, it would he generally- ip appropriate for
q waiter in a restaurart to conmand a customer to order a Car-
tain maru iten ragardless nf how the utterancs aqr d commnunica—

tive furction(a comnand werse sxpressed sranmatically).

As for the appropriateress of form, Canrale hnas this to

any rpnrovriatetess of form copcerns The et
tent th which a giver meaning (including
commugicative functions, atcitudes ard
nrnnngitioL/ideﬂﬁ) ig represetted it a
verbal ard/or nop-verbal form that is

nrover ir a givet apciolirguintic contend®
(1983 : 7).

Tor instarce, it woud be irappropriate if a waiter trying to be
polite were to ask, "y K., chump, what are you and this broad

sorna eat?! (Carale 1983 : 7).

Thus, sociolinguistic competerce irvolves hoth rules of

use and grammatical ruiss. It is the comhiratior. of these ruses
that Carale ard Swailr overstated whet they argued that,

Tust as Hymen (?972) was able to say that
there are rules of grammar that would bhe

uscleas without rules of larguage use, S0
we feel that there are rules of use that

would he uscless without rules of grammal
(1980 ¢ 5).

3. Discourse competer ce. Carale sugoents that this tyme ofccom—-

neterce concerts the maatery of howto comhire grammatical forns
ard Meanings O achieve a unified anoker or written text in
gifferert genres. By getle. he mears the type of text : oral
ard ritten rarratives, at argunettative essay, 2 scientific
report, a busiress lotter, and a set of iretructions. The upi-
ty of a texit, Cat.ale mentions, is achieved througi cohesion in
form ard cohierence it Meaning. Ho expounds the two terms as

follows :
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Cohesion dea.ls with how utterances are
lipked strucuurally ard facilitates inter-
pretatior 0f a toxt. For example, tThe e
of cohesiot duvices asuch Aas ProLous,
SYrotyms, gllinses, corjunctions and i
narallel structures serve to. relate indi-
vidual utteratcCe® ar:d to indicate how a
group of utterances is to be understood
(...) as a text. Coherence roferns to the
relatiorships among the differett meanings
i A text where TiesSe meapinges may be
literal maarings, commur.icative functions,
ard attitudes (1083 : 3]

Top illustrate the corcent of coherer® Canale helds from
7iddnaon The folioing e£anlle 3

apenker A ¢ That's the telenhone.

speaker B 3 1'A 1in the bath

apealter A ull .

As Canale remorts, although ther iq 10 overt signal of cohesio

[¢®

among Tthese LGITeranCesS, they form a colleretis discourse in the
dehne that A's fipel renark fur ctiors as ab acceptance of B's
SHCURES.

4. Strategic competenco. fnis commorett invoives the mastery of
vorbal and ror—verbal commupication strategies that nay help
compenBate breakdowt:s ir commuricatior. auch hreakgowrs, Canal
mait tains, are.due to nerformance factors ar.d to ipsufficient
commetetiCe. Commurication stratesbes relate to the grammatical,
apcinlinguistic ar-d discnurce competencCes MoreovVel, SN strate=
sica are ued to enharce offectiveness of commuticatior as wher

alowerivg and raising the voice deliberately.

Aq much, the model of commu.icative competss ce whiclh is
prenerted by Canale ar d “wakn (190u) and Canale (1983) has sone
importar® hearings ot langunge teaching. Any language teaching
which aims at develonirg students' commupicative comicltenCe shoalé

it clude at least 211l the four areas of commelerCe. AS Bannale
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Arsues, these arvas are «Qually importantt and t.orne of then
shoulc be emphasized nver the others.
There is no ovidence for the view that
aranmatical competernce is any more or
less crucial to succes~ful enmmunication
than i~ sociolirguistic, dircourse or
strategic competence (1933 : 18).
I addition to caterirg for all these four areas in lan=
guage teachirg, Canale ard Swain (I93u) a1d Carale (1983) promo-

se four nripnciples which nust gaide a teaching geare. to deve-

lopirg learrers' commuricstive comretetCe.

Thus, the secord/foregr teaching must be hased ot the
learters' ne.ds and interests. These reeds must be specified
with respect to grammatical competerce (o.g. the levels of
grammatical sccuracy that are royuired in oral and.writs . -+oi-
tet commuricatior), sociolin guiastic competerce (e.g. neods
relating to the settirgs :. topics and conm ricative functiora),
diseourse comreterce (s./. the tyve of text to be dealt with)
Ard strategic competetce (v.g7. verbal compenisatory strategies
for varafirasing lexical items that have 1ot bheer mastered

sufficiertly).

2qY@ally importent are the orportunities which nust he offe-
red to the learrers to take part i neaningful conmuricative
itteractior with competupb.epenalors. As Canale indicates. this
rrircinle is as inport-ut vwith TesPecCl to tTeaching as it is with
teating. To this vpoint, T side with Fwagasara (1987) who recog i-
2es that, giver the kird of et.Virormer t ij. which Sreglish is
taught ir Rwarda it is the teoachers' and nrogranm desigrers' role

to provide studer.s with opporturities to be sxmosed to renl

communiicatint to agcomplish specific goals.
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Another prirciple that nust he followed relates to the
commutiicative resourcen 0ffered by the rative larmuare which
must be exrleited particularly at the sarly stage of second/fo-
reigr language learning. As the last princivle, Cangle ar.d
Swain (1980) and Carale (1983) suggect that, in addition to the
rative larguage irput, the whole program of larguage Should cater
for the knowledes of lar guage inigensral. In other words, lear—
rers ~hnuld be taught about language. dr -wing as nuch as poss ibles
uron the first language program ard the secord cnlture. This
would he opnly feasible, Dowever, iy a milicu where the target

larguage is the larguage of irstructior,.

It sum, the model of commuricative comreterce Presented
by Cargle a;.d Swain (1930) arnd Carale (1933) irdicat.s cleary
the constituents of s compelsrce required for learrsrs to commu—
rieats 1 the target language. It ircreases our ability to spe-
cify at least the tyres of i1put which learners must acquire if
they are¢ to produce ard anderstar.d Messages ir the target

larFuage.

This framework also nake it clear that, duper ding on the
level of proficiericy to he achieved, the Mmeat i1 g of the corcent
comnuricative commeterco vary accordirg to the. spscific group
of learncrs. Thus, as 'Te Groarty moints out

Commuricative CoOMpeteonce is rot the same
for adults i g3 Job traiping nrogram,

the University teachirg ansistart, or the
child in bilirngual classroom. zach situ-—
ation demards g particular \ri;d of compe-—
tence, or denQutrated skills, from the
participarts (1934 : 258),

As far as Rwardar. high schoonl studerts al'e concerrned,

their communicative competernce is M0re or less deternined by
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the school oriertatior. Therefore, it order to defire the commu—
rnicative competernce for Rwardap high school studerts. it is necoke
sary to consider the kinds of situations awaitirg them after

high school sducatior. Ubviou=ly, the knowvledge ard skills reeded
will he refleected through the curricula desigred for the diffy-

rert schnole apd through the exams fiver tp students.

As ie the ease in Rwandar. sducational system, it Seems
logical to assuMe that the Tob ard studies at the university
level are the two mair, settirgs awaitire fer studerts. Ir the
first case, the studerts who are likely to get iobs wher by
3nglish is Nostly used are those who atterd schools of letters,
SeCretarinl major ard schools of ccoromics ard trade. But, other
studerts such as thoro atterding medical, pursery and teacher
training schools, perform tasks which are relevart to situations
which they are likely to meet durit £ their carser. For it.starce,
as corcerns the reading skills, medical ~chool students are
ettitled to "read ard undsratard simple medical labels" while
those attendire tencher trairing schools will "read and under-
stand simple texts or documetits dealing with education for ip-

. o 5 . i
formation" (3reglish curriculnm, Stl year).

Nimilarly, it is guite nnticenble that studert who are
li¥ely to major ir Srglish at a higher level will have develo-
Ped ar avpropriate competerce ir order to Cope with the situation
at that level. ividerce for this case is found in the followirg
statenert about the starting-out poirt for 6th Year studerts
Btglish curriculum (Liturary Sections, secretarigl nmainr, wco-

romics and trade scetiore.)
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At this final 8tasge of larnguage legrning
iy secondary gchool, it may he useful to
pursue the norggsyqtaﬂatic approach of
ﬂnglig1qtructurem, already recommended 1n
the arglish curriculun. Taking (the) stu-
derts awalre of the mechan’sns of the
patterns they ave beey btraiped +p use in
listening, gpeaking and writitg netivities

will stimudnte their curiosity and initi-
ate them into theories ard techiques they
will rieed at aniversity level.

Apart from the above factors, the other ir.fluential
element to which commuricative COMﬁeten&;dd“undG relates to the
tynes of sxans sivet: 1O atuderts. In cffect, for both the teacher
ard studerts, exams qeem to be the ultimate goal for teaching
and learninge Demonstraply, the cortent of exams ipfluences the
teachers' qelection of the competetice tO he imparted ©O studerts.
After having poticed that oral skills are 10t tested during
pational eXnMS, teachers tend to fpcus on granmal, taxt compre-—
hetsion, vacabulary etCe.- - A it was hrought to ry attention,
teachers find it almost a wa~te of time to teach things which

will not figure ip. the rational exan.

In much the sane way 4 gtudents may come to the conclusion
that, oral skills are useless ir. so far as they AaIe rot tested
durirg the end=of=term or the end=-of=year eXams. I this case,
ur.leass there is atother motivatirg factor, the studgpts'motiVa—
tion to narticipats in oral activities will slakets. Th g,
therefnre incumbent tO teachers atd oxaninators to incorpo-—
rate communicative tasks ir the exams. utherwige. a8 zllis
saysS, It is (...) difficult to fool students

that they should develop  are skills for
participating iy, upplarned dgiscourse if
the kind of ~kills denanded by cxamination
they are studying for are those relating

to plarned discourse (1934 : 195) .

. B o s 0%l R T et
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Thus. coraiderirg how eAAMa corctitute A nowerful sourcs of mo-
tivatint for the students to learn and for the teacher to select
the skills which are ap?rowriatd for developing students' CcOf—
mupicative competetiCe, it is high time oral communication tasks

weX < ipcludea i, eXams.

Among other slemst ts which cortribute TO the making UPp of
atudents’ commur.icative competetCe is the teachel. sven though
RBwandan teachers have 1:0 im ortant role in deciding what to
toach, they decide about the method they WSe. (I;cidentally,

I refer to Kagaba (1938) for detailed i formatiorn on the medhods
used hy Rwandar teachers of 3nglish 1n prenarntion). The commu-—
nicative Aanproaci, it i~ Helieved, ia more likely to develOD
atudent’ ahility tO communicate 1r the target langua”s whereas
the auciolingual method develops Mmore gtudents’ krowledge Oof the

lanfuage thanthhéirﬂbbliﬁyytﬁoccmmmumdanﬁa-

Related to the method are the ki.owledge gy & ideAas teachers
nave about ceortain concepts in language teachitg. Iu gffoct, foF
some Teachers, the concend comnuricative competet:Ce Seels to be
equated with speking abilities. As a result, whetover thel¥
switch to activities whereby studerts aneak, they assumne that
they are develoming the whole of the communicative competenCes
T4 is to this noirt thnt T want To dufine Rrandat high school

atuderts’ comnunicative comretence.

Ac is shown ip the Znglish curricula, the teaching of
3y glish to Rwardar high schonl students 18 geared not only to
developing the astudents' i owledge of the 4nglish code, but
also thelr ability to use that code ir the Latiora/ipternational

commurity. In fact, in The curricula, it is stated that, Inglish
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is taught i, order ST Fredide. &
to develop into the student g series of
behaviours. 1 ot only the student acquireg
the krowledge hg is taught but he also
Aacquires attitudes heCessary for his evow
lution ir the tatioral and the interng-
tinnal commurity.

Among the attitudes to b developed, the curriculs suggests
for inastance the c¢asinegs with and OPentiess to other Psople.
COnsaqucntly, the obisctive in teaching is to etiable the sty-
detta ton commuricate with other Sheakers, adapting themselves
to different Situations grg selectiyg anpropriate Corresmonding
larguage, both in writter ang oral larguage (Followirg the

Brigliash Curriculsy).

Taking into account thig obisctive, ope car. argue that
commuriicative CoOmpeterce for Rway.day high school students does
Lot corsist only ir eLChanging oral Nessages but gleo in under-
starding ang producing writtep, Nessages. It is gt this poipt
that T A8rec with Rwagrasar g, who, referring to Berrs, defines
the commuriicative Competerce for Rway day, high school studerts
as : The ability to make Oteself urderstood,

without hesitatioy, ard inhibitions, by
litguistic Means which the irdividual com—
Preherds apd has learneqd to access in terms
of their effects, and the ahility to come
Prehend cComnuricative intertions eVeh
when they are ©4Pressed in 5 code which
the speaker him or nerself does not yet
know wegll erough to use g5.4 is only parti-
ally available iy his or hgr ovn dialect
(1987 : 48).
NotiCquly, thisg definitiop drawe much ot the ore Presented hy
Carale ard “vqiy (198U) gpg Carale (1983) aud allows for the

differeice in learners! level of proficeciicy.,

If then the commur icative Comteterice to he imparted to
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Bvardar high school students comprises the grammaticagl . socio-
lirguistic, discourse atd strategic Comnetence, how are these
Competenices acquired in the classroom? Th account for this
isswe, I have relied on the irguiry I made into communication
in the classroom. Thus, the acquisitior of the commuriicative
competerce was checked agninst the commur.icativer ess of the si-

tuation iy which the "itput was rrovided to the gtudents.

As it APPedrs tobe, grammaticgl COMpetetiCe seems to be
OVeremphasized ir comparisor. to sociolipguimtic, discourse ay.d
strategic competerco. The reasor, W derlyirg this eMphasis, it
has already hoeen hivted at, ig largely rootod ir the corntent of
the curricula ard the demands made unon the students during
eXgmirations. As has beer said, some teachers do o0t 3ee the
importarce of teaching the skille which are not tested. Some
others. however. are avare of the fact that, arart from the reed
to pass the eXamns, the studerts nay rieed anglish for comnur:icg-
tiorn once they have left the hieh school. Such teachers then
try to incorporate a commuricative comporert it their teachirg

of gramnatical forns.

To ullustrate this point, I refer to a lessor T happer.ed
; . ; ~Th
to ohserve i g literary section (57 Jear) whershy the studenrts
Were to Use the conditionnal clauses. The activity came in as 1

coniclusior to the study of a text from 1 gugi's Seeret Lives.

It consisted of thirkirg avout what had thirgs would havrper if

a wife were left alone for Years. The studernts Tere to team up

ir groups and to discuss various possibilitiss. After ¢ach group'a
nokenmar had prescnted the report vo the class, the tuacher,

who had heer recording the students! eI'rors, decided to have
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the studente practice the corditional clause. He set up such
situatiors as "what would you he if you were an animal®?" g1.d
the students carried out the activity lively. 1Ir this particu~
lar instance, T thirk that acquisitior was takirg place hecause
the liveliress of the activity made it clear that the students
did thirk more or. the nMessage than on the form which they were

2

using.

Unfortunately, there are some teachers who irtroduce the
fiew largu=c~e¢ form by using only a model sentence. "Tithout
denying the validity orf such practice, I nonetheless find it
urhelrful for the acquisitior. of cert-ir meanirgs of the gramma-
tical form presented in that way. Tp fact, as Larsen-Freemar
suggests, any language teachirg should cater for "the thres
dimensions of larguage" : form, functior arnd meaning. As she
arguer. if a tescher were usirg a structural syllabus and the
unity or. the mpassive, the teacher munt teach not o1 ly the form
but also the meaning. Larsen-Precmar righteously nmairtains that
the vassive form has's granmatical meaning'of putting the focus
or the thems rather thap on the agert. 4t the same time, the _
functior of this form, i.e. wher it should he used. should also
be taught. She cortirnues sayius that,

The sa~ne would be true if one wore teaching
the furctior of arologizing, for eLample,
and warted students to end up with more
thar some memorized formulac for apologi-
zirng, subh as they nmight get from a phrase
book, the teacher would have to worlk with
the studernts or tae grammaticgl form arnd

mearirg of the apologies (1987 : 4).

Yet, if some grammatical forns can be nresented in mear ipg-

ful contexts, there are such aspects of the grammatical compeborte
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aa tone, rythn and stress that otill nuzile teacherae. Ty, fact,
the nroblen arices as to how these features cab be imcorporatad
iy a commuuicatiVe langunse teonching framevork. As 1 noticed,
tenchelS atill divoerce the ahove aapects fyom other aanects of
Lapmeage . Baee T, oo dninf, T think, bthely do rot show the
atudents 20V the tore, SHress or iptoration can affect the mea—
pirg of an atteratces gince napurds are fundemeytal nart of the
process DY which we comaunicate ard compraherd 1 oxical gramua=
tical anc sociolinguistic meating" (Richarads at.a Terninytorn 1986
i 2uB)s prOnuLciation should rot be seer only A8 +pne production

of sounds but also as @& neans of corveying certain meanings-.

hor 1is nrohurciatioz to be uuderstood as the oral mrouuc=
tior of gt Terces iy, a way pative gneakels pronoULCs:. "1ithout
wighirg 1o nush the igsue furthel T wilkl ot: 1y recomnet @ that
nro;uucintion he ihtegr?tdd into other qkills auch as listering
or ®tudy of vocabulary:. For instarce, T phserved a lesson
whereby the cOpCsIN was LO nut The qencodary apd primary atress
npp anme worads apd on pccasiot, the teachel coprd ﬁnacifiad the
different meanings that a word takes OF denerding OF where the
gtres~ 1° nub. Ircidentally, % o worth mertioning +hat sone
teachers hrdsaf rndios apd tATMeS to dust nAave thelr gtuden s
listen TO real gnglish. Ae will be geel, 1atel, this practice,
whep: 1% 19 adoplence from the early stafe, familializes the

atucents with the gpemlish atress, rythm ar.d 11.t01:2T10t .

1f ther the granmatical forms should he as selated @8 pon=
gible tO thelr meat ings ~r-d fanctions, hot are the atudents to
get the ippat which orables Thel t0o eLNreSs and iLterprete these

functions and neahligs® This brings fs to spheak of the acguisi-
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tior. of 3he' sogiolirguistic commeterce ir the classroom.
>

As T could irfer from the resrmorces I got fronm teachers,
appropriateress of meaninse ard situatior is dealt with through
role-plays, dialogues etc... Ur, ir so07e cases, the teacher tells
the students what is rormnlly said in such or such case. "hat
seens to he a rroblem relates mainly to the cultural norms which

ittervene durirg commuricatior.

Ir. effect. ir Rwandar high schools, the nroblem arises
as to wiich syastem of ror=-verbal commuricatior should be used
durirg an unglish lenson. Some te-chers see 10 darser ir using
rorms related to either Rwardar or to Trelish culture. Yat,
where there is differice betwser the two, it should be hrought
to the studerts' attertior. ard evVentually nracticed through

role-plays, simulatior dialogues etc...

3till, there is a great danger ipn conTu~ing these cultural
aspects especially when one is interacting with a pative spenker.
As some teachers reported to me, rative speakers may misinter-
nrete foreigi ¢rs as being "Americar" or"British", or"smart" whet
they use typical american or hritish sestures. Someti-es eVet,

Pking can be irterpreted as a way of shoving off.

Although such unhavppy cxmerierces may hnppet, the case
may he worse for forsign speakers who simnly igriore the target
cultural aspects. Ther it comes to teachirg, teachers should
avoid lenaving thir~s out. Tt is what Pennycook states whern he

mairtains that, "¢ should be askitg ourselves if what we
ciioose to teach is more useful thar what
we choose rot to teach and aong the latter,
raralinguistic features are of crucial
impog?unu it the learring process (1985
: 276.):
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As copcert the discourse competerce, it secems that it
car: rnot be explicitaly taucht. If ctudents acyuire it, it is
via textual analysis whereby teachers provide ir-utb which re-—
lates to cohesior and enhererce. In the first cace, the
~tudents may be vreserted with a text where they car deal with
lexical cnhesior such as renetition of lexical items, Uuse of
grammatical cohesior devices like Drotolns, ¢liinais, logical
cortectors and so forta. I, the second cace, stucerts may deal
with the normal progression of mearirgs it conversation or in
a busiriess letter, a short story ueic...

Like the discourse commeterc., the acquisitior of the
atratesic competence is 107 svident except through the correc=
tior the teacher provides ‘her commurication among the students
is about to break down. It this case, tle teacher provides the

!

students with some strategies which are used in real life.

As "turrhy (1986) surrests, the teacher should present
first the exnlarations ahout the inportarce. of comnmurication
atrategies with smecial attentios. to the fact that these stra-
teries dn also exist 1in the mother tonsue. As the students inte=
ract, the teacher may inapire so7e gamhits which car he nsed in
the appropriate situatiors. For instarce. the te~mcher may refer
to the use of "well","ehr", "but or", nyou krow", "I menn" gtiCe s
while a speaker is searching for othier ideas. Sinmilarly, inst;ad
of remairc~irg nilett, a smeaker nay say, "I dos't see what you
mear", "po you mean', ard soO forth. 7o this moint, I refer to
Twagilimana (1986) who <lahorates on the 1eaning of discourss

particles.
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CLASSRUUM MAT AGAMENT AT D

ACTIVITI®S FuoT4RTY G LT GUAGS ACQUISITIUN

50 far, the point has beer. made about the relationship
betvesn commnurication ard second/foreign language acquisition
or. the onhe hand, ard the Kinds of ipput needed 1in order to commu-
nicate in the target languags on the other. The present chapter
corsiders 1ir which ways the teacier car manage to set up condi-
tions wich provide astudents with that input. More specifically,
this chapter exanipes the strategies the tsachers car use in
order to create conditiorns which are more likely to be conducive
to acguisition. These strategies mainly relate to classroom ma-
nagement ard activities through which ntudents use the target
larguage for real comiunication. In each case, particular atter—
tion will be paid to the role of the teacher i ensurirg that

the input that the students receive 1is comnrehensible.

To hegin with, there scems to he three malrn sources of
ipput in A Rwardar high schoonl classroom : the teacher, the
classmates and the reading and listening material. Through this
material, the studontes Fet a certain gquartity of input especi-
ally ~her: they freely explore them. As some teachers reported
to me. apart from the materials from the Inglish cection of the

Direction des Progranmes de 1'inseiguenent agcondaire, (DPI0

they try to diversify the source of iyput for mainly reading

ard listening skille.
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Tndeed, they bring their own tapes and radios ir the
classroom arnd have their studerts linten to sorgs, news ard =
terviewvs. In so doing, teachers get students acquiaipnted with

real inglish language. In other words, studsnts are exposed to

LY

the Inglish larnguage as it is used by its various speakers, na-
tive as well as tonrative speakers alike.In this particular
instance, students may realize that there are nany varieties of

inglish of which the one they speak in the classroom is no less

dnglish than any othsr.

As far as the reading materials are concerned, teachers
encourage students to read other materials thar those from the
DP9, esnecially in upper levels. These are mainly newspa‘ers,
Mmagazines and some e¢xverrts from rovels or short stories. SoMe-
times, studerts are assigned to read from these materials ard
to present a report to the class individually or in pannels
Sirce other studerts ask questions about the meaning of one or
annther word, it is more.likely that stuberts make sure that
they urderstand the text hefore clascroom presentation. In so
doing, therefore, they are more likely to benefit fron that

kind of reaaing.

Apart from the input from the aforementionsc source,
studerts get input from the varinus tymes of interactior during
which Zrglish is used for comaunication. Scholars who have
concerned themsclves with clasaroom inter-ctiorn have distingui-
shed : Teacher-student, Teacher-class, Teacher=-groun and studn
dent(s)-studert(s) interaction (Ellis 1984). Durirg these inte-
ractiors, thres goals in the real use of the target larnguage

have also heoen distirguished : the socializirg language, The
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irstructional language ard the managerial-or organizational lar-
gunge.

In effect, scholars have revealed that the whole language
used 1in a second/foreign classroom is not used communicatively .

Coulthard stetes this as follows :

Much of what goes on in the foreigry lar=
guage classroon is not geruinely communi-
cative. Apart fro~» those occasions wher.
teacher is organizing the classroom and
the lessorn, '0pern the window/close your

books', ipstructing, 'a nouw is ...’
ar.d sooializing; LHello Suzsariess',
all tThe larfgung. used ig more or leSs
artificial because it arisss rot fronm a
raead- -toupe the 1t guage hbut from a
requirement by the teacher to .produce
las.guage (1985 : 157, my erphasis).

Ip a s<cond/foreign language classroom, therefore, acquisition

is more likely to take place when the teacher e«ploits advanta-
geougly these rmoments wien larguage is uscd as a Means of orga-
rnizing the classroom, instructing, and interacting with students
as irndividuals who, as "Tillis (1987) suggests, have a life of

their owrn outside the classroom.

Less time needs be spent or the latter point because, for-
tupately, all the teachers have adopted £nglish ge the main means
of commurication during English lessons, what I want to suggest
is that teachers be examilar ir attending to this reguiremend.
Irndeed, it so happens that a teacher loses control of himself
and uses Kinyarwanda or French for maintaining - + in the
clas~room. In so doirg, after all, be obviously creates a nega-
tive attitude toward inglish as Tar as ganuire communication
is concerned. Un the contrary, teachers ghould not limit the

use of the irglish language only 1o pedagogical reasons, rather,

aa far as rossible, they ahnuld ~e<k to use it for 3ll interac-—
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tiors.occurring in the classroom (£11is 1937).

"hile orgarizing the class, the teacher will make sure
that he simplifies the irput anrd, at the sane time, he hgs it
roughly-tuned for Acquisitior to take place. Ir our high schools,
there. sesms to he three mair ways by ~hich teachers manage to
provide coaprehensible inmput while orgarizing the class hy
usirg Kiryarwarda or Frerch, by simnlifying their dtglish gso s
as to adavt it to the lovel of their students and by usirg a
ratural language but with rephrasirg, repeating, checking

comnrehensior etc...

As regards the use of Kiryarwarda/French for class:oom
Management, there are some monerite ip which the practice is
helpful and sone others it is detrimental for acquisition, The
usw of Kinyarwanda/Fr;uch is at best when it{s the orly way to
get students catch the Message. It is better that the Mmessage
should have iritailly been delivered in 4dnglish befors the
teacher attenps to transmit it ii Kiryarwarda or French.

In this case, studerts might have processed some of its wlements
but failed to process S0Mme others. If the Message is reformu-
lated iy, Kinyarwarda or i, French and then rephrased ir 3Inglish,

it is 1likaly that acquisition will take place.

Yet, for begirrers, it is almost impossible to ask them
tn rephrase the Message in 3rglish. 1ot orly this is time corsy-
mirg. but also students! ability in English are as yet develo=
ped. However, ever though the teacher ‘can resort to Kirnyarwa.da
or french, he should etaure that students do not always wait

for him to do sn hefore they show the aprropriate behavior.
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ghould e fanilializsd with the use 0%

inglish as at offective
means of commupicntiuy, thhs from the V2¥¥ atart.

As AopCelns the 1rctructj0pal languafics the ippub coming
in to ‘the studett ig more 1ikely tO heCOMS jptake wher nif occurs
ag A resnoLSe to something the pupils have said rather than as
a nra—plnnn@d tdaChdr-ihjtiqtud eKChtha" 31113(1934 : 1u6). In
apy CASe. it is importarwt that the teacher adhere® to the "her e
and=row nrineiple” by ueirg the larfuage which refers to jmmediate
ard concret referents. As 2llis nuts 1, "the upderlying prenise
ig that the lapguagse that relates to the immediate content is

agier To USe (...) thar the language which relates xo displa-

ced activity" (1984 3 YT ) »

1t 1is Darticuiarly to thils poin® that T want to digcuss
the concePt of adapting langnade to the level of the studortse.
It has alreacy Deel suggeﬂted that gpudents are motivated whel
they renlize that they cab updarqtaLd 1essages ipe a new 1aj.guages
T, adanting thelir larguags so that the students upderstand it,
therefore, feachers are mor e 1ikely tO fostel language acquisi-
tion. 1p offect; whet: studen®s are wxponed to the language which
ia nigher that thel atkoally Cak Processy they end 0P iy boredom
and nvdrhurderping. Yate L much the sane way, 1t should be -
reCalled that, wheb the ~tudents gt the ipput which is urder

theilr current level, gqequisition ie less 1ikely %O rgke Mlace-

Thu~, tO adant language to the level of the atudents is
to he undergtood as differcnt fron providing fihdly—tuhud irpube.
T the firat cases one will adapt 1is language to aby xind of

qudienCe but, ab the sane time, ne may providq gither rovghly=
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tured NI firely-tuned jpput. To take uv the esample ainilar to
the One given in the foregning chapter, a teacher 1is likely to
jpelude ir his laiguags nwoulda it he nossible for you to lend

a 5tn yeal inglish loar 01, and while

me your Tel pluar}e'?" in
he is in the lower forms, he will probably be 1imited to such
simple forms ac "Lend fe A pap',"glve B9 4 pert ctCaes But, ib

hoth cases, he will have adanted his language to she level of

the S'tlldul‘:t&'} .

Cortrarily to what some teachers thirk, 1atguafs adapta-
tion dne” ot exclude the rnrmal use of language- Tor sUre,
teachers who deliber-tely gneak ToO slowly, gsyllable by syllable,
j1lude themselves ir, as much 18 they Aare eAn0osSing students to
a somevhat reduced langnage. Apd as npothing which is said by
the tencher ia rarely meat ityless to students. the latter will
be accustomed O that simplified ard twisted language which they
probqbly will use when they have to commupsicate i), Anglish. Lne
way TO COPwe with this problen of adapting languafe ard at the
same btime toO provide roughly-tuped jp,rut is toO sneak naturally
ard to allow or.¢self soms repetitions ap,d paraphrases. Another

way 1S, ultimately, btO checlt On students' comprehunsion.

Compreher slon choecking, howeVel, recds be har.dled care—
fully. Corstar?t checks Ob CompruhuRFiDh car oventually geonorate
into a bhoring classyroon atmosnheres 7 ,achers who, at any rate,
are uttering such formulaic churks as wy JL?" "Right®?" or "ilave

leas stud.rts thar themselves. There

0

you upderstood?” address
geems to he s0ile teachers, in offect, who do not evel exnect
ary answe!l after "Have yoU underatood?" . Juat as they utter the

1ast syllables of the worad" ur-derstood", they ndd"Right!" or
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the studen®s have qctualily rendone arother's cony, Tthe teache?
may reinire then to commert Ot the taichy OBy Tn LASS of a lellel,
to repl. - In so0 G0ing, the students will surely attend more to

the mMeaning thar. to the form of what the¥ read.

Yet, with ﬂecr—eV@luttiOy there Seels to bhe phisctionse
As Dar g rfield has mointed out, "this method dous have bhe
dicavaartnge iy, that studen S mnay wyongly igentify miatakes and
reinforce the mintnken jueas" (1985 : 195). He also raires The
problem teachers have whern they have to huilad up AL aagesaneh®
nf ipdividual atudents. This is a sonnd remar¥, “wifhs 3T should
he nonbed that teachelIS will not always 1imit thenselves +o this

‘ripd of corr.ction.

Beaides the ipmut coming in fron na@r-¢VGluation, ¢ually
jmportant 18 the one from ntuddut(ﬁ)-ntudgnt(ﬁ) oral itteractior.
As has already busr suggestet. 1 nsuage acyuicition ig MOIe
likely toO take Dlace whoep: studerts are sngaged 1n activities
wherebhy they produce ard exchat g« mesaages Uslng the target lan—
guage . These activities have Boal belfad Weommupicative activi-
tics". As they 28Ve best: Llangely documented elsewiel s (among
others. Kazarerda(1986), Magabn (1936) ard Rwagasar (1937),

T will focus n what the TeIn 'commupicatiVa‘ oi.taila An these

activities.

larmer (1983) conniders the pntore BI comaunication in
the lansuafle clacaroom Aas a coptinulm wherehy ndhte oXtreme in-
cluder nDﬁ—COW”uqutin aetivitien. the nther comunicative -
activities. Ae he atates. during communicativa activities stu—-

dentn must have 2 deaire to commur:cint e aprd there migt bu '8
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commupnicative purpose. The oxisterce of a conuricative purpose
makes it that students vill use all the resources available to
them ip. order to achieve that purrose. As a regult, attention
will be paid to the contert rather than to the form of what the
studerts sayar.d the teacher will rot irteryete to tell tpum
that they have made mistakes ol corrcct their their pronuncia-
tioy . Ultimately, the material used will not he linmited to a

restricted lansunge.

During comnuricative activities, on the orne hand, languane
nroduction is motivated by the reed to atitait acchracy the
e¢mphasis i~ put ou the form rather thar. on the content. The
teacher irterveres @hly to nrovide the right form and the mate-
rial 1s a0 demigne@ as to corcertrate on a particular item.

The dintinctiot commuriicative/ror=communicative is represented

by Harner as follows :

Figure 13
Tul =COMTY ICATIVS ACTYTIVITIASS CUMMUT ICATIVZ ACTIVITIZS
"~ {5 demire to commnunicate | 23 d<nire to conmunicate |

- —

!

!
—-To communicative purpose | -A commungcative purpose

1

!

1

-Form not contert ~Coprtent ot form

-Upne larguage 1item ! -Varisty of language
!
~Teacher intervention ! -1 o teacher intervention
|
!

-I'o materials control

e b e )

~M"Materials copntrol

Ur. the same continuum, Littlewood (1981) has distinguished
nre—commnuricative and comnuricative activities. Pru=commuriicative
nctivities comprise structural activities arnd guaci-commurnicative

activitic~. As Littlewood <xplairs, quasi-commuricative acti=-
vities take irto account the QomﬂunicatiVevas.well as the

structural facts about auguage. They are cortrasted with struec-

fom . -
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tural activitics such as drills vepy paradigr otc... As ip

showr iy the example beloy , Quasi-commupicative activitises can
be subsumed under - darrer calls nor=commuricative activities.
The example Littiswodd provides is as follows :

B

e

By the way, has Johp writtsen the
lotter yot?
R : Yen, he wrote it Yensterday.

Hd

Haa he seer the filn yet?

11

Yoz, he saw it Yesterday.

P : vromm
R : resmnonde
(Litterwond 19371)

&ven drills that are based or the edLchar ge of information
are rnor—commuricative ip Harmer's opininn and I terd to Agrua
with him in as much 78 drills are centred ot: the form of the

language rather thar the cortert.

Un the other hard, Littlewood (19871) divides communicative
activities ijpto furctional comnuriicatioy, activities grd sncigl
interacting activities. Richards arnd Rodgers summarise the two
types of activitige as follows :

Functioral comnuniicatior activities include
7uch tasks as learners comparirg sets of
rictures and t0oting sinilarities ard dif-
ferencen working out g likely SeQUence
of ovents i1 3 set of »nictures ;7 disco-
Vering missing Teatures in ammap or nicg-
ture ; one learnor commuricatine hehingd

A SCraer to annther legrper and giving
instructions oj. how to draw g pickure or
shape, or how to complete a map : fol-
lowing directiops i and solving nrohlems
from shared clusq. Social interaction
Activitier ireclude CorCers tion and dis—
cutior sceeringg, dialofues ard role plays,
~imulatio).sg, “kibe, imnrovint10uﬁ an
debates (1935 . T6.J,
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Ar.other irteresting discussion of commupniicative activities

is remorted from illis (1993) by Coulthard (1935). As Coulthard

puts it, 7illis grouns all classroom language activities into
three Kinds : citatior, simulation and rernlication, with only the

153).

third bging in any real scuse commur:icative (1935

Citation activities include formal eiercises like repeating,

-

comhining and transforning as ir the following :

hatiss this?

.

P 3 "hat ia wHig? T
P+ Tt is a red pen. P ¢ It is a hlue book.
(Coulthard 1985 : 15HY) .

Simulatint, activities. the author mairtains. comrise such

activities an discussion and role nlay and are ofter regarded

as communicative but nre rot goruitely so. As Coulthard revorts,

theee activities gre rot genuirely commupniicative hecause

(...) it is only wher ar activity has an
outeome that it is truly comnunicative-
'or.e of the feature of comwicatior is
that the communicative decisions We take
carry rewards and meralties whereas 1ifi
'role play' there are no peralties =l % nin }
it. a 1o0le-playing situation'the shopkeeper
car. treat his 'customers' ir. a surely
morosyllabic manter with to risk of his
losink sheir custon' (...), and it matters
little to the customer if he nays 2 p or
£2 a dozet. for nis eges i ir simulation
activities as in citation activitien
success is measured linguistically

(1985 : 158).

The third tyre of activity t'.at Coulthard rerorts is
replication and er.compasse those aativiti,n whereby there is
a real need tn communicate ir order to achicve something else
such as to solve a problem or nlay a fame. AS he irdicates,
replicatinn activity is the closest we cCab rot to genulne commu-—

picatiorn irn the classroom with orly "the artificality being that
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omipion gap) can be taken Aas communicative. Moreover ir
apeat-ing of commur:icative activities, e should also + 4 econdi-
der the goal that we want to achieVe. What indeed is the aim of
comaunicative activities if not to train students to use The
target language for real communiCQtion? Tyy other words, commu—
nicative activities Aare mear:t To help studett "l eart nore commnu-
ricative atrategies” (Cnulthard 1985) or %o devesO] nfluency"
defined by Rrunfit as "the raﬂid,natural production and recep—

tiorn of cortextualized, meganirgful lapcuage" (1980 : 126 )

T;, light of the above di~cussionh of comnut.icative acti-
vities, it ahould be reneated that 10 langnage activity is
communicative mer 8¢ (Sllis;1984). It hecomes comnunicative
deper:dirg or the role the teacher takes or yar:d COrquUEMtly,
the feedback he provides during such activities. AS Fllis sugf« 4
gests, if teachers are to give um thelr gtraditional reles nf
"epower" and studerts 1o Cease to be ni, formation scekers',
they remains two malt alterrative chioices : he will act as

"o, looker ar.d partrer" (1984 : 519 Yw

The teacher 'as onloor er’ withdraws fron the scehe in fa=
vor of Stuahdent(s)~studertﬂ() ijteraction. The importance Of
this withdrawl 1s that the atudepts are able to""deter 1iue the
rolevar ce of thelr owu gtterances" (Ellis 1984 : 212). Yoly
this withdrawl has S0 disadvantages. mirat, gtuderts will not
receive sufficient ard risch irTut concerning the laprguage thel
have to acquire. Apd because they are ruatricted tC fhe .
outnut of the other students, they language naqy idrindze
(f1lis 1907 213). The Did'ihZZQtiOU, howevVer, 18 less 1likely

to occur hecalse. as has alredy nointed out, ot all the atuderts
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are on the same level of proficiericy. Therefore, the irmnut some
receive is higher thar their level. Teachers., in turn, may conre

with this by grouning ~tudents with mixed abilities.

The second advantage taht 2liis points out is that, the
reduction of the teacher's cortrol over the students' nutput
may result ip insecurity ard lack of confidernce wich, oventu-
ally, cat be passed o1, to the studerts. To this noint, the
author indicates that this is likely ot to be the case in as
mach as "the teacher wiil be called unor to play a major role
ir, organizing (...) activities" (1984 : 2i3). Ard for Medgyes
to add that "In retury for their nuch reducec role, they will
allegedly fita migrty solace ard reward ir the rapid develon-—

ment of their students" (1936 : 1v9).

n

More intersting 1s the point "ledgyes makes or the teacher's
withdrawl. As he iprdicates, this retreat does rot mean relip-
guishing control over the class, since it would urdermine the
studerta' reed for sccurity. Indeed the learner's initiative

ard the temcihier'~ control do rnot work in omposite directiors ¢
ror is the success of largu-pe teching grararteed by maintaining
a balarce betweer them. Referrirg to Stuevick (198v), e suggests
that "there nust be a way which will alow the teacher to kesp
menrly 10U percert of the 'control', whi.e at the sane time the
learner is e<ercising nrearly 1uupercert of the 'initiative!'®

(1986 : 11v).

Un the other hand, the partrer role, @llis (1973) suggests,
requiresnof the teacher to provide only samples of the second

language and guisarce rules. As he poirts out, the size of the
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class may verclude this role.. However, this is r.ot importarnt
because the tencher will intervens orly to "provide an appro-

1

priate level of ipput" 3 that is, after hse had seen and diagno-
sed students' diffieulty. Lo cope with this problem of the size
of the classroom, illis suggestc that he class he divided into

grouy ;.

Closely related to this pew roles of the teacher is the
feodback 1e is et titled to provide during classroom language
getivities. As Ellis notes, "the teacher as a 'krower' corncelves
foedback in terme of identification and correction of learners'
orrors ard the poritive reirforcement of correct utterarces" Ib
commuricative activities, this is liksly not to be the case.
Quite to the cortrary, atterntior should be drawn or. these momerts
commuriicatior - . is more likely to break dowrn rather thar on
formal errors (&llis 1984 : 215). '"Murphy has provided insights
irto these momerts communicatior may break dow.. As he says, he
finds it better to intervene and comment on why comnunicatiown
has broker dowr. This may occur wher 50Me learners Aare uninhle
to take their turn to speak, eVeryore is avoiding to spuak etcCes.
It such cases, learrers are.said to be making srrors of flloency.
Murphy enumerates some o'ther cases in vhich comur.ication is
likely to break sowt.. He writes 2

Phey are makirg an error of fluency, and
are rot harcling turp-takirg appropriately.
Ard they are rot giving the sneaker any
feedbakle, which is also evident if learners
ir groupr do ot urderstand the speaker and
fail to say so. This is another error of
fuuercy. Ironicalyy, this last kird of
hreakdow car be caused by ar error of ac-
curacy or the part of the speaker, though

(0t ore 0f the order he go irstend of he
goes : this sort ol mistake, hich so
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irritat.s teachers, does 1.0t impede commu-
rication arnd car be corrected later (1986 :
146=147).

Thus, what is instructive from the above considerations
is that, althnugh . difficult to reach a corsensus on the
way errors should be¢ dealt with, teachers should assess when to
correct ard wher, 1.0t to. As the guiding principle T side with
e Dorough who suggents that learrers' utterances bhe svaluated
for the’r commuricative success" (1982 : 124). Given that commu-
nicative activities are “mong these Ffew Mmoistits the dnglisp 1ap-
guage acyuisition is more likely to take plgece in our high
schools, teachers shnuld mae sure that they do rot" themselves

spoil them by reedless corrcetiors.

In corclusdion, this chanter has sot out to suggest how
the teacher car set up corditiorns which are likely to foster
acquisitior in the classroom. As has beer noticed, there scens
to be considerable possibilities which can be advartareougly
e4rloited ir order to make the language irput comprehensible to
students. Foremost anotg these nossibilities is the use of
gnglish Tor nll kijpds of interaction in thu classroom (Bllis
1984). It has also heen suggested that the use of Irglish should
1.0t be limited to pedagogic:  goal, but also it should be put
to social and orgarizational use of languase in the classroom.
Uther nossibilities relate to the adontion of communicative
activities, rarkirg fronm dialogues, rols rlays, simulatiors,’
nroblem solvirg, discussion to lansuage ganmes. Although thuse
activities are ot readily commupicative, they car he resorted
to in order to get the studerts acquainted with some¢ asnrects of

larguage ip communiciatior. Ir. such activities, the teach.r's
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role hecomes that of orlooker arg partner rather thap, that of
"kuower®. And as A COnhssquetce, the teacher provides feedback

without interferirg with commur-icatiog, anong students.
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G &1 sRAL Cur® CLTSA I o1l

Throughout this paper, the corcery has beern to suggeat a
view of irglish larnguage teaching it Rwandan high gchonls which .
talkes accouut of theorwebtical cot siderations on Secand/language
acquisition. I have paid narticular attention to the role of
communicatior eapecially 1t a second/foreigr. larguage clagsroon
This idea grew out of the concert to keon our s glish language
teaching abreast of recent renearch in the fields of lan~muage
acquiaition and to contrihute to its improvenent in light of the

imrlicatiors that research has it langhase Teaching.

At the outset, T have orted for a somewhat all-cricompas-
girg position towards fis'w thenretical statemerts ir second/fo~
reigr. language leart.ing atd teachitg. Thus, agreeing with
Krashen nn the role of compreher aible irput, T have tonetheless
adnitted that learters! output derives fron both acquired and
leart ed lirguistic kp,omledge as there 1s a seehags hetween the
two. Similarly, the learpers' irput seems To be composed of their

owr: outmut ard that of their interlocutors.

The eclectic approach I advocate is also reflected ip the
viegw of the acyuisitior ol the competer ce prior to the succes—
~ful use of the target lansuare ir real life commupiicatior.
Thus, addres~irg the copceTt of the commupicative commeternce
and what it ertails for differunt groums of Rwardar. digh school
studerts. T have argusd for a teachirng which would cater for all
the tynes nf krowledge and skille it involves, yel taking into

account the different demapds made 0n the atuderts.
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Tt is row a krown fact that irglich has acguired a viable
role in the Rwardat comu.ication retwork. The motivation to
learn it for outside interaction is as lilrely to be great as it
hag come 10O fulfill ecducationally and econnmically related needs.
It is. therefore, incumbent tO tenchers to provide the irput
whioh prenares students 1o comunicnte in inglish outside the

classronme Ufforidrﬂtaly;hth%'intdr'CtiOuﬁ through which sueh'.
input is likely to be avqilahle.q;e not fully catered for. Auwd:

wher it cowes to testiﬁg,
the demands made Upoh the studerts corflict with the teacher's

yet timid enternrise to prevare atudents to use the targed lap-

gunge for communicating.

A look into different sources of classroom lipguistic
input has led to the suggestior that tenchers re<d to ensure
that learners get the i put conmirg ir. TO thes from these moments
the target language ig usea for genulre conmunicgtion in the
classroom. These n0oMer s are those it ‘which drglish is used
mainly for other goals thar the pedagogic 0ticS. Instructive to
teachers, therefore, is the idea that énglicsh be used for all
kirds of irnteractior occuring ir. the clascroom. If Prench and

Kiryarwarda can also be used, this will only be holnful

after all the neans have beet: tried out ip Inglish.

Uther momerts it which drglish is used to some extert for
pentine communication relate to communicative activities.
Tmplementing such activities ir high schools is rnot only con-—
fronted with lack of mat.rial ard ursuitable program, but also,
with the fact that teachers seen to be unclear as to which
activity,is.communicativ@ or not-comaunicative. Mhat is instruc-—

tive is that there is rno activity which is commuricative as such.
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It is by allowiy. g stucer tas ton conmutiicate frecly argd Jet to
assist them ip hardlipg commurication that teachers contribute
to the communicativer.sss of gsuch activities. I nuch The same
way, the teacher's nrovision of feedback to the studerts! output
has beer show. to piay a great role ir language acquisition,
particularly during comnuricative activities. It thus nas beep
My urge to persuade teachers to treat studerts' crrors ratu-
rally but not so lericertly as to diverge from their mairn ohiec-
tive : t0 ehable studerts to krnow ard use the angliah language

code.

I do not preterd to have exhnustively investigated all
the asmects nf laruage acquicition iy the classroom. Some voints
have heer 1oft Unexplored for some cot.strairts. Ior instarce,
Aspects of commut ication which relate to the written lansuage
have heer unfairly deglt with ara 311 the lar zuage skills have
1ot heer fully touched or. 2 atudy which would irveastigate all
these aspects - is ¢XDeCled. Yot. my bias toward oral commupi-

catior is ag Jastifiable gs lwardan high school students' profi-
cietcy ir anglish shows g Sgrent discr'bancy Yetrrger: Speaking
and writing abilities, with " the latter being it any real

Sel.8¢ more vigble thar the former.

T hore that the view I have develoned will lead teachers
to thirk afresh about their eVeryday work. Far from challenging
the traditions of individual teachers, my gim has beer to cop-
tribute. to the imnrove-ent of our anslish language teachir g by
SugFestirg some ways to keen it abreast of Tecent findings ip

lanesuass Pedagogy. Iy, commor with Nrevious Tesearchers, T helieve
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that . ultim~te success of our &rglish lan~uage teaching lar-

gely devends obn the informatior teachers receive about research

irto the field of larnguage acquisitior and implications for

larguage beaching. Tr. additior to "stages" and seminars which

have be.n already proposed, that informatior would be available

a inurnal wherehy teachers of 4ngliish to Rwandarns would ex-

charge ideas and personal experiencCes.
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JQuestionnaire on Commupnication ir the

Classroom.

T. Idaptifiecations

1. Bactior ¢ ecsvsassscnseanssoasses
2. Gualification of the teacher :
Baghel 0F 0T KIHE wwwewews

TieertE —isiesmusnisimess

vther (Specify Dleﬁﬂd) . R R RUE S Y e s
3. There did you study 3e.glish?
I.P.t. : From 19...t0 19...
U.l .R. : From 19...%0 19...
Zlrewhere : Snecify please seeecciiiscsssnnnes
From 19... to 19...
4. Thich classes do you teach?
Tiovel of'§ § .ot .| Cha t.rd. 1 tn |  th |
@ 0 S fi ) n
pevel DT 48T yoar | 2" year 1377 year | 477 year | 57 yean
_Frkg_lz_,_L ok Lo i R S B S IS i
|1 umber of | ; ! E !
= ; 174
} studerts in ' ] ! i
! ¢each class | : . ! !
e e R R  — S U OO . LT JO A W =
5. How lopg have you beer teachirg Srglish? ....eceeaes.

IT. Comnunication in the Classroonm

1. a) ur which criteria do you bhase the selectior. and the

gradation of grammatical structures withir the func-

tion t0 bd tARENET? svsecemens v wms s ®menin ey

@ ® B & % % 8 9 e T 8 4 S 8 8w S S 88 E e s S seE T e ESESU IS

s 8 5 % 8 8 9 8 8 8 8 8 8 B S 8 G e &8 & 46 60 88 NS SN ENssdeSes e

b) How does the level of students affect the balance

betweer the linguistic forme and the communicative

flthtiOrLS? -0-....----:.---‘..-.--n-

® 8 8 8 8 P 8 8 9 4 5 8 8 S 8 8 S 8 8 s B 4 e 8 S8 TR S LN eSS s Ee s

@ 8 & 8 6 4 8 8 8 8 8 8 B P S S N S S S ST S S R NS S e B QS SsEsEssy s sssose
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T 1

(]

How do you irtroduce the rew larguage” Does the level

L

>

of your studerts arfect the way you introduce the rew
lal.gllag&io e s 8 8 68 8 s a8 s 0 v e W e 8 6 66 8 8 88 b o s b v a B e s s s e
# ® & = & & 8 8 ® & w e & o o.l--n-l'oool--cl"u-‘ll!-l.--..ll.u--.

--..ll-'q--.l.cuouI.I'I..l-.uml...ll.!u!'.l..li...oll.

"hich activities ans materials do you use to teach
la!'{.’[‘la{"u‘ fu]-C'tiOlF‘,? e 8 8 8 9 8 8 8 8 s a8 B 6 8 s SR B S e e s e s

uluol.lll.ccnnnlcto--\-lo.t.‘.-nccooouiilllolooiooillc

How do you come with the pre—¢stahlished teaching orde
of grammar moirts wher you have to teach the formal
cxmonert of 8 Function® ceeeeeessnsssssesnasssnassanns
Tow ig the cultural cortent of commuricatior taught?
"Tould there be any darger to use ron-verbal aspects of
commuricatior (gestures, facial expPressiors...) of ¥i-
ryarwarda while apeakirg 3rglish? cevevericeacccnceenn
G B B N e g e e s s RS R IR SRR A A S
......-..........--‘.:'.A.............-......---.-.-.....i
o o s B e e o B B 9 R D RS A R W e e el e e o e
That kiré of activities do you use in order to enable
ctuder.ts to use grammatical forms appropriately to
commur icate in varions cortexts? ceiieciiiniiiiienaann

How authertic are the maturials proposed to you? How do
you provide your students with auterctc materials for
I’d’adth/liStezih{’f HCtiVitiQQ? ® % 8 8 8 8 B 8 % 8 % S S N B LSS s e
.'-..'ll....."'...'...D-C'.'..l..ll.l‘..'...--l.-Il‘l

@ % 8 % & 8 % 8 8 8 8 e & S 8 S 48 W S R S S S TS B E S S s S SN LTSS
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a)
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a) “her, is advar tageously monsible to Uss Kiryarwanda

fOI ClﬂHSrDOm m'}f'a{’:u”’\dht‘?.....--.-.-s..o...-.-..-...

--c------n-conio-c-lu‘-n--o_--.ooo-o--l-ln.-tc--otnc.
b) Do you allow students to arswver 1u Kijyarwanda? IT
you do, why and at which 1leVel? ceecercccncsasescccns
.-o-oc---uo--c----ao-cJ.--.-o---o--------.----c-c-o-
¢) Dou you adapt your larguage to what you thirk is the
level or your studertsf That are the advartages
ard/or the disadvartages in 80 A0INgT eeeecireecvece
Do you ever use peer—svatuation in writing activities?
~-Tf yes, what are the advartages and/or the disadvantages
of peer-evaluation?
-If ro., what do you thirk wonnld be the disadvartages of
neer-cvaluation.
lolocnlo.-l.-.l---..loo-.-l-il.--nuon..loo...l-..--tl.-
I“....ll.llI.l.llllIlO.'ll"I.'.......l".ll.‘.l.l...l
Durirg stude“t(q)-studabt(s) interactior, should all
orrors be corrected? If ro, what kird of errors do you

think it is important to correct? eceeccccesccrcanccens

-‘.............5-.-.--.--...........-..-.-..i....-.....
Do you use any of the followine? Show the level of the
studerte (the year of gnelicsh) to which you thirk the
activity is suitable. You might irdicate arother activi-
ty asimilar to the one I have ponosed, specifying the
medium (writter and/ or oral) ir. which it is carried out.
Ty, apy case, your comnerts ard suggentions will be of
valuable importance.

The stucderts follow ipsfructions fro* the teacher.
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--c-q-;--o-nu;--c-nv-o--n--o---li--noi.--co.-u-o-.-lo--

ocoool.--un------no-lcoc-b.--ol.o.----c----------l-o--c

b) The studerts follow oral/writter instructiorns from other
studer.ts.
Ye-ﬁ‘ TD Commeht 0;--.‘-.--.-.------1:-..

; 1 ; et r st st e s assens boestessseenceas
! 1

t--cl--o--l-o--.oo.--.--.--l.h---uoo-ovonc-..-n---u--o
¢) The studerts listen to a tare recorder and take notes
that they use ir written ard/or oral reports.

‘-reg TO Comdr[t LA L R I I R I O T T T T T T S S,

g a— Y
" ' ' ' .'I..l..'."-..l'.-..l..ll;l...l
Lo ! —

..l'..'.I..ll'.l.l......l"!l.l.
.OICI..lI'l.....‘...lIll..‘lll.‘..ll'.'!...I...Ill....l
..'.l‘I'll..-.l'l.l..ll...ll..-I'.ll...'..ll...l...'l..

d) The studerts read a test and make a sumnary (oral/writter ).

Yes Mo BT v e o v g0 8@ 578 58 50 2 § 4 emei

m——— PRSI |
' ; ; : b LA R L R R R T I T I S S S S S
| SO | ST |
- -.I.C---!-I..uo'nn‘-.-n-n.-.o
L L o-4...¢---o-noo-o-cuq----onb----lc--o-oc-.-
---oll--uccl----c.-c-o-o-o..&o'..ll-10-lo-l-|.llI.'.!ll.

¢) Discussior ir the class follwed by a writing activity.
Yes COMMSET o L e orw v dw e v 5% 308 26 b 5 &
———— , R 068 sl e 990 5 8 04 0 S i ¢
cci---oi-o--.n-.ucc.oo-o--oonucc
.l.n.-oo-..ol.t..--o.lt.I..Jl....-‘-.Qt-otl.t.l-lno.on.
# R B w8 R SRR e me e e e e s e e D

f) Discussior in groups followed by ar oral report.
YBS T’O Commeft L I T T T

! ! '
' ' ' ' l‘.'l.....l.....‘...I.l...l..‘..
S 1 s s

loo--c--ou---ooo---o-u--o-oao-lo

lo-aolcucn-louo---q-uloouccn-ou--.l—nolco-o-n|‘-c--oo-l

!‘ll."!II..'DID.II.III!OII..l...‘.'ll"'lll..‘lll.....



-116~-

£) The studerts eitract informstion fron diagram, chart,...
and reproduce itiipn oral/written renorts.

YeS T’O Cor]mer-ﬁ -u-c--n..-Q----c-.-c--.---

i

'
! !
 SEUNI O W

o — e e
!

!

‘ .’.-.'.uﬁ..l...'...l.'.'....-.....

1

h) The studerts interview each other/in groups and make an
oral or g writter. reyport.

YBS T‘:O CO(’ln’le!t -.---.--.---ncoc-a-oo-ooon

!
f

: ® 8 s 8000800 . .ll..l-.t--...ll..."
| R

-p-u‘-.ncoooo-o------a.-a-.-o-.-.u--o--‘_--o---n-.-..-n.

Culcunou---conc--o-c-----uc.-o-o---lon'n-olnoooo-ol-noo

i) The students make un a dialogsue using cue=-cards.

Yeﬁ TIO C(Jmmej't e -a--c--.--coa.u--o--.--
pEy
T—— A W—

';l:.l-'l'0‘."'.l..ll.lI.II.II..I.
c-l-uto-...--.-o.n.-.o.o--c--.-.-noo---o.---.---ooo---c
l..!.l..l.".'.l'll!Cl.ll.‘-.l.t..bl.'.l-OOOIIOIl.!l-..

1) The teacher umes visuals(e.r,. rictures, drawirge, ...)
to get studerts Talking.

Yes I\‘O CO:"]ment ..If“ll'.'.C!.-.‘l.......

| I T 1

1 ! ! ] ol---o.--._n.-o.o---lunn-0¢0-l-pn--
| SRS [ I

lo.occco---ol-cc--outlonluco--ooo-

-o-o--.--oouco-l.-on--.-nco-nn-.-n..-n.n..lou-ooo.n-ooo

01.8? Yesg To

_____ =

| ! 1 !
s i

I'QtIl.ll.lool-on..c..l

k) Do you use games ir your les

0

CO”’U”'IcI“t -ooo----o..o---o--o-ooc

12. How do you evaluate the studerta’ communicative performarce?
® 8 s % s 0 L I I L I * ® s 2 e s 9 LA I I R B R L I I Y . " e s e o e 0 0 - »
@ * P800 002000000 P T e e s L I O I R R ® ® v e 00000 L
LS L B B T SR, LA I I R . o e e v o . 8 % ® s 8 e L I I ) ® & s 0 a0 * s 8 0 . s e L Y

a-.-.-o--.-c--u---ao-co--..--.----c-o.o.----.n-.-qc,-qq-a
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