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Abstract

Over the last decade, the research on teacher talk has shifted its focus from the
quantity of teacher talk, that is, the amount of time a teacher spends talking during a
foreign language class, to the quality of teacher talk, i.e. how effective teachers are in
facilitating learning and encouraging communicative language exchange by means of
speech modifications they make when talking to their students, the way they react to
errors or the kind of questions they ask. Researchers found that teacher talk can be a
valuable source of comprehensible input and that it may promote communicative
environment in the classroom and authentic language use. The aim of this paper is to
investigate the attitudes and behaviours of teachers who teach English to young learners
concerning teacher talk. For this purpose, we conducted a quantitative research using a
questionnaire constructed for this research that included statements about constructive
teacher talk (direct error correction, content feedback, prompting, extended wait time,
repairing) and obstructive teacher talk (turn completion, teacher echo, extended use of
initiation-response-feedback). The investigation tested the null hypotheses that there will
be no significant differences in teacher talk with respect to the teachers’ gender, age,
years of teaching experience and the size of the class in which they teach, and that there
will be no difference between the teachers’ attitudes towards teacher talk and the
frequency with which they engage in teacher talk in the classroom.

Key words: teacher talk, EFL, young learners, attitudes, behaviour.
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I'OBOP HACTABHUKA Y HACTABHU EHI'JIECKOT
JE3UKA HA MJIABEM Y3PACT

AncTpakT

JIOHEaBHO Cy Ce ayTOpU MCTPaKHBamkbha aHAIM3e TOBOPA HACTABHHKA Y YYMOHHUIIH
CTPaHOT je3WKa OaBWIM MEpEeHEM KOJMYMHE YTPOIICHOI BpPEMEHAa TOKOM KOjer
HACTaBHUK Ha 4acy FOBOPH, Jia OH ce TOKOM IOCIIe/IHHE JICLICHN]€ YCMEPHIIH Ha KBAIUTET
TOT TOBOPA, OJTHOCHO Ha aHAJIM3y YCIICIIHOCTH HACTABHUKA JIa OJIAKIIAjy TPOLEC yuerma
U TIOJICTAaKHY KOMYHHKAIWjy Ha CTPAHOM je3HKY ITyTeM HU3MEeHE CBOT TOBOpa MPUIMKOM
oOpahama ydeHHIIMa, HaYMHE HA KOJU pearyjy Ha TpellKe YUYeHHKA, Ka0 M Ha BPCTE
NHTaka Koja UM MOCTaBibajy. VcTpakuBama Cy MoKa3ajia Ja TOBOP HACTAaBHHMKAa MOXE
OWTH Ba)kaH M3BOP Pa3yMJBHUBOT MHITYTa M JIa HOTEHLHjAJIHO JONIPHHOCH Pa3BOjy Y4UH-
OHHMYKOT OKpPY)K€Hha IOTOAHOT 32 KOMYHHUKAIMjy U ayTeHTHYHY ynoTpely jesuka. L{usp
OBOT' pajia jecTe Jia HCIUTa CTABOBE HACTABHHKA €HIJIECKOT je3MKa KOjH pajie ca yUeHH-
MMa Ha MiajeM y3pacTy IpeMa roBOpYy HACTaBHHKA Y YYHOHUIIM, KaO M MPHjaBJbEHO
HOHAIIAke BE3aHO 32 BMXOB FOBOP Ha yacy. Y Ty CBPXY CIIPOBE/CHO je KBAHTHTATUBHO
HCTPaXHUBAKE aHKETHOT THIIA ITyTeM YIHUTHUKA KOjH jé OCMHIIJBEH 3a MOTpede ucrpa-
JKMBamka M KOjH CE CAacTOjH OJI M3jaBa KOje MCITUTYjy MOXKeJbHH FOBOp HACTaBHHKA (JH-
PEKTHO MCIpaBbakbe TPeliaKa, IpyKambe MoBpaTHe HH(OpMAIje O Caap)KUHU OJITOBO-
pa, MOACTHIIAkE Ha TOBOP, MPOJY’KEHO BpEMe YeKarba Ha OJIrOBOP) U HEMOKEJHHU TOBOP
HACTaBHUKa (IOBPIIABAE YICHUKOBOT OJTOBOPA, IIOHABJHAME YICHUKOBOT OATOBOPA,
npeTepana ynorpeda cxeMe HHHIMjalrja — OATOBOp — MoBpaTHa uHdopmarmja). Mcrpa-
JKMBAaKEM Cy TECTHUpaHE HYJITe XHIIOTe3e Ja ce TOBOp HacTaBHHKA He Halla3W y 3Ha-
YajHOj Be3W ca HHAMBHIYAJTHUM (HAaKTOPHMa BE3aHUM 32 HACTABHU KOHTEKCT, YKIbYUYjy-
hu mon HacTaBHHMKA, MPOCEYHY CTApOCT YUCHHWKA KOjUMa HACTaBHHUK Mpernaje, TOIIHE
HACTaBHOT UCKYCTBA, BEJIMYNHY OJICJbCH-a U TUIT MHCTHUTYIIMjE Koja 3aIolbaBa HACTaB-
HHKa, T€ JIa HeMa pasiuke m3Mel)y cTaBoBa HACTaBHHKa IIpeMa opel)eHoM THITy roBopa
1 Y4ECTaJIOCTH C KOjOM KOPHCTE Taj TOBOP Y YIHOHHIIH.

Kiby4yHe peun: roBop HaCTaBHHKA, SHIVIECKH j€3UK KaO CTPAaHH, YUCHHUIIM Ha
mitaheM y3pacTy, CTaBOBH, MOHAMIAE.

INTRODUCTION

During the last few decades English language teachers have witnessed
a shift in the teaching paradigm, the pendulum swinging more towards
communication and away from drill and controlled practice, which resulted
in the emergence of a new approach called Communicative Language
Teaching (CLT). As opposed to the traditional methods such as the Grammar
Translation Method, the Direct Method or the Audio Lingual Method, which
relied on analyzing the rules of the grammar of the foreign language, an
emphasis on reading and writing (and translation), the use of the students’
mother tongue as a tool of instruction, drill and controlled practice, CLT
sought to engage learners in communication, to make it as authentic,
meaningful and fluent as possible, to develop all skills equally and to take
into consideration the cultural and social context in which the process of
communication took place.
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However, despite the fact that CLT sounded like a major break-
through and a huge step towards a more efficient foreign language teaching
paradigm, over time its downsides emerged due to its inefficiency in tackling
and resolving some classroom issues. Firstly, CLT prioritized fluency,
meaning and use over accuracy in grammar and pronunciation, which led to a
greater focus on oral skills (speaking and listening). This resulted in fluent
but inaccurate learners, who were neither able to thrive at higher levels of
proficiency nor were able to pass foreign language tests, which required
precision and accuracy in addition to fluency. Furthermore, CLT was
successfully applied with intermediate and advanced students, but beginners
had problems participating in oral communicative activities due to the lack of
vocabulary and grammar, so they indeed required more controlled practice
and drill to build up their vocabulary and grammar. In addition, the teachers’
task was to monitor all the communication taking place, which was difficult
and required great teaching skills and preparation. Teachers found it difficult
to facilitate genuine interaction and arouse students’ interest because of the
artificial setting or the students’ lack of language proficiency. Finally, CLT
was difficult to implement in the foreign language classroom for several
reasons, one of them being that the classroom was not a natural real-life
setting, but a structured and artificial environment which did not abound in
authentic material and native speakers.

In the comparison of language learning in the institutional setting and
language learning/acquisition in the immersion setting, which differ in the
amount of exposure to the foreign language, degree of authentic language,
structure of input, type of interaction, etc. the greatest point of difference is
the presence or absence of the teacher. In other words, in the classroom
teachers have to fulfill a whole range of different roles which are not realized
in real life at all or by one single person. In the course of one class teachers
are those that do most of the talking and guide students through a myriad of
tasks and activities. That is why this paper investigates the attitudes of
teachers who teach English to young learners about teacher talk as well as
their actual in-class behaviour, with the purpose of shedding light on what
truly goes on in the classroom with respect to teacher talk as one of the most
important, yet underinvestigated segments of foreign language teaching.

THEORETICAL BACKGROUND

Regardless of the type of the approach teachers select in teaching a
foreign language class, they are always present in the teaching process
and can fulfill a range of different roles. Brown (1994, pp. 167-168)
elaborates five different roles of the teacher, whereby some belong to the
communicative language classroom and others are tied to a more
traditional setting. The first role of teacher as the controller belongs to the
traditional educational setting and the traditional view of the classroom,
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where the teacher is in control of everything that takes place in the
classroom, determines what the students do, when they should speak,
what language forms they should use. This role can harm and hinder
spontaneity in the classroom, which is necessary if students are to use
unrehearsed language. Since “freedom of expression given over to students
makes it impossible to predict everything that they will say and do” (Brown,
1994, p. 167), so some control is necessary, especially during the planning
phase, in order for the class to be organized and to flow interrupted. Another
relatively traditional teacher role is that of a director, where the teacher is
compared to a theatre director, who guides rehearsed or spontaneous
students’ interaction and he/she makes sure that it flows smoothly and
efficiently. Another role that Brown (1994, p. 167) lists is that of a manager,
in which the teacher plans lessons, modules, courses, he/she structures longer
segments of classroom time, allows each individual student to be creative
within the parameters set forth. As can be seen, this role is even less
traditional and moves towards the communicative end of the continuum, as
does the role of the teacher as facilitator. This final role implies that the
teacher is there to make the learning process easier for students, which
requires them to step out of their role of the controller, manager and director
and allow students to find their own path in the learning process.

“A facilitator capitalizes on the principle of intrinsic motivation by
allowing students to discover language through using it pragmatically
rather than telling them about language” (Brown, 1994, p. 167).

Finally, the teacher as resource is the least directive role, because the
initiative is put in the hands of the students, who come to the teacher by
themselves to ask for advice or council. Although some planning, control
and management in the classroom is necessary, the teacher can at times
“allow the students to proceed with their own linguistic development”
(Brown, 1994, p. 168).

With all these roles in mind, it is no surprise that some authors have
found that around 70% of the classroom time is filled by teacher talk
(Rezaee & Farahian, 2012, p. 1239; Sinclair & Coulthard, 1975; Yanfen &
Yugin, 2010, p. 77).

“Until comparatively recently, teacher talk in the EFL classroom was
considered to be something of a danger area for language teachers,
and trainee teachers were warned to use it sparingly. ‘Good’ teacher
talk meant ‘little’ teacher talk, since it was thought that too much
teacher talking time deprived students of opportunities to speak”
(Cullen, 1998, p. 179).

As teachers are the main source of the foreign language (Krashen,
1981) besides the teaching material and given the fact that learners are
not able to significantly increase their lexical fund simply by being
presented with an input in the foreign language (Suvakovi¢, 2018), it is



73

the aspects of teacher talk, such as the kind of questions teachers ask, that
can significantly affect the quantity and quality of student interaction in
the lesson (Brock, 1986). The fact that around 70% of classroom interaction
is done by the teacher is not surprising and just implies that researchers
should focus much more on the quality and variety of teacher talk than on
its quantity. In other words, more emphasis should be

“given to how effectively (teachers) are able to facilitate learning and
promote communicative interaction in their classroom through, for
example, the kind of questions they ask, the speech modifications they

make when talking to learners, or the way they react to student errors”
(Cullen, 1998, p. 179).

There are several ways of observing and classifying teacher talk
depending on what is deemed important in research and analysis. If the
angle of CLT vs. traditional classroom is taken into account, then
Cullen’s classification into communicative and non-communicative types
of teacher talk (Cullen, 1998) is most convenient. The author lists the
following features of teacher talk as communicative:

(1) ‘referential’ questions, where the teacher asks the class something
to which he or she does not know the answer, and which therefore has a
genuine communicative purpose. These questions have to be distinguished
from ‘display’ questions, to which the teacher already has the answer, and
only asks the students so they can display their understanding or knowledge
(e.g. reading comprehension);

(2) content  feedback, where the teacher’s response to student
contributions focuses on the content of what the student says rather than on
the form;

(3) the use of speech modifications, hesitations, and rephrasing in
the teacher’s own talk, e.g. when explaining, asking questions, giving
instructions, which mimics real-life spoken language with all its
particularities;

(4) attempts to negotiate meaning with the students, e.g. through
requests for clarification and repetition, and giving opportunities for the
students to interrupt the teacher and do the same (Cullen, 1998, pp. 181-182).

On the other hand, several features of teacher talk can be considered
non-communicative, i.e. belonging more to the traditional classroom setting,
because they do not represent the way language is used in many situations
outside the classroom (Cullen, 1998, p. 182):

(1) use of display questions, whose purpose is to get answers that the
teacher already knows;

(2) form-focused feedback, in which the teacher only shows interest in
the correct formation of the students’ contributions (appropriate use of lexis,
correct use of grammar);
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(3) ‘echoing’ students’ responses, i.e. the repetition of what a student
has just said for the benefit of the whole class, perhaps as an example of good
language use, application of a new rule, or activation of new vocabulary;

(4) IRF (initiation-response-feedback) sequences, in which the teacher
initiates the chain (typically by asking a question), a student responds, and the
teacher then gives feedback to the student (e.g. ‘good’) before initiating
another chain with another question (Cullen, 1998, 182).

There is another way of classifying teacher talk according to teacher
roles (e.g. controller vs. facilitator), which is discussed in detail in Walsh
(2002) and Incegay (2010, pp. 279-280). On the one hand, these authors
speak of constructive teacher talk, which increases learning potential because
the teacher creates opportunities for learner involvement, and obstructive
teacher talk, which hinders learner involvement and restrict or obstruct
learning potential. Constructive teacher talk includes:

(1) direct error correction, which is very economic in so far that the
teacher corrects the errors with a very open and direct approach and does
not spend too much time on interrupting the oral fluency of the students;

(2) content feedback, where the teacher uses conversational language
while giving feedback and it resembles utterances found in the real world;

(3) prompting, being the easiest but the most inefficient way of
revising a subject in the lesson by telling it again and again, which helps
learners engage in the learning/revising process actively;

(4) extended wait time, which means that the teacher lets students
think after asking questions thus getting from them more complex
answers and increased learner interaction;

(5) repairing of communication breakdown which often occurs due
to the fact that learners do not know a particular word or phrase or do not
recall the necessary information, so the teacher intervenes and provides
missing language (Incegay, 2010, pp. 279-280).

Conversely, obstructive teacher talk can be:

(1) turn completion, where the teacher fills the gaps without letting
the students think about the answer, thus not giving them enough time
and space to formulate their response and afterwards to get confirmation
checks;

(2) teacher echo, which can have a positive role if used sparingly,
but can also obstruct learning and the flow of discourse if overused,;

(3) extended use of IRF turn taking, because it depends on the teacher
initiation, student response and teacher follow-up and does not allow the
students to decide when and what to say in the classroom interaction
(Incegay, 2010, p. 280).

All in all, it is clear that there is a wide variety of teacher talk
features whose application in the foreign language classroom depends on
several factors, which range from the role of the teacher in any given
moment, through the type of the task that the learners are involved in, the
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purpose of the exercise, the level of proficiency and the learners’ age, to
the teaching approach that the teacher chooses in the situation in question.

“Some teacher-fronted tasks (for example, grammar explanations)
may require high levels of quite complex teacher talk and very little
learner participation, while it is hoped that others (for example,
eliciting learner responses) will result in more active learner
participation, consisting of longer and more complex turns” (Walsh,
2002, p. 4).

Essentially, “appropriate language use is more likely to occur when
teachers are sufficiently aware of their goal at a given moment in a lesson
to match their teaching aim, their pedagogic purpose, to their language
use” (Walsh, 2002, p. 5). Furthermore, effective use of teacher talk can
contribute to higher motivation and invested effort, and the activation of
previous knowledge for the purpose of reaching a deeper level of
information processing (Danilovi¢ Jeremi¢, 2018). On the other hand, if
there is a mismatch between language use and teaching goal, teacher talk
is used in a wrong way and does not serve its purpose of teaching,
facilitating, controlling, providing input, etc.

METHODOLOGY

This study is an attempt to elaborate on teacher talk in an EFL
classroom and to clarify the link between the teachers’ use of and their
attitudes towards teacher talk on the one side and important contextual
factors in an EFL classroom on the other side. The study aims to answer to
following research question: What attitudes do teachers hold about the type
and quality of teacher talk in an EFL classroom and how do they behave in
their classroom in terms of teacher talk? It is hypothesized that there will be
no differences in teacher talk in relation to the individual factors in the
teaching context, including gender and age of the teachers, years of
teaching, the average age of their learners, class size and the institution of
employment. It is further hypothesized that there will be no difference
between the teachers’ attitude towards different types of teacher talk and
their reported behaviour in the classroom related to the same types of
teacher talk.

The instrument used in the study was designed specifically for this
research." The first part included background questions, including gender,
age, years of teaching, class size, age of learners and the institution of
employment. The main part of the survey included 23 statements concerning
different dimensions of teacher talk which the participants rated on a 5-point
Likert scale. In testing the validity of the survey, we conducted a factor

! The complete questionnaire is given in the Appendix.
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analysis in SPSS Statistics software. Following a rotation, the analysis
extracted seven factors, with factor loadings shown in Table 1.

Table 1 Rotated component matrix

Teacher Prompting IRP  Referential Direct Extended Content

echo /Repairing questions  error  waittime feedback
correction
ltem 1 .282 -.083 .038 .058 721 .300 .001
Item 2 213 092 -.157 .095 .330 -.128 574
Item 3 .763 -.049 .073 193 .106 .107 -.103
Item 4 .248 -.083 .369 -.223 .596 232 174
Item5  -.065 .057 .867 -.066 .080 .185 .012
Item 6 .343 .589 .066 .100 -.275 -.085 -.021
Item 7 .758 127 .058 .059 119 137 174
Item 8 .203 .022 .218 .148 .028 -.158 .530
Item 9 .170 .805  -.045 077 .075 -.094 -.075
Item10 .583 .016 .104 418 -.083 .298 -.128
Item11 -.026 .500 .268 .202 -.029 .065 .604
ltem12 .697 015 -.091 327 115 -115 139
Item 13 .238 -.675 .189 424 .084 -.023 .075
ltem14 .310 -.019 721 .020 .036 -122 -.085
ltem15 .784 -.076 .052 175 .107 .045 .126
Iltem16 .037 .058 .838 .044 .037 141 -.148
Iltem 17  .147 -.593 292 -.309 .002 -.189 -.223
ltem 18  .358 .051 142 -.109 -.053 -.563 .284
Item19 .136 126 .647 .061 113 .256 -.021
Iltem20 -.211 377 .004 .698 .074 .326 .253
Item21 .095 -250 -.025 -.313 227 -.666 -.190
Iltem22 .253 .203 .533 -.120 .061 .060 .357
Iltem23 .014 129 .065 .693 -.053 .136 115

Extraction Method: Principal Component Analysis.
Rotation Method: Varimax with Kaiser Normalization.
Rotation converged in 10 iterations.

In testing the internal consistency of the variables, we conducted a
reliability analysis. Cronbach’s alpha coefficients for the extracted factors
are as follows:

1) Direct error correction, 2 items o=.786

2) Content feedback, 3 items 0=.621

3) Prompting/Repairing, 4 items 0=.676

4) Extended wait time, 2 items a=.773

2 According to Dérnyei (2007), lower values of Cronbach’s alpha in L2 research are
expected due to the complex nature of the foreign language acquisition process, since
researchers want to measure many different dimensions and, thus, reduce the number of
items per factor. Still, values lower than .60 warrant a closer inspection and modification.
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5) Teacher echo, 5 items 0=.788

6) Use of Initiation-Response-Follow-up turn-taking, 5 items 0=.621

7) Referential questions, 2 items a=.790.

The overall reliability of the questionnaire is a=.752. For each of
the items the participants were asked to rate them first in terms of their
attitude towards the particular example of teacher talk, and then in terms
of the frequency with which they perform the said example of teacher
talk. As a result, for each of the tested variables we were given an insight
into both the attitude and the behaviour of the teachers.

The sample consisted of 86 kindergarten and elementary school
English teachers (78 female and 8 male). Even though we did not involve
stratification while sampling the population, the gender of the participants
represented in the sample reflects the true proportion in the population of
English teachers working in private and elementary schools in Serbia. The
average age of the participants was 35.44, with their ages ranging between
23 and 52. The mean value of the teachers’ years of experience was 10.13,
with a range between 1 and 21 years of teaching.

Of particular interest for the study was the participants’ institution of
employment. In this respect, 48 teachers were employed in a state school,
whereas 38 were employed in a private school. The average size of classes
our participants worked with was 16.12, ranging from 2 students to 30
students. The average age of the learners our participants taught was 10.72,
ranging between 3 and 14 years old.

The research was conducted in May 2015. Volunteers were recruited
through social networks and received a link to the Google Forms page
which contained the questionnaire. All the participants completed the entire
survey.

The data were analyzed using the SPSS Statistics software package.
Following an initial descriptive analysis, the statistical tests that were
applied depended on the type of data being tested and they included an
independent-samples t-test, a paired-samples t-test and a one-way ANOVA.

RESULTS

Preliminary results of testing for the normality of distribution
indicate that the data is either moderately skewed (values between —1 and
—% or between +2 and +1) or approximately symmetric (values between
=% and +Y%,) and that the excess kurtosis in the tested variables shows
both positive results, indicating more outliers than normality, and
negative, indicating fewer outliers (see Table 2). The values are between -
784 and 1.641, which is considered acceptable in proving normal
univariate distribution.
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Table 2 Descriptive statistics

Mean SD Skewness Kurtosis
DirErrorCorr B 3.68 0.98 -.608 -.381
ContentFeed B 3.71 0.43 -.716 997
Prompting B 3.47 0.43 -.613 1.343
ExtendedWaitTime B 4.06 0.92 -.613 -.652
TeacherEcho B 3.99 0.66 -.5655 -.075
IRF B 3.67 0.58 .253 -.430
ReferentialQs B 3.96 0.65 -.349 -.784
DirErrorCorr A 3.90 1.00 -.997 AT75
ContentFeed A 3.92 0.41 -479 -.219
Prompting A 3.68 0.42 -.625 1.641
ExtendedWaitTime A 411 0.92 -.114 1.534
TeacherEcho A 4.25 0.56 -.454 -.594
IRF A 3.99 0.54 -.187 -.519
ReferentialQs A 4.32 0.67 -.827 1.004
B — behaviour
A — attitude

From the mean values, it is possible to see that the overall frequency
of teacher talk in young learners’ EFL classrooms is medium to high (the
lowest mean score of 3.47 is found for Prompting, while the highest mean of
4,06 is found for Extended wait time), whereas the attitude towards different
aspects of teacher talk in an EFL classroom is generally positive (lowest
mean of 3.68 for Prompting, highest mean of 4.32 for Referential questions).

The following tables will include only the results that are statistically
significant.

In testing for differences between male and female teachers the results
of an independent-samples t-test indicate there are only two statistically
significant results (see Table 3).

Table 3 Differences in teacher talk between male and female teachers

Mean
Gender Mean SD Diff. t p
M 4.33 0.35
IRFA F 3.04 0.55 0.39 1941 .010
. ) M 4.75 0.38
Referential Questions A E 498 0.68 0.47 1908 .019

Both the traditional Initiation-Response-Feedback chain and the
Referential questions, which are considered to have a real communicative
purpose, are more frequent with male teachers.

Similarly, in order to test the relationship between the years of
experience and the teachers’ beliefs about teacher talk and the frequency



79

with which they use it, we split the sample into four subsamples: 1) 1 to 5
years of experience, 2) 6 to 10 years of experience, 3) 11 to 15 years of
experience and 4) 16 to 20 years of experience. A One-way ANOVA
yielded a single statistically significant result (see Table 4).

Table 4 ANOVA for Years of experience

F p
ReferentialQs B 2.967 .044

Toward identifying which subsamples significantly differ from each
other, we conducted a Tukey post-hoc, with the results shown in Table 5.

Table 5 Tukey post-hoc for years of experience

Mean

Dep_endent | J Difference p

Variable

(1-9)

6-10 .03431 1.000

1-5 11-15 -.40158 317

16-20 -.63235 .358

1-5 -.03431 1.000

6-10  11-15  -.43590" .045

. 16-20 -.66667 .302

ReferentialQs B 15 20158 317

11-15  6-10 .43590" .045

16-20 -.23077 1.000

1-5 .63235 .358

16-20 6-10 .66667 .302

11-15 .23077 1.000
*. The mean difference is significant at the 0.05 level.

The results reveal that less experienced teachers tend to ask more
referential questions than their somewhat more experienced colleagues.

In order to test the link between the age of the learners our
participants taught and the teachers’ attitude towards teacher talk and the
frequency of its use, we split the sample into following three subsamples
— 1) teachers who teach students at the pre-literacy stage (ages 3 to 6), 2)
teachers who work with students in lower elementary grades (ages 7 to
10) and 3) teachers who work with students in higher elementary grades
(ages 11 to 15). The results of a One-way ANOVA indicate that only two
dependent variables are statistically significant (see Table 6).
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Table 6 ANOVA for difference in teacher talk
with respect to the age of learners

F p
ReferentialQs B 3.672 .030
ContentFeed A 2.979 .047

Additional tests using LSD post-hoc (see Table 7) reveal that
referential questions are more frequent with students in higher grades of
elementary school as opposed to students in lower grades (mean difference
=.38), and that both teachers working with older and younger elementary
school students have more favourable attitudes towards content feedback
than their colleagues who work with the youngest students (mean difference
1=.68, mean difference 2=.71).

Table 7 LSD post-hoc for Age of learners

Dependent Mean
pe | J Difference p
Variable (1)
3-6 7-10 50758 273
11-15 .12500 785
. 7-10 3-6 -50758 273
ReferentialQs B 11-15 - 38258" 010
11-15 3-6 -.12500 785
7-10 ,38258" .010
3-6 7-10 712127 017
11-15  -,68023" 022
7-10 3-6 71212" 017
ContentFeed A 11-15 03189 732
11-15 3-6 ,68023" 022
7-10 -.03189 732

*. The mean difference is significant at the 0.05 level.

In considering class size as a factor related to teacher talk, we split
our sample into following five sub-samples: 1) class size between 2 and 5
students, 2) between 6 and 10, 3) between 11 and 15, 4) between 16 and
20, and 5) 21 and more. The results of a One-way ANOVA indicate that
there are four statistically significant results (see Table 8).

Table 8 One-way ANOVA for Class size

F p
ExtendedWaitTime B 3.097 .021
ReferentialQs B 4.591 .002
TeacherEcho A 2.512 .049

IRF A 2.341 .063
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A further analysis using Tukey post-hoc test reveals that teachers
in larger classes tend to wait longer for the students to respond than
teachers working in medium-sized classes, and that teachers in the
smallest classes tend to ask more referential questions when compared to
teachers working with two largest-sized classes (see Table 9).

Table 9 Tukey post-hoc for Class size

Mean Difference

Dependent Variable | J (1))
o 21 and more 6-10 64093°  .044
ExtendedWaitTime B 11-15 91176° 037
) 2-5 16-20 1,16667° .030
ReferentialQs B 21 and more '88725" 011
TeacherEcho A 2-5 16-20 78333° 041
IRFA 21 and more 16-20 81324 044

*. The mean difference is significant at the 0.05 level.

When attitudes towards teacher talk are concerned, teachers in the
smallest groups have more favourable attitudes towards echoing their
students’ responses; also, teachers working with the largest group of
students tend to have a more favourable attitude towards the traditional
Initiation-response-feedback turn taking than their colleagues working
with the slightly smaller class size.

Of special interest for our study was the difference in teacher talk
between teachers who work in state schools and their colleagues who
work in private schools. For that purpose, we conducted an independent-
samples t-test, with the statistically significant results shown in Table 10.

Table 10 Independent-samples t-test for differences
between Institution of employment

Institution Mean SD Mean Diff. t p

. State school 3.52 1.04
DirErrorCorr B Private school  3.95 0.81 -0.43 -2.029 .046

. State school 3.74 0.62
ReferentialQs B Private school ~ 4.31 052 -0.57 -4.105 .000
State school 3.71 1.04
Private school 4.21 0.88
State school 422 0.71

Private school  4.50 0.57

DirErrorCorr A -0.50 -2.161 .034

ReferentialQs A -0.28 -1.909 .047

From the results, it is possible to conclude that teachers working in
private schools more frequently engage in direct error correction when
teaching and ask more referential questions than the teachers working in
state schools. At the same time, teachers from private schools also have
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more favourable attitudes towards these aspects of teacher talk than their
colleagues from state schools.

Finally, in order to test the differences between the teachers’
attitude toward teacher talk and the frequency of their reported behaviour
in using teacher talk, we conducted a paired-samples t-test (see Table 11).

Table 11 Paired differences between behaviours and attitudes

Variable Mean SD Mean Diff. t p
DirErrorCorr i ggg (1)83 -0.21 -2.719 .008
ContentFeed i g;; 82‘11 -0.21 -4.837 .000
Prompting i ggg 823 -0.20 -3.783 .000
ExtendedWaitTime , 750 02 004 455 650
TeacherEcho  » oL 0% 025 4278 000
IRF N S oab w31 6625 000
ReferentialQs i jgg 823 -0.37 -5.152 .000

According to the results, classroom behaviour is significantly
different from the attitudes toward teacher talk in six out of seven pairs of
dependent variables. In all instances attitudes are reported higher.

DISCUSSION

The aim of the research was to investigate contextual factors in an
EFL classroom that are potentially related to the type of teacher talk that
teachers use when teaching young learners, as well as their attitudes towards
it. The investigation aimed at answering the following research question:
What attitudes do teachers hold about the type and quality of teacher talk in
an EFL classroom and how do they behave in their classroom in terms of
teacher talk? The study yielded a mixed pattern of results.

The first null hypothesis stated that there will be no differences in
teacher talk in relation to the individual factors in the teaching context,
including gender of the teachers, years of teaching, the average age of their
learners, class size and the institution of employment. The results revealed
that there was very little variation in teachers’ behaviours and attitudes
towards teacher talk. Among the dependent variables investigated, only
Referential questions consistently yielded significant results (in relation to
Gender, Years of teaching, Age of learners, Class size, Institution of
employment). Prompting, on the other hand, was not found to be different
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in relation to any of the independent variables. With respect to the variable
of Gender, the results of previous research have been inconsistent, with
some studies reporting that there are no gender differences in teacher
behaviour (Sternglanz & Lyberger-Ficek, 1977), while others indicating
that female teachers tend to solicit more student responses and provide more
feedback, both positive and negative (Statham, Richardson & Cook, 1991).
The results of this research have shown that differences exist with only two
of the investigated variables (attitudes towards IRF and Referential questions)
in favour of male teachers. However, since there were only eight male
teachers and two significant dependent variables, it is not possible to reach
any further conclusions. The variable of the Years of experience turned out a
single significant result (Referential questions), which is highly inconclusive
in terms of the research presented. As for the variable of the Age of learners,
only differences in two types of teacher talk have been found to be significant
(Referential questions and Content feedback), both more frequent with older
students. This is logical, since older students have a larger vocabulary and
more world knowledge and are therefore able to talk more about different
topics in the foreign language. Finally, regarding to Class size, four types of
teacher talk proved to be significantly different among teachers. In the
smallest classes, Teacher echo and Referential questions were used
significantly more frequently, the first one being illogical since teacher echo
is used normally in larger classes, so that everyone can hear the input, while
the second one is logical, since in small classes teachers can devote more
time to students’ individual interests. It is possible that teacher echo is used
more frequently in small classes because groups of this size tend to be
taught in private schools, where teachers are more devoted to providing
adequate language input for their students. In the largest classes two higher
expressed types of teacher talk include Extended wait time, which is
explained by a slower rhythm of classroom dynamics, and the IRF
sequence, which is a typical, practiced pattern that most students are
accustomed to. Although there are some indications that investigated
individual and contextual variables could be the factors related to different
types of teacher talk, due to a small number of significant results, it is not
possible to reject the first null hypothesis.

The second hypothesis stated that there will be no difference
between the teachers’ attitude towards different types of teacher talk and
their behaviour in the classroom concerning the same types of teacher talk.
Based on the results that classroom behaviour is significantly different from
the attitudes toward teacher talk in six out of seven pairs of dependent
variables, where in all instances attitudes are reported higher, it is possible
to reject the second null hypothesis. There is a discrepancy between the
beliefs that teachers hold towards the usefulness of different aspects of
teacher talk and their actual behaviour in the classroom. While on the one
hand teachers’ behaviour is connected with their awareness of what they
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do in the classroom, their attitudes, on the other hand, are connected with
their teacher education and acquired knowledge during their studies. In
other words, it is more frequently the case that teachers subconsciously
imitate the teaching styles to which they were exposed while they were
students than implement the knowledge gained during their teacher
education (Pilipovi¢, 2011).

In general, it can be concluded that there is very little or no
variation in teacher talk across different contexts, which proves that
teachers do not modify or change their teacher talk depending on the task,
teaching content, age or level of their students. This goes directly against
principles of good teaching practice and indicates a need for further teacher
education in this respect. It is necessary for teachers to develop their ability
of metacognitive introspection and reflection and to become aware of their
own practices and behaviour. There are several ways in which
metacognition can be increased, including language learning autobiographies
(Bailey et al., 1996), methods of cognitive apprenticeship: case studies,
narratives, and practical arguments (Johnson, 1996) and data-based teacher
development activities (Borg, 1998).

CONCLUSION

On the basis of the results presented in this paper it is clear that
teacher talk is a very significant, yet underdeveloped segment of the
foreign language classroom, which deserves a lot of attention, both in pre-
service and in-service teacher education. This is especially true having in
mind that foreign language teaching in an institutional setting does not
resemble authentic language use in many respects (e.g. large groups, one-
to-many pattern of interaction, teacher as the main source of input etc.),
which additionally implies that CLT should be applied cautiously and
with a critical view, taking into consideration a whole range of contextual
factors. All these findings should be tied together in order to improve
teacher education and raise their awareness concerning teacher talk.

Further research into this topic could cover teacher talk with respect
to lesson content (grammar, vocabulary, all four skills, culture) as it is
expected that the type of lesson and task at hand should influence the
quality and type of teacher talk. Furthermore, in-class observations might
also shed new light and provide valuable insights, as might video-
recording of the classes and interviews with teachers. This simultaneously
indicates the limitations of the present research, which lie in the method
employed (questionnaire), as well as in the unequal gender distribution.
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I'OBOP HACTABHUKA Y HACTABHU EHI'JIECKOT
JE3UKA HA MJIABEM Y3PACTY

Jarona Tonanos, bubana Paguh-bojanuh
Yuusepsurer y HoBom Cany, ®unosodpcku dakynrer, Oncex 3a aHTIIHCTHKY,
Hosu Can, Cpbuja

Pe3ume

JIOHEeaBHO Cy Ce ayTOpU MCTPaKHMBaHkba aHAIM3Ee TOBOpA HACTABHHKA Y YYMOHHLIH
CTpaHOT je3nka 0aBHIM MepermeM KOIMYMHE YTPOLICHOT BpEMEeHa TOKOM KOjer HacTaB-
HHK Ha 4acy TOBOpH, J1a OM ce TOKOM HOCJEAE eeHHje YCMEpHIA Ha KBAJUTET TOT
rOBOpa, OZHOCHO HA aHAIU3Y YCICIIHOCTH HACTaBHUKA J]a OJIAKIIAjy MPOLEC ydema U
HOJCTaKHY KOMYHHKAIMjy Ha CTPAHOM jE3UKY ITyTeM H3MEHE CBOT T'OBOpA HMPHIMKOM
oOpahama ydeHHIIMa, HAa HAYMHE Ha KOJU pearyjy Ha Tpelike yIeHHKa, Kao U Ha BPCTe
NHUTamba KOja MM MOCTaBJbajy. VcTpaxknBama Ccy IoKasaa Jia TOBOp HACTaBHUKA MOXKe
OuTH BaykaH U3BOP Pa3yMJbHBOT HHITyTa M J1a MOKZA JOIPHHOCH Pa3BOjy YUYHOHHIKOT
OKpY>K€Hha MOTOIHOT 32 KOMYHHKAILIM]y M ayTeHTUYHY yHoTpeOy je3uka. McTpaxknBama
Takolje mokasyjy na yrnorpebda pa3IHIuTHX TUIIOBAa TOBOpPA HACTABHUKA YHYTAp YYUOHH-
IIe CTPaHOT je3UKa 3aBHCH O] HEKOJIIMKUX (hakTopa, yKIbYdyjyhu yiory Kojy HacTaBHHK
Oupa y 1aToM TpEeHyTKY, BPCTY 331aTKa KOjH YISHHUIM W3BPILIaBajy, IbUXOB HUBO 3Hama
CTPaHOT je3WKa, FbIUXOB y3pacT, CBPXY HAaCTaBHE jeIMHUILE, Ka0 ¥ HACTABHH IPHUCTYII KO-
jY HACTaBHUK YCBaja y 1aToj cutyauuju. L{ib oBor pama jecte Aa Ha y30pKy O ocaMe-
CeT ¥ IIEeCT HACTaBHUKA EHIJIECKOT je3WKa KOjU pajie ca yUeHUIMMa Ha MiaheM y3pacty
UCIHMTA KBHUXOBE CTABOBE IPEMa rOBOPY HACTaBHHMKA Y YYHOHHIIM, KaO W IIPHUjaBJbEHO
MOHAIIAkE BE3aHO 32 FbUXOB F'OBOP HA 4acy. Y Ty CBPXY CIIPOBEJCHO je KBAHTUTATHBHO
WCTPa)XUBAKE aHKETHOT THUIIA ITyTEeM YIMHUTHHKA KOJH je OCMHIIUBEH 3a MoTpede nucrpa-
JKMBamkba M KOjU CE CacTOjH O] W3jaBa Koje MCIHTYjy TOKeJbHH TOBOpP HACTaBHHKA (IU-
PEKTHO UCIPaBJbatbe TPelaka, NpyKame MoBpaTHe HHpOpMALMje O CaapKUHN O/Ir0BO-
pa, HOJICTHIIake Ha TOBOP, IPOLY’KEHO BpeMe YeKarba Ha OATOBOP) U HETIO)KEJbHH TOBOP
HACTaBHUKa (IOBPIIABAKE YICHUKOBOT OJIFOBOPA, IOHABJBAE YIEHHKOBOT OATOBOPA,
nperepana yrnorpeda meMe HHHUILFjalrja — OATOBOP — MoBpaTHA HH(opMaryja). AHKe-
THpame je CIPOBEICHO IyTeM HHTEPHETA, IOK Cy mojaam odpaljeHn momohy meckpwii-
THBHMX CTATHCTUUKHX aHAJIM3a, Ka0 M OAroBapajyhnx nH(EepeHTHHX CTaTUCTHYKHUX aHa-
nm3a, kopuirhemeM makera SPSS 20. McTpaxkuBameM je TeCTUpaHa OIPKHUBOCT Cle/e-
hux HyNTHX XHIIOTE3a: 1a ce TOBOP HACTaBHUKA HE HaJla3W Y 3HAa4ajHOj BE3W Ca WHAUBH-
IyamHuM (DaKTOpHMa BE3aHMM 32 HACTaBHM KOHTEKCT, YKJbYdyjyhH ITON HaCTaBHHKA,
MPOCEYHY CTapOCT y4EeHHMKa KOjUMa HACTaBHMK Ipefaje, TOAMHE HAaCTaBHOT MCKYCTBa,
BENIMYMHY OJIeJberba U THI MHCTHUTYIMje KOja 3alolbaBa HaCTaBHHKA, T J1a HEMa pa-
37mKe u3Meljy cTaBoBa HaCTaBHHKa Mpema oapeheHOM Tury roBopa, ¢ jeqHe CTpaHe, u
YYECTANIOCTH C KOjOM KOPHCTE Taj TOBOP Y YYHOHHIHM, C Jpyre cTpaHe. Pesynraru moka-
3yjy JAa IOCTOjH BPJIO MaJio BapHjalydja y TOBOPY HACTABHHKA CIpaM KOHTEKCTa Y KOMe
Ce HacTaBa OfIBHja — YCTAHOBJbEHE Cy MaJoOpOjHE CTATHCTUYKH 3HAYajHE pa3jIuKe Kajia
je y IUTamy TO0J HACTaBHMKA, Y3pacT ydeHHKa KOjUMa HACTABHUK IIpefiaje, BEMYHHA
paspena, MHCTUTYIMja 3amociema. C apyre cTpaHe, pe3ynTaTd AOCICAHO MOKa3yjy aa
HOCTOjH HEINoOKIamname n3Mel)y cTaBoBa HACTABHHKA IpeMa TOBOPY M HHXOBOT IPH-
jaBJbEHOT IOHAIIAKA, IIPU YeMY HACTaBHULM UMajy 3HauajHO MOBOJbHU]E CTABOBE IIpe-
Ma ofpel)eHOM THIy TOBOpa Yy OJHOCY Ha TO KOJIMKO Taj THUI NMPUMEHY]y Y YIHOHHUIIN.
Ha ocHOBY pesysrata MOXKe Ce 3aK/bYYHMTH Jia HACTABHHIM HE MEHajy CBOj TOBOp Y
3aBHCHOCTH OJI HACTABHOT 3a/[aTKa, CaJp)KUHE OHOTa INTO Mpenajy, CTapOCTH CBOjUX
yUYEHHKa, Ka0 U HHBOA 3HaMa HA KOjeM ce ydeHMIH Hana3e. OBaKBO 3aTEUYCHO CTabe
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KOCH ce ca NPUHIMIHIMA JJ0Ope HacTaBHE IPaKce M yKasyje Ha MOTEHIHjaHO Tpoolire-
MAaTHYHY 00JIaCT Y KOHTEKCTY YYHOHHIE CTPAHOT je3uKa KOjy Tpeda J0AaTHO HCTPaXKu-
TU. HajBakHMja MpakTW4HA UMIDIMKAlKja OBOT MCTPaXXHBamba THYE ce moTpede na Ha-
CTaBHUILIU Pa3BHjy CIOCOOHOCT METAKOTHUTHBHE pe)IeKCHje U J1a TOCTaHy CBECHH KOH-
TEKCTyaJHUX YHHMIANA KOjH MOTY J]a yTHYy Ha M3MEHE FOBOpa HAaCTaBHUKA Y YIHOHH-
I, Te Ja CIpaM THX YMHWIANA Memajy cBoje NoHamame. OBaj 3aKkJbydak je MoceOHO
3Ha4ajaH MMajyhn y BUIy [ja HACTaBa CTPaHUX je3WKa Y MHCTUTYIIMOHATHOM KOHTEKCTY
U3 HEKOJIMKO Pa3Jiora He MOKe J1a OMOTYhM ayTeHTHYHO OKpYXKEHe Koje ce 3aropapa y
KomyHuKaTuBHOM NPUCTYITy y4emy CTPaHOT je3nka (Mehy TUM pazino3uma CBakako cy
BEJIMKe IpyIie, ()pPOHTAIHU OOJIMK HACTABHOT pajia, HACTABHUK KOjH IIPE/ICTaBIba IJIaBHU
W3BOP MHITYTa), IITO JaJbe Cyrepuure aa je KoMyHUKaTHBHU MPUCTYI HOTPEOHO MpHMe-
IbUBATU ONPE3HO, Y3 KPUTHUKY AUCTAHIYY U UMajyhn y BUIY LI€O AMjana3oH KOHTEKCTY-
aHuX (axropa.

Appendix

Pred Vama se nalazi anketa ciji je cilj da istrazi neke aspekte komunika-
cije u ucionici engleskog jezika. Anketa je anonimna. Prikupljeni podaci ¢e biti
korigéeni iskljucivo u nau¢ne svrhe. Molimo da odgovorite na sva pitanja.

Pol M V4

Godine

Nivo obrazovanja

Godine staza

U kojem razredu predajete (ako predajete u vise razreda, molimo da
odaberete jedan i da na dalja pitanja odgovarate vezano za razred koji ste
odabrali)

Predajete u « drzavnoj skoli < privatnoj skoli

Veli¢ina odeljenja u kojem predajete

Molimo da sledece izjave ocenite ocenom od 1 (nikad to ne radim) do 5

(uvek to radim) tako da broj na skali odslikava VaSe ponasanje u u¢ionici.

1. Kada ucenik da pogresan odgovor na direktno pitanje, ponovim celu recenicu
ispravno.

2. Osvréem se na sadrzinu onoga $to je ucenik odgovorio tako §to postavljam
nova pitanja.

3. Nakon svakog odgovora, govorim ucenicima da li je odgovor tacan ili
netacan.

4. Kada ucenik da pogresan odgovor na direktno pitanje, ponovim ispravno
pogresan deo reCenice.

5. Kada proveravam da li su ucenici naucili nove re€i, postavljam zatvorena
pitanja (npr. Is it a table or a chair?).

6. Dok uc¢enik odgovara, postavljam potpitanja da ga navedem na pravi odgo-
Vor.

7. Nakon §to ucenik da tacan odgovor, ponovim najvazniji deo odgovora da bi
ga svi u odeljenju culi.

8. Govorim ,,0k", ,,.Dobro®, ,,Tako je“ i sl. ako je odgovor ucenika zadovolja-
vajué.
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9. Ako ucenik ne moze da se seti reci koju smo ucili dok odgovara, navodim ga
na engleskom.
10. Postavljam isto pitanje dva puta dok ¢ekam da ucenici odgovore.
11. Osvréem se na sadrzinu onoga §to je uéenik odgovorio tako $to komentariSem
ili povezujem sa sli¢nom situacijom.
12. Dok ¢ekam da ucenici odgovore, postavljam pojednostavljene verzije istog
pitanja.
13. Ako uéenik ne moze da se seti reci koju smo ucili dok odgovara, navodim ga
na srpskom.
14. Kada proveravam da li su ucenici naucili nove reci, postavljam pitanja sa DA
ili NE odgovorima (npr. Is it a window?).
15. Nakon §to ucenik da tatan odgovor, ponovim odgovor da bi ga svi u
odeljenju culi.
16. Kada obradujemo novu lekciju, postavljam uvodna pitanja (npr. What do you
already know about...?).
17. Ako ucenik ne moze da se seti reci koju smo ucili dok odgovara, kazem mu
rec.
18. Nakon §to postavim pitanje, sacekam duze od 3—4 sekunde da ucenik odgo-
vori.
19. Kada ucenik odgovori, koristim gestikulaciju/mimiku da pojacam njegove
reéi za ostale ucenike u odeljenju.
20. Postavljam pitanja otvorenog tipa na koja postoje mnogo mogucih odgovora.
21. Nakon $to postavim pitanje, satekam kraée od 3—4 sekunde da ucenik odgo-
Vorl.
22. Kada obradujemo novu lekciju, neprestano postavljam pitanja da proverim da
li u€enici razumeju kljucne reci.
23. Postavljam pitanja u kojima ucenici treba da daju svoje misljenje.
Molimo da sledece izjave ocenite ocenom od 1 (uopste nije korisno) do 5
(u potpunosti je korisno) tako da broj na skali odslikava u kojoj meri smatrate
da je primer ponasanja u ucionici koristan.
24. Kada ucenik da pogresan odgovor na direktno pitanje, ponovim celu recenicu
ispravno.
25. Osvréem se na sadrzinu onoga $to je ucenik odgovorio tako §to postavljam
nova pitanja.
26. Nakon svakog odgovora, govorim ucenicima da li je odgovor tacan ili
netacan.
27.Kada ucenik da pogresan odgovor na direktno pitanje, ponovim ispravno
pogresan deo recenice.
28. Kada proveravam da li su ucenici naucili nove re€i, postavljam zatvorena
pitanja (npr. Is it a table or a chair?).
29. Dok uéenik odgovara, postavljam potpitanja da ga navedem na pravi
odgovor.
30. Nakon §to uéenik da tacan odgovor, ponovim najvazniji deo odgovora da bi
ga svi u odeljenju Culi.
31. Govorim ,,0k“, ,,Dobro*, ,,Tako je“ i sl. ako je odgovor ucenika zadovolja-
vajuc.
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32. Ako ucenik ne moze da se seti re¢i koju smo ucili dok odgovara, navodim ga
na engleskom.

33. Postavljam isto pitanje dva puta dok ¢ekam da ucenici odgovore.

34. Osvréem se na sadrzinu onoga $to je u¢enik odgovorio tako §to komentarisem
ili povezujem sa sli¢nom situacijom.

35. Dok ¢ekam da ucenici odgovore, postavljam pojednostavljene verzije istog
pitanja.

36. Ako ucenik ne moze da se seti re¢i koju smo uéili dok odgovara, navodim ga
na srpskom.

37. Kada proveravam da li su ucenici naucili nove reci, postavljam pitanja sa DA
ili NE odgovorima (npr. Is it a window?).

38. Nakon $to ucenik da tacan odgovor, ponovim odgovor da bi ga svi u ode-
ljenju culi.

39. Kada obradujemo novu lekciju, postavljam uvodna pitanja (npr. What do you
already know about...?).

40. Ako ucenik ne moze da se seti re¢i koju smo ucili dok odgovara, kazem mu
rec.

41. Nakon §to postavim pitanje, satekam duze od 3—4 sekunde da ucenik odgo-
vori.

42. Kada ucenik odgovori, koristim gestikulaciju/mimiku da pojatam njegove
reéi za ostale ucenike u odeljenju.

43. Postavljam pitanja otvorenog tipa na koja postoje mnogo mogucih odgovora.

44. Nakon §to postavim pitanje, saéekam krace od 3—4 sekunde da uéenik odgo-
Vorl.

45. Kada obradujemo novu lekciju, neprestano postavljam pitanja da proverim da
li u€enici razumeju kljucne reci.

46. Postavljam pitanja u kojima ucenici treba da daju svoje misljenje.



