JUNIOR TEACHER’S VERBAL USE AND CLASSROOM INTERACTION: ASSESSMENT AND IMPROVEMENT
ABSTRACT
Teacher verbal behaviour is a decisive factor to form patterns of classroom interaction and create positive learning atmosphere. For junior teachers, who are young and inexperienced, the use of English as a major instruction medium to encourage interaction in EFL classroom reveals some problems.

The assumption is that if these teachers are provided a chance to understand their own teaching verbal behaviour and try out a variety of teaching behaviour in their classroom, this would possibly lead to the improvement in their performance and classroom interaction. Based on this, two cases of investigation have been done. In which, first young teaching group have been observed and offered feedback, while others have been observed without later comments. Afterwards, the second investigation into two groups’ classes has show certain changes and improvement in young teachers verbal behavior, teacher- student interaction and students learning interest.
INTRODUCTION
Background

The term interaction in foreign language learning has been regarded by many scholars. For example, Hall and Verplaetse (2000) stated that interaction is the way teachers and students work together to create the intellectual and practical activities that shape both the form and the content of the target language as well as the processes and outcomes of individual development. While Clipperton (1994) noted that teaching has to be purposeful, interactive and creative, the teacher has to be able to tailor instruction and guide complex interaction for a variety of learners. Furthermore, this view of teaching in terms of interaction has captured attention of other authors such as Ellis (1992); Tsui (1994); and Boyd and Maloof (2000) who supported the belief that the quality of observable interactive patterns of student participation in classroom discourse correlates with learning outcomes. 

Apparently, teachers play as the guide and controller in a classroom, and teachers’ verbal behaviours can be considered the decisive factors to create the positive learning atmosphere and form the pattern of interaction. This was suggested by Good & Brophy, 2000, stating that teachers' classroom verbal behaviour affects students' achievement was supported. Previously, Good & Weistein (1986); Allington (1991), also indicated the student’s participation, achievement and attitude might vary with different verbal behaviours. In particular, positive verbal behaviours from teachers can promote interaction and provide opportunities for students to actively engage in class discussion. 
Classroom interaction analysis, which offers some kinds of objective feedback to the teacher who is trying to change his/her verbal behaviours, can be used in order to help teachers improve classroom instructions as well as interaction. According to Amidon & Hunter (1967), it is possible to estimate the initiation and respond on the part of the teacher and students and a number of other interesting features of teacher – students relationship. The possibility, in the same year, was practised by Flander (1967), with a research tool named as Flanders’ Interaction Analysis (FIA). FIA was designed to categorize the type and quantity of verbal dialogue in the classroom and to plot the information on a matrix so that could be analysed. Thus, it was widely used coding system to analyse and improve teaching skills. 

Statement of problems
Junior teachers who are young and inexperienced seem to feel not confident to communicate and encourage students. Many reasons can explain why this is so. Firstly, both young teachers and learners are non-native speakers of English but have to use English as a major means of instructions in language classrooms. So, young teachers’ degree of confidence in using the language before their students and the students’ interpreting competence both are limited. In a situation where a teacher fails to show confidence and enthusiasm in what s/he teaches it is difficult to encourage students to become otherwise. 
A second reason might be the time constraint, which practically precludes the teachers to design an instructional session that requires learners to get involved in social communication in the classroom. Commonly packed with about thirty to forty students in one classroom, and coupled with a crowded curriculum, many teachers cannot afford to provide well-designed, meaningful exercises for students to use what is being learned on one-to-one basis. 

In addition, the teachers are oriented to focus much on the lesson’s content and deliver the knowledge over encourage students. They tend to focus on the academic aspects (knowledge, vocabulary, grammatical competence). These make class atmosphere become teacher-centered where teacher is the purveyor of knowledge rather than the communicative skills. Generally, young teachers are prone to be talkative and describe knowledge. Other hindrances can be listed here are: the misconstruction of grammar importance over than communicative competence, the absence of student’s trust on young and just-graduated teachers, the inexperience of real-life English use and pedagogical and soft skills.
Thus, based on the proposal from previous and the possibility of interaction analysis FIA, this study sets out to clarify a way of providing interaction analysis feedback on verbal behaviour of young teacher in EFL classroom in tertiary setting. The aim of this study, then, is to find the answers to the following research questions:

- What patterns of verbal interaction there are in EFL classes between junior teachers and first year students?

 - What are the differences and similarities in verbal behaviour between teachers who receive interaction analysis feedback and those who do not?

 What is the relation between young teachers’ use of verbal interaction and junior students’ interest in learning? 
PROCEDURE
Population and settings
Statistical population of the research includes four junior teachers of English and students from four EFL classes of which these teachers are in charged. The teachers are in their second year of teaching and have no prior experience with the behavior- modification principle, while the students are freshmen coming from first year class and have been learning English for 4 - 5 years.

The purpose of the present study is to investigate procedure to promote the verbal behaviour between teachers and students, as measured by the Flander’s Interaction Analysis system.
Description of FIACS: 
The instrument used in collecting the data was the Flanders interaction analysis categories system (FIACS) for coding teacher and student behaviours and are very useful in studying classroom process. 

In the system, there are ten categories defining specific types of verbal behaviors at classroom with the exception of the last category (Silence or confusion). Out of which seven are used to code teacher statement, two to students’ talk and the tenth classified pauses, silence or talk that is confusing or noisy. In which, the first seven teacher’s categories can be grouped into 2 cases, namely indirect influences (categories 1 to 4) and direct influences (categories 5 to 7). 

Table 1: Flanders Interaction Analysis System



Teacher talk



Indirect influence

1. Accepts feelings: Accepts and clarifies the feeling tone of the students in a nonthreatening manner. Feelings may be positive or negative. Predicting or recalling feelings is included.

2. Praises or encourages: Praises or encourages student action or behavior. Jokes that release tension, not at the expense of another individual, nodding head or saying, “Urn hum?” or “Go on” are included.

3. Accepts or uses ideas of student: Clarifying, building, or developing ideas suggested by a student. As teacher brings more of his own ideas into play, shift to category 5.

4. Asks questions. Asking a question about content or procedure with the intent that a student answer.

Direct influence
5. Lecturing: Giving facts or opinions about content or procedure; expressing own ideas, asking rhetorical questions.

6. Giving ideas: Directions, commands, or orders to which a student is expected to comply.

7. Criticizing or justifying authority: Statements intended to change student behavior from nonacceptable to acceptable pattern; bawling someone out: stating why the teacher is doing what he is doing; extreme self-reference.



Student talk



8. Student talk-response: Talk by students in response to teacher. Teacher initiates the contact or solicits student statement.

9. Student talk-initiation: Talk by students that they initiate. If calling on student is only to indicate who may talk next, observer must decide whether student wanted to talk. If he or she did, use this category.

10. Silence or confusion: Pauses, short periods of silence, and periods of confusion in which communications cannot be understood by the observer.



It is said that direct style of teaching (such as lecturing, giving ideas, and criticizing and justifying authority) or direct influence tends to take place more often than any other instructional strategies. By direct instruction, teacher can provide constant and straightforward interaction with students. Teacher often tents to be the purveyor of knowledge. So, he or she finds direct instruction effective for providing information or involving students in knowledge construction. However, over direct instruction makes teacher-centered classroom and students in passive manner.  

On the other hand, indirect instruction is student-centered and teacher mainly acts as a facilitator. The teacher arranges the learning environment, provides opportunities for student involvement, and provides feedback to student when appropriate (Marzano, 2001). According to Giulio (2006), “students flourish in classroom where they feel valued, care for, and safe, and when they are challenged to think and explore”. So, indirect influence (accepting student feeling, praising or encouraging them, using their ideas) can foster social emotions, and provide positive learning climate in the classroom to enhance student success in learning. Jensen (2008).

Research on interaction analysis suggests that use of an indirect teaching style is associated with more positive student attitudes and higher achievement. Indirect instruction is often slower way of exposing students to the target language than direct instruction, students often achieve a better understanding of the language and ideas through experience. 
Research procedure
There are three stages have been done to as follows:

Stage 1: All teachers and their classes were observed once for 20 minutes using the Flanders’ Interaction Analysis categories system. Teachers were divided into experimental and control group. Right after each lesson, students were asked to compete simple survey questionnaires to get immediate feedback on their learning interest and motivation.

Stage 2: The result of the observations, in form of written feedback, in the stage 1 was presented to experimental teachers while the other two control ones were not receive any feedback about observations. In this stage, two experimental teachers will be also invited to take part in interviews and discussions.

Stage 3: It was conducted similarly to the 1st stage to find out changes in teacher and student verbal behaviours. Also, the students did the survey again to see changes in student’s side. 
RESULT

As data in Table 2, as below, shows the whole relational events of teaching process in four classes. In general, the proportions of four classes share the same trend. Particularly, from nearly 67 % to 70 % relates to teacher talk in four classes, and about 10 % to 20% to student talk. Teacher talk consists of two parts of indirect influence (between more 12 % and 18%) and direct influence (from 49 % to 65 %). Also student talking time consists of the two parts of students respond to teacher’s question (from 9 % to about 20 %) and student talk in an initiative manner (less than 1 % for all four classes). About 10 % to 15 % of lesson time has been allocated to being silence in the classroom.

	                                                     Classes

Categories
	Experimental class 1
	Experimental class 2
	Control class 1
	Control class 2

	Teacher Talk


	Indirect influence


	1. Accepts feelings
	0
	0.25
	0.5
	0.25

	
	
	2. Praises or encourages
	2.5
	3
	3
	1.5

	
	
	3. Accepts or uses ideas of student
	1.5
	2
	1
	0.25

	
	
	4. Asks questions
	10.75
	12.5
	9
	10.5

	
	
	Total
	14.75
	17.75
	13.5
	12.5

	
	Direct influence


	5. Lecturing
	30.25
	29.1
	49
	37.1

	
	
	6. Giving directions
	23.5
	17.8
	10.8
	25

	
	
	7. Criticizing or justifying authority
	1.5
	1.8
	2.1
	2.3

	
	
	Total
	55.25
	48.7
	61.9
	64.4

	
	Total
	70
	66.45
	75.4
	76.9

	Student talk
	8. Student talk-response
	19.8
	21.5
	9
	11.8

	
	9. Student talk-initiation
	0
	0.5
	0.75
	0.5

	
	
	19.8
	22
	9.75
	12.3 

	Silence
	10. Silence or confusion
	10.2
	11.55
	14.85
	10.8


Table 2: Descriptive state of interaction between teachers and students of four classes in first Observation
After being clarified about the FIACS and the feedback, there were some notable perception and agreement from the experimental teachers that: Firstly, they appreciated FIACS and its role in reflecting patterns of interaction in EFL classrooms and came to a conclusion that interactional rapport from Teacher to Students during class time can possibly better Ss’ communicative competence. Secondly, the teachers also showed their interest in FIACS and its ten categories and started discussion on the ones they though efficient for Students. In addition, they agreed that indirect instruction (accepting student’s feelings, praising or encouraging student, using student’s idea and asking question) should be increasing used; direct instruction (lecturing, giving directions, and criticizing students) were important role but should be reduced. 

According to table 3, there are differences in changes in two kinds of experimental classes and control classes. In experimental classes, of which the teachers have been approached to the feedback and discussion, the much higher amount of percentage is recorded for teacher indirect influence and student talk (especially in initiative case). In contrast, the silence time has been decreased greatly to about 4% in first experimental and 5 % in second experimental one. On the other hand, not many changes take place in the control pair. 
	                                                     Classes
Categories
	Experimental class 1
	Experimental class 2
	Control class 1
	Control class 2

	Teacher Talk


	Indirect influence


	1. Accepts feelings
	2
	2.5
	0
	1

	
	
	2. Praises or encourages
	7.5
	5.8
	2.5
	1.75

	
	
	3. Accepts or uses ideas of student
	5
	7
	0.5
	0.5

	
	
	4. Asks questions
	10.5
	12
	10.8
	9.5

	
	
	Total
	25
	27.3
	13.8
	12.75

	
	Direct influence


	5. Lecturing
	25.1
	20
	48.2
	39.5

	
	
	6. Giving directions
	17.75
	17.2
	11
	24.5

	
	
	7. Criticizing or justifying authority
	0.5
	0
	1.5
	2

	
	
	Total
	43.35
	37.2
	60.7
	66

	
	Total
	68.35
	64.5
	74.5
	78.75

	Student talk
	8. Student talk-response
	21.75
	25
	8.5
	10.75

	
	9. Student talk-initiation
	6
	5.5
	1
	0.75

	
	
	27.75
	30.5
	9.5
	11.5 

	Silence
	10. Silence or confusion
	3.9
	5
	16
	9.75


Table 3: Descriptive state of interaction between teachers and students in second Observation

	

	


DISCUSSION

The first observation was done to study the verbal interaction between teacher and student in EFL classroom in reality before the influence of providing feedback on teachers. Results (in table 2) show that teacher talk share at classroom was 67% to 70%, while student talk share is 10 – 20%. In comparison with the offered standards of two-third rule (suggested by Flander, 1970), which states that teacher talking time normally make up about 70%, it can be concluded that classroom have been in the form of teacher oriented and students have had passive roles in this regard. 

In all EFL classes, the teacher’s direct influence also is exposed under the fact that: The use of indirect influence is greatly higher than indirect influence. This means during teaching process, teachers pay much attention to direct communicate knowledge and educational content. Particularly, in terms of indirect influence, the category 4, namely asks questions making up from 9% to 12%, are more frequently exploited than categories 1 (accepts feelings), 2  (praises or encourages), and 3 (accepts or uses ideas of students), which respectively obtain very modest use at 0.5 %, 2.5 % and 2% on average. This can reveal a fact that, junior teachers prefer certain types of indirect influence behaviour.

 The most dominant interaction patterns in EFL classes respectively comprise: teacher lecturing, teacher giving directions, teacher asking questions and student talk response. The much appearance of teacher verbal activities in the sequence confirms the fact that the ways young teachers control and motivate the class are largely direct. Furthermore, at normal classroom with high direct influence, the interaction sequence is typically started with teacher initiation, followed by student talk response and continued by teacher feedback. The first observation in four classes determines that the last step – offering students feedback in forms of accepts feeling, accepts use ideas of students and praises or encourages seem to be little ignored by young teachers. It determines the assumption that young teachers do not have the habit of acknowledging students or giving compliments. This is understandable because, as explained by these juniors in the later informal discussion, the little use is due to the shortage of awareness of the classroom interaction. The teachers considered their students, in the first school year, in mood of absence of confidence and full anxiety by using the foreign language and in new environment. Sometimes, students raise an out-of-topic point or a point that is going so far from the focused point. The teachers are afraid of wasting time and have no experience to ride the point come back to the path. 
In terms of students talk, student response to teacher question (from 9 % to 22%) was counted significantly higher than students talk in its initiative manner (less than 1 %).  This indicates that first year students often answer to teachers’ question and their talk is rarely of initiative nature. In other words, they seem to be more passive and less attention is paid to dimensions of creative, innovation and initiative student talk. 

According to the results from 2nd observation (in table 3), the changes in teachers’ verbal behaviour and student achievement are significantly expressible on the basis different interactions between teachers and students into classroom.

For Experimental teachers who are approachable with FIACS feedback, there has been great increase in indirect interaction while certain decrease in direct interaction. Especially, the use of interactional patterns relating to indirect influence takes place more. This means the feedback teachers accept students feelings more, praise students more, use students' ideas and initiate more student talk in the classroom. As a result, teachers have created a warm and supportive classroom and offer more feedback, and can encourage higher student academic achievement and more favourable attitudes from students. In the meantime, the verbal behaviours of non- feedback teachers in control classes are quite consistent with the situation of previous investigation. The percentage of their talking time, their direct or indirect talk remain nearly the same during two observations. With regard to the silence time, teachers in two experimental classes are prone to deliver more control and make the full use of lesson time with small amount (3.9 % and 5 %) in comparison with so-called deadtime in control pair (16 % and 9.75%). 
Students talking time, correspondingly, certainly changes in experimental pair investigations. Students talking time in experimental classes in second observation (27.75% to 30.5 %) is significantly greater than that in first observation, especially in the percentage of their talk initiation (about 6 %). This means students becomes more active and positive involving in the lesson. On the other hand, in control classes, there is no improvement in student talking time, even there is a slight decline in these. Generally, few changes in patterns of teacher- student as well as teacher and student verbal behaviour are witnessed in control pair in the second observation. 

CONCLUSION

In conclusion, above findings reveal, in nature, the domination of young teachers in all the classes observed with an two thirds of the total time of observation devoted to giving facts about the subject content. Young teachers tend to use direct verbal behaviour to manage and deliver the lesson; and very little opportunity was opened for students' initiated behaviour. However, thank to the acknowledgement of FIACS, in feedback teachers’ classes, higher attention to indirect influence on students and more consideration to social-emotional climate have prevailed; while in non-feedback teachers’ classes, the teacher verbal performance is unchanged and students’ level of initiation of ideas is still minimal.

It is apparently that there do be a correlation between teachers’ verbal interaction and students’ interest in learning. The interest in the experimental classes is higher than that in control class confirms an assumption that: students highly involve and appreciate teacher’s positive changes in using interactive patterns. In other words, the more interaction patterns the teachers adopt, the more interest and activeness the students have in lesson. In addition, though direct interaction patterns are indispensable, the indirect patterns seem to be more effective in keeping student’s attention and involvement in the classroom communication.

Young teachers verbal behaviour and their expertise in encouraging instruction and interaction in classroom reveals some problems such as inflexibleness and information giver. However, if they are provided a chance to understand their own teaching verbal behavior and try out a variety of teaching behaviour at classroom, they can quickly comprehend their weaknesses and get great improvement in their performance and classroom interaction. In short, junior teachers are young and inexperienced in teaching at beginning, but are extremely adaptable and positive with changes.
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