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Abstract

This thesis deals with adult second language lesrmeth respect to their
communicative competence. Using authentic recosdiofy dialogues between
teacher and student and between two students cfame or adjacent language
level I will look at how students manage discourse,at situation management in
students’ communication. Furthermore, | will exaemihow students handle
linguistically challenging situations and what type communication strategies
they apply. | will also provide examples of adjacgpairs and how students react
to functional language. The paper consists of tneén parts, theory, research
and conclusion. Readers will learn something abloeitcurrent issues in English
Language Teaching. They will get an insight intancounicative competence of
five language levels based on the Common Europeamdwork of Reference.
Finally, a conclusion will be presented. The reskanalyses and the conclusion
will include practical suggestions which could bmplemented into adult

language training.
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Anotace

Tato prace se zabyvd komunikativni kompetenci &gsp studeni ciziho
jazyka. Za pouziti autentickych nahravek rozhévmezi lektorem a studentem a
mezi d¥ma studenty stejné nebo podobné jazykové @osteduje, jak studenti
zvladaji fizeni diskursu, tj. sité@mi management v ustnim projevu. Prace déale
zkoumd, jak studenti zvlddaji jazykbvnar@né situace a jaké typy
komunika&nich strategii uplatji. Sowasti jsou také jfklady parovych sekvenci
a reakci studefitna funkni jazyk. Prace se sklada zé hlavnichcasti, teorie,
vyzkumu a zasru. Ctendi se dozvi 8co o sodasnych otazkach v oblasti vyuky
anglického jazyka. Ziskaji takéghled o komunikativnich kompetencich student
péti riznych jazykovych Urovni stanovenych podle Evrop®férergniho ramce.
Analyzy nahravek a z&v prace poskytnedkolik praktickych navrh, které lze

uplatnit ve vyuce.
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1 Introduction

English language teaching (ELT) is a field undodiyteclosely related to
linguistics, pragmatics, phonetics and pedagogy.islt therefore virtually
impossible not to encounter, struggle with and natie to tackle the issues
connected to these fields in BIBSOL (English for Speakers of Other Languages)
classroom. In this thesis | will mainly focus dretoccurrence and circumstances
of communication breakdowns in ESOL students’ spdkaeguage. It is a general
phenomenon that second language learners demenstrastantial discrepancy
between their linguistic and communicative compegeh will examine situations
in which students have difficulty utilizing theihgoretical knowledge about the
language in authentic communicative situationsrdento overcome obstacles. In

this paper is divided into three major areas:

a) Theoretical background to communicative languagehimg
b) Circumstances in which students encounter commtioicpredicaments
and the ways they deal with them

c) Conclusions derived from the research regarding pilattice

I will provide recordings of two types of interamti patters, i.e. student —
teacher and student — student scenarios, and dhailyses elaborating on the
students’ ability to engage in meaningful, coherewteptable interactional and

transactional communication via applying commurndsastrategies.
The aim of this thesis is to:

a) demonstrate communicative competence of Czech EStHents in
various discourse situations with respect to comoation strategies;

b) show the correlation between achieved languagd lessessed on the
grounds of the Common European Framework of ReterdGEFR) and
the quality of communicative competence demongirate

c) infer repeatedly occurring negative phenomena amggest steps to

remedy the situation in ELT.

| aim at introducing the phenomena of the above timeed aspects of
ESOL students’ communicative competence to ELT gwsibnals, especially



teachers, who seek theoretical explanations to sdrtiee factors which influence
their students’ speaking skills.

1.1 Issuesin current ELT

As an ESOL teacher | have had the experience wittlests of all levels
and observed their learning processes, assessidabilties, evaluated their
short-term and long-term progress, researched a waidge of teaching materials
and use them in practice. After several years athimg | have reached the
conclusion that communicative competence has beeérnsabeing underestimated
and not catered to sufficiently in ELT. Apart frothe fact that students
demonstrate inadequate speaking skills comparethtr language skills, another
drawback comprises their incapability to handleimady, yet ever present

misapprehension.

Second language acquisitiolfSLA), i.e. mastering a foreign language in
its complexity, is carried out for various reasdi$e motivation and the ultimate
goals vary. Some might argue that there are instamndhen learners need to
acquire solely the receptive skills as they aréehl to need to produce the target
language. | will, nevertheless, focus on thosenlea whose aim is to master the
language in its elaborateness and mainly for thpqee of communication. The
study group involved adult students studying to initbe requirements of work
environment communication, preparing for a Caml&idgam or studying for
private purposes. The ways students are taughtalypidiffer based on the age,
background and target of the student. As opposethitdren’s SLAadult SLA
is done with greater systematicness, gravenessdnbitable respect toward the
students’ habits and requirements. Unfortunatelppleasis is often put on
analyzing and learning “about” the language rathan producing it. SLA via
games and entertaining activities gives way to aaie grammar explanations,

endless controlled practice and dull drill. Thenfioof the listed techniques is not

H . Douglas Brown defines SLA as a subset of ge@neuman learning which requires the
creation of a new linguistic system together withcdurse and communicative functions of the
language. Furthermore, it is significantly influeddoy one’s personality (Brown 2000, 271).



the key issue. The Achilles' heel is their failuge enhance communicative

competence.

Communicative skills are best practiced in roleyplagroup discussions,
presentations, real world scenarios. | maintaird aill try to prove through
research, that linguistic proficiency does not itebly lead to communicative
competence. The latter must be taught and practemedan integral and
indispensable part of a language. | will suggestsiide approaches to teaching,
practicing and achieving production of naturallgssding communication in

Section 4 of this paper.

English language teaching offers a wide range pf@gches and methods.
Based on the student’s needs the teacher chooseaspgiropriate approach and
proceeds to apply methods he/she thinks will rasu#tchieving the given target.
As mentioned before, the objective of the majoatyadult learners is affective
communication. It is thus not surprising that inethcourse of time
communicative language teaching (CLT)has become the prevailing and
highly valued approach. Unfortunately, there arestatles ESOL teachers
encounter. There is no one generally accepted aad definition of CLT. The
wide range of definitions and descriptions and theergence of teaching
materials contribute to the vague perception ELdfgesionals have about CLT. |
will not attempt to elaborate on the various défoms, however, for the purpose
of this paper | will follow Harmer's interpretatinCommunicative approach, or
Communicative Language Teaching, includes not oely perspectives on what
to teach but also how to teach it, claims Harmes. gdints out that CLT puts
emphasis on language functions rather than isogtaehmar and vocabulary. He
continues to note that typical CLT classroom at#@siinvolve learners in realistic
communication and their target is a successfulipmleted communicative task,
not accurate language (Harmer 2001, 84-85). | lwitk closely at two of the
aspects of interactive and transactional communigate. situation management

and communication strategies.

2 Jeremy Harmer, linguist and author of ELT literatwho is most well-known for his books The
Practice of English Language Teaching and How tachie€English.
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Giving priority to linguistic competenddefore communicative competence
in SLA is a phenomenon long discarded as dysfunatidNevertheless, linguistic
competence is frequently conceived as the parajuage a student needs to
master before taking the consequent step towandisrpgnce, i.e. demonstrating
the ability to use the second language in auth@otiemunication. Whether this is
caused by the imbedded conviction of teachers thiat is the only logical
sequence or whether it is due to the language itgachethodology and SLA
approaches the students were exposed to in theip&sird to say. However, in
practice, | repeatedly encounter students whoggpiistic competence, i.e. their
knowledge “about” the language, is in great didgasiith their ability to use the

language as a functional communication tool.

Students tend to approach the target language %19 system of isolated
elements which are put into larger segments of iextthe processes of
actualization (Beaugrande and Dressler 1981). Tiserapancy between a
person’s theoretical knowledge and his/her abilityutilize this knowledge in
practical use will always be present and a prawgilssue all second language
teachers will need to tackle. We have come to ddbep our students’ perceptive
skills will always exceed their productive ones.ndtheless, it is the aim of CLT

to bridge that gap and help students develop dmenmmunicative competence.

Beaugrande and Dressler argue that language teachirconceived as
teaching a set of

grammatical paradigms and syntactic patterns wite help of
unsystematically compiled vocabulary lists. (Beange and
Dressler 1981)

They also state that in Europe, as opposed to thied) States, the
communicative approach has taken the lead in ELThé1980s and comment
affirmatively on this. Language teaching has indtgply undergone significant
changes, as can be seen most distinctly on regemtblyshed core texts to be used

® The term linguistic competence will be explained Section 1.2.1 below and will be used
throughout the whole paper.
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in ESOL course$.In spite of the fact that CLT is designed to teattfdents how
to apply newly acquired language skills beyond dlassroom walls and thus be
able to communicate effectively in the real wotlfhund that students frequently
conceive their target language abilities as isdlatdassroom-dependant and
theoretical rather than as practically-utilizabkdls. The major problem, | claim,
lies in the lack ofcommunication strategies (CS)applied andsituation
managementskills demonstrated. Situation management in aodise is the
handling and changing of a situation, in other wgosteering the situation
according to the speaker’'s needs and wishes (Baadgrand Dressler 1981).
Thornbury maintains that

Discourse knowledge also assumes an understantimgaospeaking
turns are managed — knowing that, for example,itatiollaboratively
constructed through the taking and yielding of surHowever, since
this is a universal feature of spoken interactibns not something
learners need to be taught. They simply need tevkmaw these turn-
management moves are realized in the second laegtiagugh the

use, primarily, of discourse markers. (Thornbur@2033)

The factors which influence turn-taking and ovesallation management
will be discussed in detail below. | will also miemt discourse markers and their
role in ESOL classroom language. They will, howeveat be the main focus of
this paper. Situation management will be treategi@ater detail in Section 1.2.5.

Communication strategy refers to problem-solving, the ability to deal
with communication lapses and disruptfotudents naturally possess these skills

and are capable of effectively and efficiently exihg them in theirfirst

* Up-to-date ELT textbooks cater to all learninglestyin providing visual and audio material as
well as hands-on activities for kinesthetic studefirom the long list of coursebooks currently
being published which follow a notion-functionalllajpus | will name e.g. Total English, The
Business, Business Result, Global, Speakout (set#o8 Bibliography ). These texts encourage
students to engage themselves in communicativeitgesiin class rather than concentrate on self-
studying. Numerous role plays simulating real-sfuations are presented. The emphasis authors
put on the authenticity of language introduced tiergthening. Speakout, using mostly BBC
materials, is an outstanding example of this trend.

® Scott Thornbury, linguist, professor of Englishngaage Studies, author of ELT methodology
books.

® Communication strategies, or what is also refeteds strategic competence, is defined by
Canale and Swain as the compensatory communicatiategies to be used when there is a
breakdown in one of the other competencies (CaaradeSwain 1980, 27).
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language (L1) The clash that occurs here, i.e. between L1 &hdsl. | believe,
traceable to the approach both language educatdrstadents themselves adopt
to SLA. Bachman views strategic competence as aifisignt element of all
communicative language use, not only the one wimahifests deficient language
abilities which need to be compensated (Bachmar®,1990). I will, however,
operate with the notion of communication strategielsiting to compensatory
functions used when the linguistic competence sp@aker is insufficient based

on Canale and Swain and Tardne.

As far as syllabi and there organizational struetne concerned, there is a
major clash betweestructural andnotion-functional syllabi.? Following the
functional route rigorously, one could end up watlyrammatically disorganized
and subsequently impalpable syllabus. Viewed frdre structural syllabus
perspective, students would be required to compiethand master several
grammatical structures at once. This, regardle€3.df trends, could be perceived
by both the language trainer and the recipientevaswhelming. It would pose
and significant strain on students’ cognitive skilmemory and attention span.
The teacher’s approach would need to be alteredidembly. Take for instance
making suggestions. The following list of expreasi@and sentences is taken from
a B2 textbook (Duckworth and Turner 2008, 57) from section on

communication skills.

Putting forward proposals
One option would be to ...
How about we ...7

What | propose is ...

Let's keep our options open ...
Supposing we ..., why don’t
we...7

If we look at the individual lexical items, wordach as interrogative pro-

forms how/what/why personal pronound/we, the noun option verbs to

" See (Bachman 1990, 99), (Canale and Swain 198D{Tamone 1981).

8 Brown’s terms (Brown 2000, 252). The terms dediggavarious types of syllabi vary among
linguists. Harmer, for instance, uses the tegrammar syllabusandfunctional syllabudor the
two aforementioned concepts (Harmer 2001, 296-297).
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be/let's/keepnegativedon’t and adjective@penare all part of a A2 syllabus at the
latest. Considering the option and common praaticeevising or pre-teaching
vocabulary and hence familiarizing students witpressions such de propose
andto suggestthe students now have the necessary lexicalitfasitthey need.
They would, nevertheless, hardly be able to coosttbe above mentioned
sentences. The obstacle they would face is the ameess of cleft clauses,
fronting, gerund used as the subject of a sentehedixed phraseldowabout...?
and Why don’t we...? Approached from the point of view of linguistic
competence, the teacher would need to cover tlggaesmar points in one lesson,
including the presentation, practice and producpbase. The dissimilarity of
the TL sentences is so great that the grammarvaedolvould account for three
separate lessons. This is the reason, | believg, fwhctional language is
embedded into syllabi as one of the aspects of IbRgaide vocabulary and
grammar points. Harmer labels a syllabus combiniagous approaches the
“multi-syllabus” syllabus. It presents a combinatiof grammatical, lexical,
functional language, topic, language skills andnpreiation issues (Harmer
2001, 299-300).

When presenting functional language, a teachingenahtnaturally offers
several options, for basic communication purposes however sufficient if the
student retains one or two of the possibilities. wes will see in Section 3 in a
transactional role play, it is not uncommon to amger a situation which requires
making suggestionsiccepting or rejecting the opponent’s proposais putting
forward alternatives In my experience, unprompted inferring of funotb
phrases from the general language reserves a staldeady has is rare. Teaching

functional language must therefore be an indispdmgiart of the syllabus.

The key issue is that teaching functional languag¢he principles of CLT
carries with itself a discord of what comes firgtammatical competence or
communicative competence? Is the latter a natuaseguence of the former or
can we assume that while focusing on communicatiepetence linguistic
knowledge will be acquired as a side effect? Orsdbe competence of utilizing
grammatical knowledge naturally emerge in commuino& Adult students have,

as opposed to children, mastered &aciolinguistic and communication
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strategies? Thornbury points out that the skills of speakimng @ansferable from
L1 to L2 as they are theoretically identical (Thmury 2009, 28)° Nevertheless,
students do not always abide by this presumptiviepa In short, students know
what is appropriate to say, they have masterechéseled vocabulary, and yet
they often fail to respond in a natural way whicbuld be cohesive, acceptable,
efficient. Furthermore, when they fail to utilizéemjuate language and run into
difficulties a habitual reaction is one that woulohe can assume, cause a

communication breakdown or at least discomposure.

1.1.1 Teachers’ input

Language trainers have mostly accepted CLT andectnthat it is a valid
and reasonable approach to language teaching. Asaned above, it would be a
herculean task to account for the reasons why tugesats on one hand score
highly on grammar tests, but on the other are ta#back when asked to
participate in conversation. It should neverthelbesESOL teachers’ target to
help students bridge the abyss. Teachers faceasuiasthardship in this area for
several reasons. Students have various languagesdisns, they are generally
communicative or taciturn, they are willing to ceogte and assume diverse roles
in order to master the language or they are notdeits can adopt a passive role
in class, they can have inhibitions and feel apgmslve. The natural role of the
teacher naturally influences the overall dynamighl.these factors and many
others can lead to students not performing in a thiayteacher finds beneficial.
Nevertheless, we need to take these human facbbos consideration when
analyzing students’ language abilities. Communieatiompetence is all the more

influenced by the student’s involvement.

As mentioned above, nowadays ELT is grounded in @hd thus tries to
create genuine situations in the form of role plagase studies, watching
authentic video materials, etc. Nevertheless, naosedeficiencies occur as an
inherent part of ELT. The teacher’s abilities andlls heavily influence the

course and outcome of a lesson. It is not surgyidiat to apply CLT effectively

° Both terms will be explained and used in SectighIland on below.
1% See also quotation of Thornbury above.
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teachers are required to excel at the languageinieyd to teach. To demonstrate
L2 in its authenticity together with displaying edrdinary communicative
competence requires laborious work on self-devetagnand considerable talent
on the teacher’s part. Consequently, insufficiamiidedge of CLT methodology
and lack of training leads to falling back upon tblassical audio-lingual
approach? In addition, it is substantially demanding andestrous work for the
teacher to create an atmosphere and provide matehat would truthfully
simulate the real world. Classroom language isemisntly always going to bear

the constraint of artificiality.

One of the possible consequences of the artifigiadi the imbalance in
situation managementin conversation. One of the predicaments teadaees
is their own dominance in the lesson. Studentsede teacher’s authority and
tend to assume a passive role. Especially in oreren student-teacher
communication the student will almost exclusivelgll fon to situation
monitoring and yield control to the teach¥rFor this reason | will provide
dialogues of student-student scenario in additostiident-teacher dialogues. As
students will be chosen according to their CEFRell@nd matched accordingly,
the distribution of control should be unforeseeatiléhe beginning and up to the
participants to allocate. The distribution of diree power between conversation
partners can be observed from the angle of langueges, communicative
competences, inherent eloquence, sociolinguisticntesh, endeavor of
participants. | will examine situation managemenstudents’ discourse from all

the aforementioned perspectives.

A major question ESOL teachers should be askingh$eéses is which
communication strategiesto encourage their students to use. Tarone defines
communication strategies as the speakers’ attemgbmmunicate meaningful
content when encountering apparent deficiencies2irfTarone 1981, 285-286).

Switching to one’s L1 is a strategy students agpljomatically and preferably

" Brown describes the audio-lingual method as a atkthased on mimicry, memorizing of set
phrases, contrastive approach to structures, tmeetirills, inductive grammar presentation,
vocabulary set in context, abundant use of audibwvasual materials, emphasis on pronunciation,
etc. This method encompasses great effort to agteenor-free language production. Content is
frequently considered unimportant (Brown 2000, B}-7

12 Sjtuation monitoring refers to the phenomenon of steering a conversation in a desired
direction but rather limiting one’s interference describing observable facts (Beaugrande and
Dressler 1981).
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one which should be avoided. The question thus irenare teachers to first and
foremost concentrate on teaching language chungeegsing misapprehension,
inability to decode an utterance, uncertainties@mabts? In an authentic real-life
TL environment one of the first sentences we learfi don’t understand” or “I
don’t speak the language.” Should similar languelgenks not likewise be one of
the firstfunctional language we introduce in classrooms? In other words, are
we to insist our students use the TL exclusivelyewtithey need to express
misapprehension, inability to decipher the receinessage, unfamiliarity with a
certain word or grammatical structure, etc.? It dae argued that it is
incomparably more efficient and effective to solaescomprehension in class by
switching to the participants’ L1. It is, | believeisually justified by the
perspective of explaining an elaborate grammar tpoincorrecting a student’s
misconception when no other means seem to be ige€@n the other hand, in
practice, students will undoubtedly need to deahwaonvoluted and unclear

language without the possibility of falling backamptheir mother tongue.

Another cause of students’ failing to comply wilte trule of using L2 only
can be their distinction between the language béaught which they are to
master and the language used for greeting, givimgfructions, assigning
homework, etc. Jane Willis uses the termsrofer and outer languageto
demonstrate the difference between the two aforéored categories of
classroom languadé.The question posed is to what extent should ahezdosist
on all communication among students and betweatests and the teacher to be
carried out in TL and does it contribute to thedsts’ language ability? Is it
simply a matter of habit of some Czech students thedoccasional teacher to
focus on thenner language and consider resolving misapprehension in L1 the
best practice? Outer language can be perceivekasded from the language

training itself not only by students but by teashio.

| have heard propositions from teachers claimirag tireeting students in
TL is unnatural as it is not part of the languaggsbn and it is thus more unforced
to use L1. Some would argue that giving instructiom L1 prevents erroneous

task completion, is more efficient and thus helpgntain a lively pace of the

'3 The matter of inner and outer language is coverelétail in Section 1.2.2.
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lesson and should not be done in TL as it imposkektianal and purposeless
strain on students. In order to decide whetherstothe second language in outer
discourse we need to consider the impact it hastudients’ language abilities. |
believe that it is up to individual teachers toedstine what their objective is with
respect to the students’ needs. Is it to mediatatisd components of a language
to the students and let them utilize their knowkedypractice as they see fit or is
it to train the students for authentic real-lifeuations with emphasis on functional
language as much as possible? To put it simpli,tss enhance theilinguistic

or theircommunicative competence? Here again we encounter the question
whether it is feasible to perfect someone’s comicatihie competence when they,
regardless of the language used, are inherentlgloquent individuals. | will try

to shed some light on the matter in the researalysis.

1.1.2 Students’ rooted patterns

ESOL teachers often struggle with the inadequacgtodents’ functional
use of the TL and the vast abyss between theiuilstig competence and their
spontaneous text production. Ironically, it is oftesecond language learners
themselves who block the complete and unconditioagglication of CLT in
classrooms. Perception of SLA among adult learnsrsn many instances
unilateral and inflexible. Contrary to the effods CLT a wide-spread idea of a
learning process is a passive intake of linguistenpetence without practical
demonstrations. Even in instances when the studemwtturally communicative or
has perhaps become loquacious through the teacheidance an obstacle in
verbal communication which requires asking for i@lzation, repetition or
rephrasing is often not overcome adequately inSiRdents seem to find it too
strenuous, unnecessary, pointless or not in acooedaith the aim of the lesson

to communicate their misunderstanding or misapprgiba in L2.

On the samples of students’ interactions eitheh whe teacher or among
themselves | will demonstrate whether and in whay situation management
and overallcommunicative competenceare present. The presumption is that

as the students’ level increases, their utterandeirgeraction will become more

% For detailed analysis of the terms see Section 1.2
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“standardized” with respect to tls¢andards of textuality™ and with regard to
the conventionality of discourse managentént.

1.2 Theoretical background to communicative competence

As indicated above, in SLA the target language lbardivided into two,
intertwined and indispensable, yet distinct aréaBeveral linguists have been
preoccupied with this distinction using variousmerology. Diverse schemes
have been created pointing to the interconnectasdoéghe systems and the
reliance of one on the other. In Figure 1 belowcsa see an overview of the
aforementioned terminology, i.e. the terms useddyes Cummins, Dell Hymes,
Michael Canale and Merril Swain, Lyle Buchman andite Tarone (Brown
2000, 30, 246-248).

!> Beaugrande and Dressler defined text as a comatiwgcoccurrence which meets seven
standards of textuality. The standards are cohgsioherence, intentionality, acceptability,
informativity, situationality, intertextuality (Begrande and Dressler 1981).

'8 Analyzing the validity of Grice’s maxims should leeated as a separate topic. | will not
elaborate on it in this paper. | do, however, belithat in the process of SLA, as the CEFR level
increases, learners are capable of rendering nméoemative, concise, relevant and appropriate
information. Students frequently provide incompligt®®rmation simply to make their utterance as
short as possible and avoid using complex sentefi¢esmaxim of quality can be judge only in
connection to classroom conversation. The knowlettigeteacher has about the student’s real
world is sometimes contradicted by what the studags. Students prefer to make things up and
thus violate the quality maxim to struggling withklmown vocabulary or grammatical structures.
Text relevance is frequently an issue as studdtes amisunderstand preceding utterances, do not
have sufficient linguistic knowledge to provideedewant response and opt for topic avoidance or
are so eager to say something, they will say angthProlixity occurs on a regular bases as the
ability to be concise is, perhaps surprisingly, yvelifficult to master in L2. Students use
paraphrasing, specifically circumlocution (Taror@81, 286), and thus use a lot of redundant
language in order to be understood.

" 1n various sciences and fields we generally digtish between competence, the theoretical
knowledge of a system, and performance, the aatealization and demonstration of this
competence (Brown 2000, 31). Regarding languag®ewBrargues, the competence is our
erudition in the system, our comprehension of thesrand the volume of lexical items we have
mastered. Performance is the production of langiragee, i.e. the manifestation of our language
competences, in speaking, writing, listening/corpreling and reading.
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Form Function

Noam Chomsky competence performance
linguistic communicative
Dell Hymes®
competence competence

cognitive / academic basic interpersonal
James Cummins®| language proficiency| communicative skills
CALP BISC

Michael Canale | grammatical + discourseociolinguistic + strategic
Merril Swan competence competence
Lyle Bachman organizational pragmatic
competence competence

production strategy
Elaine Tarone linguistic system
communication strategy

Figure 1. Categorization of language competencex@aling to Chomsky, Hymes, Cummins,
Canale and Swain, Bachman

It is questionable to what extent it is advisabid &eneficial to students to
prioritize on before the other. We can argue tloammunicative functions require
linguistic competence to be activated. Canale and Swain state that the

supremacy which the two aspects of language shbeldassigned changes

% In the categorization of language competences Hydistinguishes between linguistic and
communicative competence. He recognizes the knageglédbout the language” and the ability to
use the TL in communication (Brown 2000, 246). As terms linguistic vs. communicative
competence seem the most accessible and lucid|] use them as the key distinction between
one’s grammatical knowledge and the ability to camioate in TL.

9 Cummins J. deals with pupils for whom English isexond language and the discrepancies
between their conversational fluency and academuéigiency. He does not address the issue of
adult learners and their second language acquisitibe distinction between form and function is
therefore not exhaustive and does not entirelyh#t boundaries of form and function in adult
SLA. | mention him in the table as an example fronelated field.
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according to the students’ language level. Theyntaa that in the early stages of
SLA language use serves as a means to master gtemancampetence (Canale
and Swain 1980). The question remains, when isidgine time to proceed to using

grammatical knowledge about L2 to madtarguage usé

1.2.1 Form and function

Communicative competenceconstitutes a key part of CLT. It goes far
beyond thdinguistic competencesand involves using language as a tool to
achieve a premeditated goal via verbal proces€ihg. perceives language as a
functional means of attaining a certain aim andcseading in interpersonal
communication (Harmer 2001, 84). Since the ememgeaichis approach more
emphasis has been put on the ability of secondubsgegy learners to effectively
communicate in TL (Brown 2000, 13-14). Less atmmtis paid to precise
wording, flawless grammatical structures, correnpnciation and familiarity
with irregular forms. Pragmatics, discourse, lamguéunctions and interaction
have become the buzzwords of second language @emuisince 1980s and the
constructivist movement (Brown 2000, 11). In preetithis means teaching the
TL not as a set of grammatical rules and an irdimiventory of vocabulary but as
a communication tool taking into accouwrntext and the fact that pragmatic
comprehension and the effect dfocutionary acts?® are conditioned by

cooperation among discourse particip&nts.

In M. Canale’s andM. Swain’s work the formal structure of a language
is designated asgrammatical competence and encompasses rules of
morphology, syntax, semantics, phonology and leXisey claim that having
grammatical competence could seem to be the eakeate of acquiring the TL
and thus something a learner can build upon. Desggitepting that grammatical
knowledge is indispensible, Canale and Swain belibat a native speaker would
focus on conveying the desired meaning in his/hderance rather that
concentrate on its grammatical correctness ands#émee viewpoint should be
applied to SLA (Canale and Swain 1980, 5).

20 John L. Austin’s term for language functions sashrequesting, apologizing, promising, etc.
%! See also Harmer's definition of CLT in Section.1.1
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They also claim that limited knowledge of grammaticcompetence
restrains the speakers ability to express semamigning, in other words, what
can be said determines what can be meant (Candl&wain 1980, 18). Some
language functions and social behavior, they comtirare thus withheld from
SLA beginners. Nevertheless, | agree with Canate S&wain that from a certain
stage, i.e. after mastering the basics of a languidhg range of semantic options
speakers have widen disproportionately enablingdestts with limited
grammatical competence to exploit a vast volumkaguage functions. It is this
point which | define as the “bottleneck” of secdadguage communication, the
inability or reluctance of students to take fulvadtage of their knowledge and

transform it into performanc@.

Lyle Bachman distinguishes arorganizational competencewhich
consists of grammatical (vocabulary, morphologyntay, phonology and
graphology) and textual competences (cohesion, oricat organization).
Organizational competence, he says, is that pdanguage ability which enables
speakers to use grammatically correct sentenct®erdn isolation or in larger
chunks of text, and accurately convey propositiac@itent. In short, it is the
database of vocabulary and grammatical rules stadgmner during their studies.
Bachman also includdextual competencein this category, namelgohesion
and rhetorical organization, which encompasses the knowledge of

conventions for joining utterances together (Baami@90, 87).

Bachman, concerned mainly with language testinkggsimself a question
whetherstrategic competencgdealt with in greater detail below) is relevamt t
language abilities assessment. He answers thistiguelsy maintaining that
strategic competence is not to be considered sakely language ability, but as a
general ability to carry out a task effectively. ideovides an example of two
candidates dealing with a test task focusing onptiaetical outcome. While one
examinee might be preoccupied with constructingmgnatically flawless
sentences and using a wide range of vocabularyottier might be more goal-
oriented and at the expense of making grammatigsiakes efficiently works

his/her way toward task completion. As the task efésctive communication, the

?2The expression bottleneck depicts a phenomenomewthe overall performance is limited by
insufficient number of resources.
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latter examinee was awarded higher marks thanatmeefr (Bachman 1990, 104-
105).

It was clear to Bachman that testing the knowledgeely of linguistic
signals would not suffice if one desired to carey a thorough language abilities
assessment. He maintains that language commumdatierently consists of the
relationships between linguistic signals and threferents, language users and
context. Consequently, he labeled these abilitiesptagmatic competence
Referring to van Dijk’s aspects of pragmatics — peeformance of an intended
function and the conditions that determine the sss®f an utterance in various

situations — Bachman describes pragmatics as &&libf:

[linguistics] concerned with relationships betwasdterances and the
acts or functions that speakers intend to perfohmough these
utterances. (Bachman 1990, 89)

Bachman's pragmatic competence is divided intbocutionary
competenceandsociolinguistic competences you can see in Figure 2 below
(Bachman 1990, 87).

~ Language
_~~ Competence
Organizational Pragmatic
competence competence
Grammatical Textual Sociolinguistic
competence competence comgetence
Rhetorical Sensitivity
Vocabulary Syntax Cohesion  organization dialect (t:: aricty
i vari
Morphology Illocutionary
competence
\\\ Cultural reference
. s ’:t' ity | and figures of speech
N\ ensitivi |
\\\ to :‘
Ideational . naturalness Sensitivity
functions _ ' Heuristic to
Manipulative competence register
functions
Imaginative
competence

Figure 2. Bachman’s components of language competen
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Considering illocutionary competence, there are yrsdrategies to perform
an illocutionary act. Bachman introduces an exarmplasking someone for help
differing in the amount of subtlety or directnessedi (Bachman 1990, 91). A
native or proficient speaker naturally distinguishend is capable of applying

such strategies, e.g. selecting an appropriatdraxtthe following:

a) | request that you help me.
b) Please help me.
c) If you help me, I'll buy you a new comic book.
d) Could you help me?
e) Why aren’t you helping me?
(Bachman 1990)

The obligatory lexical items we are dealing with réhe are
I/you/me/help/request//buy/to be/could/whyl/if/will/pleas#l of which an A2
student customarily knows. Yet | believe that natny students would be able to
construct so many possibilities to execute the emf@ntioned illocutionary

competence.

An interesting part of Bachman’s theory of commatike language use is
his Model of language useHe elaborates on the steps of language execution
with respect to utilizing organizational competentaking into consideration
context and strategic competence. The first stépeigoal which is to interpret or
express speech with a specific function, modahtyd content (Bachman 1990,
103). Bachman proceeds through three subsequer®t &tearrive autterance,

I.e. expressing or interpreting language. From rowtpof view, with respect to
L2 learners, the final phase, utterance, does exgssarily mean achieving the set
goal. On the contrary, utterance may in this casaprehensively deviate from
the intended text and thus block comprehensionher desired extralinguistic
effect. In Figure 3 | therefore copied Bachman’'sdeloand added the ultimate

phaseachieved goal
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Situation Planning | Language
assessment | process | competence
i
Y
Plan
i
Y
Execution |« Psychophyglologlcal
mechanisms
A
» Utterance
A
Achieved
goal

Figure 3. Bachman’s Model of language use complenteth with the “achieved goal” step

In case of L2 students problems will not occurha situation assessment or
the speaker’s intentions as such but might appearetrieving the language
needed. We can naturally only operate with the dagg competence we have.
The situation described below led me to add thal fphaseachieved goalto
the Model of language use. If setting a goal regmessphase one, then achieving

this goal should logically be the desired end efldnguage use process.

Let us look at a classic beginning of a lessonjrfstance. When the teacher
enters the classroom and greets the student fiteis oustomary for the student to
offer a beverage. The student assesses the situaiioectly, plans to make an
offer and activates the language he feels apprepriée/she then utters “Do you
like coffee or tea?” The whole process has beenpteted, starting with a goal
and ending with an utterance. As Bachman descthed$low chart, the speaker

sets an objective (= goal). He evaluates the sinaand retrieves linguistic
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knowledge from language competence (= planning ga®)c Next he creates a
plan composed of items whose realization should teahe communicative goal
(= plan). Using psychophysiological mechanisms #tadent executes the
language (= execution) and utters a text (= utt@panin practice the student
decided to offer a beverage. He retrieves incofgwuage items. He composes
the sentence which he thinks will lead to makingoéfer. Finally, he utters the
sentence “Do you like tea or coffee?”. He has motmy opinion, reached his
target. Instead of making an offer he inquired altbe teacher’s preferences. The
illocutionary act was flawed and if the receiveilldd to follow the cooperative
principle of interaction or was not given sufficiesontextual clues, agreeing on

meaning could be jeopardized.

It is not unusual for teachers to consider a sestdéike this satisfactory and
respond to it as if “Would you like coffee or ted®id been said. A reaction like
this will certainly lead to an appropriate extrglinstic act, ease the student into
the lesson and build his/her confidence via thérfgeof accomplishment. On the
contrary, when misapprehension is simulated, stigtdeudacity to engage in
meaningful outer language is suppressed. | belibeee is a very fine line
between leading students to accuracy via correetimhencouraging them to train

their communicative competence at the expenseezigion.

The discourse of greeting and offering a beveragte beginning of a
lesson is a classic example afiter language | believe the way to achieving
self-confidence and independence in using L2 toeatgextent lies in teaching
students via outer language and it is for this opathat teachers should take
advantage of situations like the one mentioned abtov introduce functional

language into their tuition.

One of the critiques CLT faces is that teachersl tientolerate texts that
would otherwise be incomprehensible to the outswdeld. In order to rightly
judge whether the utterance was sufficiently undedable or not we need to step
out of our role as the student’s teacher and asketues if people who are

unfamiliar with the student and are given less extual cues wouldgree on
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meaning® with the speaker. | will provide a more detailedalgsis of the
situation and possible ways how to deal with iSection 4.

Students by definition encounter obstacles in th& phase more often than
native or proficient speakers. To extend on theionotof communication
breakdowns in students’ communication outlined iguFe 2, | looked into the
final phase and its possible outcomes. Figure 4ctiephe development of the

discourse in two directions
a) achieving the communicative goal
b) encountering communication breakdown

One would presume that L2 students would activa@enmunication
strategieswhen reaching a lapse in discourse (see FiguedaWi). | see another
area of possible deficiencies here as many studenst overwhelming when
they fail at meeting their communicative target.HBOL classrooms many of
them traditionally switch to first language codedaresort to rectifying the
situation in L1. This strategy proves Cummin’'s hym@sis that classroom
language will always beontext-reduced and is naturally not feasible in real
communicative situations. The second option stuglestect is to rely on their
discourse partner to remedy the situation, whishywa will see in Section 3, is
customarily the teacher or a more competent studiemhy experience, students
are, in contrast to the practice and expansion loF,Gncapable or reluctant to
undergo the strain of mustering their L&ganizational and pragmatic

competence$’ and restoring balanced conversatidnah-talking .

23 E. Tarone’s term for mutual understanding and ogingon the meaning of an utterance.
24 See Figure 1 above.
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Utterance

Communication

Achieved goal R breakdown
Repair Communication
mechanism « strategy

I

Achieved goal

Figure 4. Model of communication breakdown and repatrategies.

In the better scenario the speaker completes thagimary cycle of
following the individual steps from intended goah \planning, execution and
utterance to achieving the intended goal. Quiteickly, with L2 learners
language use is distorted by deficiencies in L2mery. When failing to achieve
the preset goal the speaker faces a communicatedicament. Choosing a CS
the speaker finds most suitable in his/her sitmatia repair mechanism is
activated. The possible outcome is either achievimgyintended goal and thus
completing the cycle or again failing to reach agnent of meaning with the
receiver. The number of loops from communicatioreakdown to repair
mechanism and back a student is willing to undeigcsubjective. In my
experience however, students often choose langusagéch as their CS
immediately or when their first TL CS fails to seed.

1.2.2 Inner and outer classroom language

Classroom communication differs from that beyond\g mentioned above,
Jane Willis categorizes it intmner language i.e. the language the teacher is
intentionally and methodically presenting to thedeints and which he/she wants

them to retain, anduter languageused mostly to manage the lesson. In other
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words, inner language is the vocabulary, grammafuactional language the
students are to focus on and master. Outer languagéhe other hand, is the
language used to mediate the subject of learninglig\wL992, 163). It may
become just as authentic and purposeful as realdiiguage when dealing with
pleasantries, making arrangements, giving feedbBu&.outer language of giving
instructions, assisting students, asking conceptkihg questions, etc. serves a
very clear and practical purpose, its content amgje of utilization are, however,

very strictly context-bound.

The situation described in Section 1.2.1 concertiegillocutionary act of
offering someone a beverage is not an uncommondi/peater language one can
encounter in a classroom. As | stated above, | ta@nthat teachers whose

objective is to enhance students’ communicativepaiance should
a) carry out all outer language in L2,
b) be consistent in demanding that all participases L2 for all purposes,

c) insist the communication is coherent, acceptaiolé comprehensible
even to persons beyond the classroom.

Willis states that the issue with inner languagehgt it is restrained to
classrooms and consequently bears little resembdldac“normal” discourse
(Willis 1992, 163). She claims that phrases, claused sentences adjusted to
meet the requirements of ELT material undergo aaserdevaluation of their

communicative purpose. To quote her words:

Once they have been presented as target forms, attermhow
meaningful the original illustrative situation wabkgy are devoid of
their normal communicative value and are seen asples of
language. (Willis 1992, 163)

It is this reduction of authenticity which is aneeypresent issue in second
language teaching and one of the reasons why IdrvaaNise teachers to conduct
all outer language in TL. We will see in the redngs that the fact that students
themselves clearly distinguish between inner angrolanguage has impact on

their speaking performance. The fact that all interguage is an imperfect
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simulation of a real-life situation and cannot, réfere, lead to undesired or
harmful perlocutionary acts or extralinguistic etteis a two-edged sword. On the
one hand, it creates a safe and stress-free enwv@noinin which students can relax
and focus on the learning process. On the othed,hartreates a gap between
students’ classroom performance and the language they are able to

demonstrate in practice. | believe this factor abates to the differences between
people who have learnt a language in classroomshersgé who have learnt it “in

the street” unassisted. My experience vindicatesrltury’s statement that the
latter commonly display less linguistic knowledgelaise fossilized inaccuracies.
Nonetheless, theicommunicative competenceexceeds that of the former

group.

1.2.3 Communication strategy

Second language speakers naturally often run iificudties when using
L2 in communication. Even fluent speakers occasiprfail to reach meaning
agreement with their conversation partner and tieesl to resort to starting over
again, rephrasing the utterancegcircumlocution, approximation, non-verbal
communication, etc. to restore conversation and avoid commubitat
breakdown?®> Students’ mistrust in their linguistic knowledgeatls to profuse
hesitation and lapses. What | claim is that ondhef examples of students’
inability to actualize and exploit all their lingtic knowledge is their all too
frequent falling on thdanguage switch strategy foregoing ofsituation
managementor resorting tdopic avoidance Tarone definesommunication
strategy (CS) i.e. the pattern a speaker is accustomed to vdeating with

communication difficulties and resolving them alidws:

Communication strategies are used to compensasofoe deficiency
in the language system, and focus on exploringredte ways of using
what one does know for the transmission of a messaghout

necessarily considering situation appropriatenégarone 1981, 287)

% Terms used by Tarone (Tarone 1981, 286).
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It is disputable to what extent we are able to awit#tively assess students’

communicative competence and CS in the classrodma.students’ promptness

and spontaneity would in all likelihood differ irutaentic environment. When

dealing with their teacher students rely on thelirdnd assume language switch

strategy to be the most effective and efficients Ihot uncommon for students to

ask the teacher for translation of an expressidieroassurance during a role play

or other CLT exercises focusing on communicatidme mutual attempt tagree

on a

meaning (Tarone 1981, 288) is considerably distortedtadents

a) know that their teacher speaks their L1,

b) consider the goal of the activity to be task cagtiph, not activating
functional language,

c) they are under no pressure of having to convey theianing and
are aware that misinterpretation or a communicai@akdown will

only lead to correction, not to undesired effects.

Tarone writes that communication strategy worka &0l to bridge the gap

between the student’s linguistic knowledge and fional language he/she needs

to use in a situation in order to reach agreemanneaning (Tarone 1981, 288).

Some of the possible ways to bridge that gap c&h be

a)
b)

c)
d)
e)

f)

9)
h)

)

approximation, using a semantically similar expression

word coinage making up a new word which seems a viable opiotne
speaker

circumlocution, describing the concept they do not know the TiL fo
literal translation , translating the L1 text word for word

language switch using their L1

appeal for assistance asking the interlocutor for the appropriate
expression

mime, non-verbal strategies

topic avoidance an attempt not to talk about a certain topic

message abandonmentnability to continue and termination of utteranc

presume, and will use the recordings to eithelidage or refute my

supposition, that language switch and appeal feistsice are the most common

% Terms taken from Tarone (Tarone 1981, 286-287)
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communication strategies with lower levels, i.e, A2 and possibly B1 students.
I do not, however, consider these strategies tafbany use in practical TL
situations as they would be of no help in a TL emvwnent. Approximation stems
from insufficient lexical knowledge and is by nauwua recurrent strategy and, on
the contrary to the two aforementioned strategsegyeatly effective in practice.
Circumlocution seems to be an adequate CS and loatewould signal the
willingness and effort to communicate meaning amdté the TL recipient to
assist in reaching mutual comprehension. Nevedbgleircumlocution is
ordinarily used by able and loquacious speakers aamstitute a limited subset of
ESOL students.

As stated above, a classroom is an artificial @mirent where speakers of
the TL often share L1 and/or try limitlessly to @nstand each other. In real life
situations recipients might not show understanding equanimity with inapt
conversation partners. The pressure on L2 leaisesgnificantly increased and
their feeling of insecurity reinforced in real lif€he impatience and unwillingness
of students to rephrase their utterance until te@rér comprehends the intended
meaning frequently results into language switchtegy at the slightest sign of
bewilderment. As Thornbury argues, even higher llstedents, if during the
formulation phase they find that the gaol they hsekis rather challenging, vote
for the “safe” choice of message abandonment oingdor a less ambitious
message (Thornbury 2009, 30). When encouragetebieticher and given some

prompts, though, they formulate an acceptable fedta/e utterance.

The aim of CLT is to enhance students’ communieattempetence and
inherently their CS. The burden posed on languesieers is to make classroom
situations as authentic as possible and to persstadents that their eagerness to
utilize CS such as language switch or message abarmeht would, in most
circumstances, fail in real life. Tarone herselsing her statement on research
with American students of Russian, came to a cemtuthat students of L2 who
have experienced the TL solely in a classroom enment display lesser ability
to paraphrase and rely mostly on avoidance stegeghile students who have
had extracurricular exposure to the TL show greafgitude for CS (Tarone
1981, 292).
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Scott Thornbury uses the widely spread teelf-monitoring to refer to a
process which is present in all the stages of laggwse, i.e. conceptualization,
formulation and articulation (Thornbury 2009, 3-ble explains that the stage at

which self-monitoring occurs influences the acteglair mechanism applied:

A re-think at the planning stage may result in abandonment of the
message altogether. ... Self-monitoring at the foathoh stage may
result in a slowing down, or a pause and the swes#doacktracking
and re-phrasing of an utterance. ... Self-monitorarigarticulation
results in the kind of corrections that even flugpeakers have to
make when the wrong word pops out or the pronuilciajoes awry.
(Thornbury 2009, 5-6)

We will see many instances of self-monitoring asubsequent repair
strategies applied in Section 3. Furthermore, T talks about running
repairs which are either based on self-monitoring or titerlocutor’s response.
With respect to communication strategies the numéed terminology of
strategies he lists are almost identical with thfalTarone’s enumeration. Where
the two authors differ is Thornbury’s CS callédreignizing a word, i.e.
passing an L1 word for an L2 word thanks to thémmetic similarity. In addition,
he adds a so-callediscourse strategy which refers to borrowing, i.e.
repeating, a whole language chunk from anotherkgpe@hornbury 2009, 29-
30).

Thornbury claims that the aforementioned commuiooastrategies buy
speakers time and serve to maintain an illusiorfledncy. He carries on to
mention that linguists are in two minds about tlkeeddits of the ability to apply
communication strategies in abundance at a verly etage of L2 learning.
Putting emphasis on communicative effectivenes&bor A2 level may result in
fossilization, a process when one’s ability to enhance oneguiigtic knowledge
is prematurely closed (Thornbury 2009, 30). In otheords, neglecting to
contemplate appropriate grammatical structures &mel most appropriate
vocabulary and contenting oneself with simplisagts may prove to be harmful
to the student. | would argue that whether a studgemrapable of and open to

acquiring new linguistic knowledge is highly indivial. If a student embraces
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his/her language endowment and utilizes it to isximum from a very early
stage of learning, it can serve as a motivational. tOn the other hand, students
who have vast linguistic knowledge but are unablptit it to use might succumb
to demotivation finding it hard to break that barriater on in their learning
process. In Section 3 we will analyze the extewlhach the speakers use CS and
how it helps them in situation management, taskptetion and communicative

effectiveness.

1.2.4 Communicative competence

For the purpose of ELT it is insufficient to sayatha conversation is an
exchange of information between two or more paréints?’ With the emergence
and spreading of CLT the role of teachers has dtdhrgignificantly. Going
through structural syllabi is no longer the mainective. Especially if we take
into consideration all the self-study materialsle@ning software and easily
accessible language information, we must reachctmelusion that presenting
mere linguistic data is unnecessary. The teachaim is teaching
communication. The students’ goal then is the ability to comneate in L2
fluently, naturally, effectively. Let us look atehollowing dialogue | devised for

our purposes:
Example 1
A: | heard our colleague Mary is in the family way.
B: | thought her husband didn’t want to have anyexahildren.
A: Perhaps it was not his decision.
B: When is her baby due?
A: Sometime in June.

Although the language is comprehensive, logical-taking is applied, the

text is coherent and acceptable, its flow is oleséd by lack of cohesive links.

" This definition was randomly formulated by the hart of this paper as a possible lay
interpretation and is not meant to be understoaghasfficial linguistic definition of the term.
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The nature of the dialogue either points to paéinis’ lack of interest in the
topic, potentially in the conversation as a sorziafj act on the whole, or to

artificial speech which sounds unnatural.

If we change the conversation slightly without aftg the content, we

might achieve something like:
Example 2
A So, | heard our colleague Mary is in the familgyw
B: You don't say! | thought her husband didn’t wanty more kids.
A: Well, perhaps it wasn'’t his call, if you know @athl mean.
B: (laughter) Alright, well, when'’s the baby due?
A: Sometime in June apparently.

Thornbury suggests students are to be taught hoturto similar texts as in
Example 1 into cohesive and refined texts usingalisse markers (Example 2).
Practice has indeed shown that it is extremelyadiff and thus rare for students
of L2 to recognize and absorb the language whichsied in everyday speech
from classroom tuition. We could argue that stusleare exposed to naturally-
sounding language of their teacher. | have founeaver, that it is by no means
guaranteed that the majority of students will synpdtain the language their
teacher uses. | maintain that if we require oudestiis to master and actively use a
certain element of TL we have to include it in #y#labus. Teaching students the
above mentioned expressions and devices to help gs@nd natural should

therefore be an indispensable part of the currioulu

Rather than relying on students’ ability to actealconcepts of grammar
and vocabulary while at the same time considerogodinguistic contexts and
choosing appropriate register, L2 should be preserds pre-fabricated
chunks of language, where possible and desirable. Eveenfland eloquent
speakers need time to conceptualize and formula# wutterances. Second
language speakers have less automated linguisticdédgions, they require more

time to formulate their language, they are undememstress. | agree with
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Thornbury that in order to reach communicative feeness some degree of
automaticity is necessary (Thornbury 2009, 6). THailitate this process to

students we should bear in mind that:

At the level of formulation, automaticity is parthchievable through

the use of prefabricated chunks. (Thornbury 2009, 6

In the transcripts in Section 3 we will also analya what extent students of
different CEFR levels apply effective and highlyfi@ént spoken language.
Thornbury argues that spoken language, as oppaoseditten one, is naturally
more fragmentary, disconnected and not as carefidiynulated. Speakers
therefore use a so-calleddd-on strategy (Thornbury 2009, 4). When
speaking, either in our mother tongue or in L2, ave pressed for time in the
planning phase. To form convoluted sentences regj@n amount of time which
would cause pauses in the discourse. Pauses eoeirske natural, their length and
frequency however define the speaker's fluency (ibory 2009, 7). They
should become less numerous and shorter as thenstprbgresses for the more
competent the speaker, the less time he/she newdshé planning phase.
Nevertheless, the add-on strategy will always beharacteristic part of spoken
discourse. Simply adding phrases, incomplete seasear chunks of language to

one another is a consistent part of speaking (Thoyn2009, 4).

| believe that applying add-on strategy will praeebe more commonplace
with higher level students for the simple reasat they are more confident using
L2. As students gain confidence through exposuréhéotarget language they
become aware that spoken language is significaettg structured than the
textbook language they have been taught. In omelemonstrate their fluency,
students of higher CEFR levels use chunks of lagguwehich are easy for them to
actualize even at the expense of using incompateeaces. Lower levels, on the
other hand, do not manifest enough spontaneitynaiaralness to react instantly.
Whether one puts more emphasis on producing flandentences or whether
he/she prefers a continuous utterance with minipalses which contains
numerous errors is everyone’s choice and stems fooeis personality and
approach to communication in general. Neverthelésslaim that the more
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advanced the student, the more natural his/heranite with respect to efficiency,
strategic competences and the use of discourseensaakd pause fillers.

Adjacency pairs, paired utterances in which the second one is dgrive
and dependent on the first (Thornbury 2009, 16-Bfg another aspect of
language we need to take into consideration whetirdgwith communicative
competence. There are basic adjacency pairs whiclersts are taught, perhaps
without the teacher’s conscious awareness. Thaiim{speech act) of greeting,
for instance, is introduced early on in the sylebUhere are, nevertheless,
innumerable circumstances when the use of an audjgceair is expected.
Questions are expected to be followed by an ansamvlogy by acceptance,
suggestion by approval or dismissal, etc. Some angés have typically three
lines, particularly classroom language exchangegs.asking a student to correct a
chunk of language, the student’s reply, the teastasessment or praise. These
three-part sequences are call®&F exchanges the abbreviation standing for
initiation — response— feedback (Coulthard and Brazil 1992 A side
sequencecan occur when the next speaker does not wishotode the response
immediately but inserts, for instancemésapprehensiontterance which can take
form of aquestioning repeafCoulthard and Brazil 1992, 53). | envisage frequen
occurrence of misapprehension in students’ diseowasd thus expect side
sequences to be present in the recordings.

1.2.5 Situation management

Thornbury designates the capability of organizind aonnecting individual
utterances and embedding them into a coherenttalking structurediscourse
competence(Thornbury 2009, 15). He submits that a key aspédaliscourse
competence is usindiscourse markers Beaugrande and Dressler go beyond
this outline and examingdiscourse actionwhich incurs changes in a situation
(Beaugrande and Dressler 1981). As we saw in Bacleniodel of language
use, speakers often operate with a certain go#l ititend to reach via verbal

communication. Discourse actions, according to Bemude and Dressler, are

% The abbreviation is referred to as initiate-resptoilow-up in some resources (Thornbury
2009, 17).
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plan-directed whenever the speaker is trying terstiee situation toward a goal.
The term they use to designate this activitgitsiation management On the
contrary, a simple reaction to a situation by, iftstance, describing apparent
evidence isituation monitoring (Beaugrande and Dressler 1981). The way
situation management and monitoring are presestuiients’ discourse is through

interactive planning:

Since discourse is definable as a situation or tesequence in which
participants present tests as discourse actions,care consider
communication through discourse as an instance nbéractive

planning. (Beaugrande and Dressler 1981)

Connected to students’ involvement in discourseoastis undoubtedly
their interest in the subject matter discussederdnianguage can be stimulating
and make students wish to communicate somethitigifask is chosen well. The
key issue in this case is an information gap, edeof participants, readiness to be
involved® ELT materials are not uncommonly discarded byesttsland teachers
for incompatibility with students’ aims and intet®slt is the teacher’s role, |
believe, to adjust the activity so that studené&sdrawn into it. The issue teachers
face, though, is that despite their effort to sypptriguing input students tend to
assume a submissive role and hence contesituation monitoring rather than
situation management We will see in the recordings that some students,
especially when conversing with the teacher comce¥ the dialogue as an
interview. The teacher is than pushed into the oblan interviewer whereas the
student merely responds to questions and inducemieetshe is presented.
Beaugrande introduces the term situation monitoforgsimple reactions to a
situation by describing facts, yet not steering #ieiation in any direction
(Beaugrande and Dressler 1981). The example hesofte demonstrate the
difference between managing and monitoring is ataimce of a convoluted
verbal manipulation in which one speaker is tryingmpose her views on her
partner. ESOL situations are rarely manipulativéhie extent. Nonetheless, they

still represent abounding sources of ample exangfleguation management.

%91 would like to thank PhDr. Pazderova for pointitfjs fact out to me and giving me an
incentive to take it into consideration when anadgzmy students’ communicative competence.
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In Section 3 | will analyse the factors which irdhce students resignation
to situation monitoring and how this phenomenonnges when one of the
participants of the dialogue is the teacher. Astinard above, one of the aims of
CLT is for students to be exposed to authenticlagg and thus eventually arrive
at producing natural and effective L2 themselvesuill look at the degree to
which students embody an equally assertive conttensparticipant and the ways

in which they manage verbal situations.

In order to thoroughly describe the phenomena udlesits’ speech | have
chosen to use the following terminology taken fr@®augrande and Dressler
(1981):

Term Definition

acceptability the receiver's attitude that a text has some usgl@rance for the

receiver

actualization | the procedure of choosing available options frovirtaal system of

linguistic knowledge and utilizing them in a pauwliar structure

cohesion mutual connection of surface text components wighgequence

coherence mutual accessibility and relevance of configuratdeoncepts and

relations which underlie the surface text

continuity of

sense

concord among the knowledge activated by the exmes of a text

frame

Global pattern which contains knowledge about soemgral concept

plan recovery

process of extracting plans which the text prodapgears to be

pursuing
n Global pattern of events and states in orderedesems linked by
scheme
time proximity and causality
script stabilized plan called up frequently to specify thkes of participants
and their expected actions
spreading the principle of activating closely associated gemhen some item of
activation

knowledge is activated

threshold of

termination

the stage at which the comprehension and integrafia text is

deemed satisfactory

39



2 Research question

Language teachers will find that linguistic / graatical and discourse /
organizational competence, whichever term you prefgedominates the
communicative / sociolinguistic and strategic /gmmatic competencg,i.e. the
students’ theoretical knowledge will surpass tipeoductive skills.Production
and communication strategies often prove to be untrained and lack
efficiency.® | believe that there are many valid reasons whdesits have
difficulties transforming their theoretical knowlgel about the language into
practical manifestation of their communicative catgmce. As mentioned in the
Introduction | will focus on students’situation management and
communication strategiesvia analyzing dialogues. In Section 4 | will dexiv
conclusions and practical suggestions applicableLih and designed to improve
students’ ability to handle communication crises.

In Section 3 | will provide examples of conversadetween the teacher
and students and between students themselves.aske given will range from
controlled to free practice and will include inteianal and transactional
language. In the analyses | will briefly remark te fulfilment or failure to
sustain continuity of sense, but | will mainly fecwn aspects of portrayed
communicative competence with respect to situatioranagement and
communication strategies. In the analyses of tkherdings we will see in what
circumstances students have trouble handling stuatanagement and applying
communication strategies and how they resolve thet®ns. The outcome
should show the extent to which students are ableeligibly deal with
communication difficulties in the target languagarthermore, | will elaborate on
how to approach ELT while taking into consideratidghat there is a
disproportionate gap between students’ linguistimpetence and their ability to

utilize it when encountering communication problesproved.

3L Terminology adopted by Hymes, Canale and SwaiohBen respectively.
%2 Elaine Tarone's terms for the speaker’s ability uillize language in use effectively and
effortlessly (Tarone 1981, 289).
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3 Research

In order to analyze displayed communicative compmte with emphasis
on communication strategies, situation managemewt adjacency pairs a
research group had been selected comprising oéstsiebf various CEFR levels
which then underwent a series of tasks and wasrdedodoing so. Students’
language levels were determined by a placemenbtdbeir teacher’'s assessment
following a longer period of cooperation. | was itiypeterested in how students
cope with communication breakdowns and whether r trmmunication
techniques are effective and efficient. Both intdomal and transactional
language functions were incorporated into the mebe4 | selected a role play
activity where students can make up the detaithaf character and are therefore
free to actualize language they are familiar anchfootable with. The second
activity is small talk between colleagues which whssen for its real operating
conditions. The third dialogue was intentionallyleseed to represent a
manipulative instrumental function, i.e. languagediwhen the speaker needs to
achieve some extralinguistic go&l.| will monitor the course of situation
management, seek communication strategies and egameir effectiveness and
try to account for their occurrence. Furthermoreill provide one task focusing
solely on adjacency pairs simply to present stiglemmediate and spontaneous

reactions to adjacency pair initiations.

Recordings of students will grant me the opportund study authentic
material and provide readers of this paper witlciical examples. Students were
not assisted if they ran into linguistic diffici@s during the recording. Instructions
were given to the extent of describing the taskid&nts were not explicitly asked
to carry out all conversation in L2. | felt it waligive them a clue as to what |
was searching for and might negatively influence #wthenticity of their
utterances. The whole scale of language levelsingnffom Al to C1l was
represented. Recording was done in class and studeme not informed about

the content of the tasks beforehand.

% Thornbury operates with the terms interpersonalenote communication whose main purpose
is to establish social relations and transactiovtase aim is the exchange of goods or services
(Thornbury 2009, 13). The term interactional larggizgs a synonymous expression widely used in
ELT.

% The term manipulative instrumental fiction is dealth in Bachman’s concept of functional
language (Bachman 1990, 93).
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The tasks conducted were:

(i)

(ii)

(iii)

(iv)

Predefined role play — interactional task in whithdents get assigned
a certain social role and carry out a dialogue \&itlihe teacher, b) a
fellow student. Role plays require students to irepeate a certain
character and consequently invent the details otesd of the role
play. Some students, in my experience, find iticlifft to engage in
this type of activity. The success and completibrihe task greatly

depends on the willingness and captivation of gmti@pants.

Small talk — interactional task where students repné themselves and
engage in a one-on-one small talk with the aimuliiling a social
duty. The dialogue will be carried out with a) tteacher and b) a

fellow student.

Manipulative instrumental functidA— transactional task where the
student needs to use his/her language abilitiesriange a meeting
with a partner. The motivation of the negotiatiomswestablished
separately before individual recordings so that ¢baditions would
resemble the participants’ real-life circumstanassnuch as possible.
Carried out with a) the teacher and b) a fellovdstu.

Adjacency pairs activity — students are read a distsentences of
diverse communicative functions (e.g. greetinguings, apologizing,
inviting) and are asked to react quickly and appeately.

The research group composes of students with wihentetacher has been

working for some time and therefore is familiar twitheir linguistic and

communicative competences. All students are capafbtarrying out the given

tasks with more or less reasonably cohesive andreahutterances in a way that

thethreshold of termination, a stage when comprehension and integration of

text is considered satisfactory, is reachable wlslestaining efficiency of

% The term manipulative instrumental fiction is takkom Bachman and designates language
whose primary purpose is to affect the world arousdspecifically to get things done. (Bachman

1990, 93).
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language’ As all participants of the dialogues are studeriita similar level or

their teacher, comprehension is reached with mihstrain. As opposed to the
real world beyond the classroom, students who Iswdied together for some
time get used to the language, however distorteahd concepts of their
colleagues. The teacher is likewise accustomedhadostudents’ syntax and can

derive the pragmatic aspect of their text with ease

The continuity of sense might be distorted by students’ hesitation,
inability to expand on the previous reply, inactarphrasing, failure to use the
target language or misunderstanding on the recsigde due to insufficient
grammatical or lexical knowledge. Beaugrande anesBler claim the difference
between a meaningful and nonsensical text is thesdeto which there is a match
between the coordination of concepts and relatiexpressed and the
interlocutor’s prior knowledge about the world (Bgeande and Dressler 1981).
It is, in their words, the foundation of coherent®e will see whether the
achievement of continuity of sense is directly tedlato language levels or
whether it depends largely on the speaker's indiaid approach to
communication. Furthermore, | will focus on howdstuats identify and repair the
disrupted discourse. | will monitor and attemptcmnclude how applying CS
evolves as we ascend on the CEFR scale. As Thor@asgues, the premises that
the higher the level, the more effective use of i€®ot axiomatic (Thornbury
2009, 29-30). He provides an example of Japaneskersts, out of whom most
speakers stress accuracy and thus require extnkiag formulation periods. In
contrast, Thornbury describes one Japanese speakese fluency was
considerably standing out, whose accuracy, howewsas poor and level

inappropriate. | will look into the matter with aogip of Czech students.

Transcribing classroom discourse may be done inowsrways. My
transcription system is based on Walsh’s criterid eecommendations (Walsh

2011, 67)® It comprises of symbols which will indicate pherema | wish to

3" Threshold of termination reflects the loweringcohversation participants’ standards in order to
facilitate reaching agreement of meaning (Beaugramd Dressler 1981).

% Walsh introduces the issues of faithfully reflagticlassroom discourse. He stresses that
researchers need to premeditate their true aimidelewhether to provide full or partial
transcriptions, how they wish to organize the f@xterlapping speech, pauses, etc.), whether to
take prosody into account. He also provides an el@rof an approach to transcription using
various symbols to distinguish speakers, signatlage and pauses, etc. (Walsh 2011, 67)
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interpret. | did not transcribe subtle nuanceshefdiscourse as | did not wish to
preoccupy myself with intonation, stressed syllablamispronunciation, etc. As
my aim was to monitor situation management, a syrfdvwverlapping speech is
crucial for the transcription. Moreover, symbols &hort and long pauses will
help in determining students’ hesitation when entewing communication

difficulties. | use the following symbols in thehscription:

Transcription system | Function

T: Teacher

S1:, S2: Student 1, 2

- short pause (under 1 second)

longer pause

Text ... Incomplete utterance

S1: text ... Student 1 interrupted by Student 2. Student 1 nestdis/her
S2: utterance

S1:...text

[Jak se taekne] Word or chunk of language in mother tongue or

incomprehensible sounds

Figure 5Transcription system

3.1 Concerning (i): Predefined role play

3.1.1 Task description

Students are involved in a role play activity whehey take on the
personality of a public figure and engage in snel at a party for celebrities.
Target language has been pre-taught or revisedendepy on the students
knowledge, shortly before activation. Studentsthesefore aware of the expected
grammatical structure, i.e. in this case presentigoous tense. A1 and A2 level
students were presented present continuous terfseebihe assignment was
handed out. They were asked to utilize the targesd in the activity. Regarding
present simple declarative and interrogative seegnstudents did not receive
any clues on how and when to use them prior t@ttieity. Higher level students
only received instructions how to complete the tasit what language to use.

This was intentional as the teacher wished to eestreir unguided performance.
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The details of the characters were up to the stsdem make up. All
information about the figure’s origin, circumstaaagd work and titles of current

projects were chosen by the role play participtmmselves.

What are you doing in London?
Part 1

B mmomcrmm o B = o R B R A G b SO B S e s w s =
1 You are an actress/actor. r‘/,\, : : You are a writer. [
1 Where are you from? @\ o | Where are you from? Je o
I You are making a film in London. =

: What is it called and who are you working with?

1
What is it called and what is it about?
| Are you having a fantastic/good/bad/terrible time at e

[}

|

1

1

: : You are writing a book in London.
1

I

] 1

: I Are you having a fantastic/good/bad/terrible time at
1

: the party? Why? ;

| , the party? Why?

| You are a singer. 4@ \ Youareafilm director. Eﬁ :
| Where are you from? K& : ! Where are you from? ' 1;:5 }
: You are making a new record in London. B : : You are making a film in London. + :
I What's it called and what type of music is it? : : What is it called and who are you working with? :
I

I Are you having a fantastic/good/bad/terrible timeat ! : Are you having a fantastic/good/bad/terrible time at :
: the party? Why? : , the party? Why? )

: You are training for a competition in London. : You are making a TV programme in London.

: Which competition and where is it going to be? : What is it and what is it about?

1 Are you having a fantastic/good/bad/terrible timeat  * 1 Are you having a fantastic/good/bad/terrible time at
Figure 6. Student cards for role play (Naughton 280101)

: You are a famous sports man/woman. @ °O : | YouareaTV presenter. = :
! Where are you from? @%fj ! ! Whereare you from? !
l i

1 1

1

)

3.1.2 Teacher’s presumptions

Students are presented a specific and fairly miputefined dialogue they
are to carry out with a partner. Students are pexviwith preparation time giving
them a chance to decide on the textual componémtg will use. Having a
conversation at a party can be viewed as a preettfiame and one familiar to
all participants. Several phrases drunks of languageare presumed to be
among the students’ frequently used configuratigraiting higher economy of
search when activated.The situation also has an expectectipt. Students,

regardless of their target language ability, angeeted to be able to recognize and

% The premise that activating chunks of languageslacates the process of formulation can be
found in Beaugrande (Beaugrande and Dressler 18&1)n Thornbury (Thornbury 2009, 6).
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follow the scheme of conversation functiomggeeting - inquiry about name,
origin, occupation (in any order) — further questsoabout occupation or current
work — expanding on received informatieninquiry about the current mood —

signalling the end of conversation — goodbye phrase

3.1.3 Task completion

3.1.3.1 A2 student

Role play

Teacher A2 student

: Good evening, good evening.

: Good evening.

: What's your name?

er — My name is — er — Zaneta.

Nice to meet you Zaneta. What do you do?

Er — | am a writer.

You are a writer. That's fascinating!

Yes, it's —it's — er — it's interesting. And e#fe are you from?
: I'm from Denmark.

Denmark.

And you?

And I'm from Cuba.

Cuba? So what are you doing in London?

: I'm here staying and writing a book.

A book about what?

A book about — er — it will be very sad — abedr — unhappy love.
: Unhappy love?

. It's called Broken Heart.

Oh my God. OK, OK. So a romance then?

Yes.

And do you normally live in Cuba or do you liveliondon?

: Er - I live in Cube but — er — but several marnitspend in UK — er — United Kingdom.
: In the UK? Alright. OK.

: [Rik& se in the UK?]

: [non-verbal approval] OK.

And | — | — have heard your name is Bara.

Yes, that is true.

And you are — what's your job?

: I'm a film director.

: Film director. It's interesting too. And whenegou from? From Denmark.
Yes.

And what are you doing here?

: I'm actually making a film.

: Making a film.

Line 8

Line 10

Line 16

WA A A A A0 A0 A0 A0 A0 A0 A0 A0 A0 A0 4040 A
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: Yeah.

: Here’s an actress - an actress from Atlantashet making a film here too.

: Alright. | have to talk to her.

: Ehm, ehm. And — ehm - er — and what'’s its name?

The film’s name? It's called Vicious Circle.

[silence]

Vicious Circle, yeah.

Vici — Vicious?

: Pessimistic name.

: Pessimistic. But it's about — what about?

: It's about relationships between — er — fath son and stepfather and stepson. Yeah.
Family relationships.

S: Ehm, ehm. And are you having a good time?

T: Yes, I'm having a fantastic time. Yeah. Thankiyor asking. And you?

S: | have a good time here too. But — er — mayb®toow it will be worse because | have a
short time to finish the book.

T: Oh, you have a deadline then?
S: Yes, yes.
T: OK. Well, good luck with the book and enjoy tbarty.
S: Thank you, thank you.
T: Bye
S: Bye
Recording 1

Line 40
Line 41
Line 42
Line 43

040404040

Recording 1 analysis:

The text was overattohesivenot imposing any obstacles on the receiver’s
comprehension. Sentences are frequently brokemdipegair techniques applied,
the message is, however, always carried acrossegffiy and effectively. The
failure to complete sentences is not vastly dishimg. Grammatical
dependencies are not flouted.

The student uses repetition not in order to ensoteesion but as a self-
reassuring tool. In line 10 the student reiterdbesword “Denmark” to reaffirm
herself that she has understood well and to gaire tfor further language
activation. In line 16 the student shows inability rephrase or substitute the
phrase previously used by the teacher. She thereifoplies repetition. As both
Beaugrand® and Thornburd argue, recurrence is usual in spoken language due
to short planning time even with native speakersheflanguage. It is therefore
not the least surprising that students should dbpypattern already mentioned.
On the contrary, it is a desirable effect when plad¢tern they repeat has been
provided by the tutor since it serves as TL diiilhornbury includes repetition of

whole chunks of language in the list of communmatstrategies under the term

0 See (Beaugrande and Dressler 1981)
“1 See (Thornbury 2009, 3-8)
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discourse strategy Although students had time to prepare their laggy the
discourse itself is always formed by minute sittiagi and unpredictable reactions
of the partner. The example in line 16 shows thataim and final structure of the

sentence was diverted toward describing an at&ibtithe book, not its content.

The utterance of both the student and the teaalkeecanprehended by the
respective side. The teacher naturally has an sixteyg loweredthreshold of
termination as he/she must portray high tolerance for viohatd any of the
seven standards of textuality. In Recording 1 iaseel tolerance was not

necessary as the students’ utterance could bedotlgpted?

As the topic discussed in this task required Isti@in on the speaker’'s and
receiver’s knowledge retrieval, there were no sexiproblems wittspreading
activation. Some language needed to be specified or paragghna®rder for the
student to understand as unknown expressions vgeck by the teacher. Lines 40
through 43 clearly show that the student did naivkrihe word “vicious”. The
inability to connect this expression with a releivaoncept caused a momentary
lapse in communication. In order to ensemntinuity of senses relating the
title of the film and its sense to the previouscdigse, the teacher resorted to
linking the unknown word to a familiar concept. Thverd “pessimistic” was
chosen before a synonym as it was clear to theupeydof the language that the
receiver will recognize it and discourse turn-tgkinill be restored. As we can
see, the student did not ask for clarification a#igb By making a long pause and
repeating the word “vicious” she implied that sl not have a clear idea of the
concept. Nonetheless, as asking for repetition @adfication is aproblem-
solving strategy and as the student knows and can actively use trdsw,
negative of the verlunderstangd word and vicious expressing the confusion

2 Taking into consideration Grice’s maxims, co-opiera was achieved to a great extent by
contributing to the conversation as required. Aliio, in line 8 replying to “You are a writer.
That's fascinating!” with “Yes, ... it's interestirigwould in real life cause confusion and perhaps
evoke the feeling of rejection and effort to dist#re topic. The quantity maxim was fulfilled by
providing new and unpredicted information. As titeation is imaginary and the “facts” are thus
optional within a range of logic, the maxim of gtiawas impossible to judge. Based on the fact
that classroom case studies and role plays arerljnaiependant on the teacher’s instructions and
the students’ comprehension of the task, imaginattooperation and interest in fulfilling the task,
the maxim of relation is a significant, yet a calesably interchangeable aspect of discourse. In
Recording 1 all information provided seemed to idirie with the role. As for the maxim of
manner, intentions of providing and asking for mfiation were plainly served. This maxim is
commonly not violated in controlled or semi-coniedl practice in ELT.
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verbally would have worked as a soligpair mechanism. Repeating the
puzzling expression with a rising intonation coutply either misunderstanding,
or surprise. In this case misapprehension was &ise as the students prosody
signaled confusion, not surprise or curiosity. NdHer steps were taken, though,
and the interlocutor had to deliver clarificationtivout being asked for it.
Although the student’s language abilities renderdoenpetent to formulate a vast
range of functional language, she decided to resdrerself tosituation

monitoring and take initiative as little as task completiiowvas.

One of our key research interests liesitmation management Listening
to the recording of Recording 1 we can clearly Heaw the burden of setting an
appropriate rhythm, overcoming lulls, clarifyingsmterpretations and ending the
small talk suitably lay on the teachdrurn-taking took place appropriately.
Thornbury argues, however, that turn-taking is a@eoccurring phenomenon in
ELT as the principles of conversational rules aaedferable from L1 and require
communicative abilities in general, regardlessh& language used (Thornbury
2009, 33). The aspect we should take into condiderg the quality and rhythm
of turn-taking. As the task was a pre-defined p&y, the student was presented a
script to follow. Without regular turn-taking the studembuld not be able to
complete the task of obtaining information from artper. The functional
language ofinitiating small talkand concluding the dialoguevas, nonetheless,
managed by the teacher. We must bear in mind, thahgt the fact that one of
the participants was the teacher plays a majorirok@tuation management. As
much as the teacher tries not to assert herselftakel dominance, students
intuitively assume the role of submissive partrems render it difficult for the

teacher not to eclipse them.

Pre-intermediate students, just like elementary iatetmediate ones, have
difficulties expressing themselves efficiently aaturately. Comprehending their
utterance requires considerable effort on the vecsi part. In Recording 1 the
teacher knows what type of questions to expectaatidipates the answers to her
own questions as she knows the task in detail. ¥ieviorm the point of
communicative competence the student displays guiteptional abilities for an
A2 level student. Adjacency pairs occurred appaiply and the distribution of
initiating and concluding them was distributed mordess equally.
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3.1.3.2 B2 student

Line 8

Line 12

Line 14

Line 16

Line 20

Line 24
Line 25

Line 26

Line 34
Line 35

Role play
Teacher 2 student

: Hi, good evening.

: Hi, good evening. How are you?

: I'm fine, and you?

Me too. — er —

Good. My name is Melanie Grifit, nice to meetiyo
er — My name is Tomas Dvorak —er- nice to meettpo — er. What are you doing in London?
: I'm actually writing a book.

: Really?

Yes.

: You are a writer?

: I’'m a writer, yes.

: Hm, interesting. And what is it book about?

: The book is about relationships, mostly, erwsstn men in the family, so father and son
relationships.

40 Hdn 40404040

S: Ehm, interesting. And do you know the title foé book?
T: Yes, the title is going to be The Vicious Circle.

S: Hm, interesting. | hopefully will get the oppanmity to buy the book —er ...
T: Well, | hope so too.

S: ... when you're finished.

T: It should be out in about — er — four months.

S: Hm, interesting.

T: And what do you do?

S: Eh — I'm an actor.

T: That's even more fascinating!

S: No...

T: Yesitis.

S: ... no, no, no. — Er — eh — I'm a [s] — er — aknown actor in an unknown — er — and I'm
playing in unknown film of unknown producer so iigeally small film and not really fascinating
or interesting.

T: And you're working on it here in London?

S: Yeah, yeah, | have some — er- some spots hare some scenes and so — er — yeah, we are
working on it here.

T: And where are you from, Tomas?

S: I'm from Czech Republic — er — from a small citydek-Mistek — er — in the Czech Republic.
And what about you?

T: I'm from Denmark.

S: Ehm, interesting. Also small country, - in Eoeo

T: Yes, itis.

S: So we are more close than ...

T: Expected.

S: Than expected.

T: That is true. And how are you enjoying the party

S: Er — yeah, quite — er — a lot er. | met — eome of my friends — er [havet] a beer with them —

ehm- | also met you so it's a - great party.

T: Thank you.

S: What about you?

T: Oh, I'm enjoying it very much, thank you for aisg.
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S: Ehm. OK, so hopefully we will meet each othenstimes in the future and ...
T: That would be nice. So, good luck with your nmevi
S: Thank you and good luck with your — er — book.
T: Thank you very much. Have a great time, bye.
S: You too. Bye, bye.
Recording 2

Recording 2 analysis:

The task completion was accurate and imposed mainswn either
participant. The students’ frequent hesitatioreflliout with “er” or “ehm” sounds
is ascribed mostly to time gaining strategies aupliecause of the necessity to
search for pragmatic input, not due to insufficieotabulary knowledge. The
student’s utterance was fluent in other respecpgprépriate grammar was used,
although minor lapses occurred in line 12 where possible solutions to asking
about the content of a book were used in one seaféin line 34 where incorrect
grading of an adjective was used and in line 38rev/iteseems the student was not

able to make a decision about the tense he shaeeld u

As we can see in lines 12, 14, 16 and 20 the studekes extensive use of
discourse markersshowing interest in the information obtained. Tapetition
of the phrase “Ehm, interesting” does not, howeserye as aohesivetool but
rather becomes too apparent and signals lack obngynous expressions.
Compared to Recording 1 the flow of the conversatias a brisker pace and
contributes to thepontaneity of the discourse. The student in Recording 2 also
showed the ability to provide more information in shorter time period

(Recording 2 is one minute shorter).

Turn-taking was influenced by the eloquence of the student thwed
apparent willingness to reach the communicatived.gbl@e only indication of a
lengthy pause in the utterance (signalled byinlcemplete utteranceymbol) can
be seen in line 34 where the student was seardbing suitable expression. As
the lull seemed inadequately long to the teachbe sffered arepair
mechanismin proposing a suitable conclusion to the brokamence (line 35) in
order to maintain the natural flow of the discouSguation managementwas
in this case not reliant on the teacher. The studemonstrated speaking skills

43 According to Thornbury this feature of spoken tisxvery common. The term syntactic blend
describe utterances like the one in line 12 whexe drammatical structures are combined in the
process of formulation (Thornbury 2009, 21).
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sufficient to maintain a conversation while adogtim tantamount role with the

teacher.

What is most interesting for our research arediaes 8 and 24 through 26.
In the first example, line 8, the use of the expi@s “Really?” is clearly used as a
discourse markerexpressing interest, amusement and perhaps adamir#tis
a plain manifestation of the student's ability teeps out of the linguistic
competence, utilizingprosody to add extra meaning to the wordally and
efficiently making use of a well mastered and awted lexical item by

conceiving ofillocutionary functions.

Similarly, in lines 24 and 26 a spontaneous readioflattery is provided.
The student demonstrated significant sensitivitpauralness (see Bachman’s
pragmatic competence in Figure 2). This is a otassiample of how limited
vocabulary one needs to convey meaning. There wasead to say “In order to
appear modest | deny your attempt at flattery adadncthat my job is by no
means more glamorous than yours.” This messageimagstakably conveyed by

uttering a series of “no” and using appropriatemation.

3.1.3.3 B1 student and B1 student

Role play

E1 student B1 student

Line 1 S1: My name is Edita. What's your name?
Line 2 S2: Hi, | am Petra. Nice to meet you.
Line 3 S1: Nice to meet you too. How do you enjoy thigysa
S1: | think that the party is --- er - | think thhis is a normal party - with drinks and ...
S2: Do you like parties?
S1: Yes, some sometime. It depends on situatidroarpeople.
S2: And you are from London?
S1: Yes,yes. er I'm from London. And where are jram?
S2: 1 am from Czech Republic and this is my firsitin London.
Line 10  S1: Er, and what kind of job. Oh, sorry. Sorry-HEr - moment, - er - what kind of job do you do?
S2: I'minterested in sports. I'm tennis playemfessional tennis player.
Line 12  S1: Oh, really?
S2: Yes, now I'm, I'm preparing | prepare for cagtiion in London
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Line 14  S1: Uhm.
S2: We will have match next week.
S1: Ok, and what what kind of match do you havele-you will have?
Line 17 S2: There will be Olympic games, you don’t kno® it
Line 18 S1: No, no. | don’t know it, because I'm singer.
S2: Oh, singer.
S1: Yeah.
Line 21  S2: And where are you from? Jo, London.
Line 22  Sl:Yeah.

Line 23  S2: I'm drunk a lot. And what is your the noweshg®

S1: Now, I'm making a new record and my new songs-is marked as the best song on the world.
Do do you know this song?

S2: I'm afraid not. And what kind of music do yoraptice.
S1: Pop music and some sometime rock music.
Line 27  S2: And what is your name?
Line 28  S1: My name is Edyta.
Line 29  S2: Jo, Edit Piaf! That is not rock music.
Line 30  S1: But | come from London and not not Paris.
Line 31  S2: Ah, you are her daughter, | think.
Line 32  S1: Maybe. --- OK, fine.
S2: See you later.
S1: And pleasure to meet you.
Recording 3

Recording 3 analysis

The communicativeness of the two participants wasaongruent level.
Neither of the students displayed eloquence sicamfly surpassing the other.
Nonetheless, this recording was a contributive gtarof the difference between
a prompt speaker and one who needs a lofayenulation phase. As we can
see in line 10 Student 1 projects her hesitatiod asflects the ongoing
formulation process in a verbal manifestation. Bayisg “Oh, sorry, sorry.
Moment.” she explicitly states that she is pregatier utterance and needs time
to do that. Asking form time to formulate an uttema is not very common.
Students usually simple make a long pause. Those attlempt to sound fluent
use pause fillers repetition, discourse markers Student 1 used this
technique repetitively beyond the recording. larsinteresting way to buy time
which serves the purpose of maintaining the flood &nforms the interlocutor
about the intention of speaking again in a shoitavth long pause can not only
degrade fluency, it can also lead to the interlocumtervening and assuming
control of the discourse. By signaling that theadse is processing the language

and does not wish to be interrupted she made serepdsition insituation
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management was not disadvantaged. It is a rather extraorglindevice,

nevertheless, it is functional.

As regardsadjacency pairs or ratherthree-part structures, lines 1
through 3 are an immaculate example of the langdagetion of introducing
oneself Students are generally familiar with this pattanad master it quickly and
flawlessly. Lines 17 and 18 are similarly an adjagepair of implying surprise at
lack of knowledge and responding with an excuseesi2l through 23 show
students’ inattentive approach toward informati@thgring, perhaps caused by
lack of interest in the activity. As Speaker 2 iz=d she has asked the same
question for the second time, sheitchesto her mother tongue using a discourse
marker. This is a sign of her automated reactiorre@izing she recalls the
information from previous discourse. She has appbrenot had sufficient
exposure to an expression with the same meanihg iand unintentionally uses
Czech. In line 23 she puts herself back into th&tjpm of a role play participant
and provides an explanation for her mistake in The same situation occurs in
line 27 through 30 when Student 2 asks about hegngrds name and place of
origin again, although she has obtained this infdrom at the beginning of the
dialogue. Student 1 is understandably puzzled aftelcts it in her intonation. As
the situation becomes too convoluted and unclebetpshe is unable to deal with
a humorously intended remark that she must be BEdits daughter (line 31).
Even in a role play where students are forcedke tg a secondary identity, one
should be able to decide on the spot whether extrer accept a suggestion of
this scope. By replying “Maybe.” she distinctly ihgs that she has no further
interest in following that line of conversation.eger 2 acknowledges this shift
and utters a conclusion phrase. The dialogue isc&fely but fairly abruptly

ended.

3.2 Concerning (ii): Small talk dialogue

3.2.1 Task description

Students practice an everyday activity related twkwenvironment and

social communication in general. Students repreg@mrselves and engage in a
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short small talk conversation with their colleagii®e background situation is
meeting a colleague on Monday morning and askirdy @amswering questions
concerning the passed weekend and possibly any tihie that might come up.
The activity does not have a time limit. Grammahb®applied are questions in

present and past simple tenses, statements ushgipgple tense.

Students’ cards:

It is Monday morning and you have just come aceosslleague of yours at the
office coffee machine. Ask him/her about their weratk and answer any questigns
they ask you. Think about some questions you maghta colleague when you

see them on Monday.

3.2.2 Teacher’s presumptions

This activity does not require students identifyiwgh an external role
whose characteristics or features they would neestudy and memorize before
task completion. It therefore does not pose extengpressure on their
imagination, memory or creativity. Asnguage functionssuch asgreeting
someone you knqualking about one’s weekend activiti@sdobtaining personal
information are covered at the beginning of elementary sylldd@ presumption
was that students know the necessary vocabulagy,gthmmatical rules for
forming questions and statements and are familidr gonversational rules. The
occurrence otfliscourse markersand sophisticategituation managementis
expected to appear more frequently with higher llestidents. Repeated
hesitation, lulls, lapses and repair mechanismseapected with A1 and A2
students. The amount of information gathered anshlgnéhe spontaneity with
which the task is performed should increase in ctlingroportion with the
increasing language level. As in 3.1 the languagéd activated demonstrates
certain conformity and regularity and it can be uad that its framework
constitutes a presumptivecheme** The functions expected to occur in the

following order in the dialogue argreeting — inquiring about one’s well-being —

4 Beaugrande and Dressler define a scheme as anpattevents and states in ordered sequences
linked by proximity and causality. As a result pEpants of a conversation are able to make
hypotheses about the successive utterances (Beaegaad Dressler 1981).
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inquiring about one’s weekend activities — respagdio obtained information —
closing phrase - saying goodbykhe content of the body of the text is naturally
unpredictable and may evolve in many directidghgthermore, discourse markers
are expected to be used mainly with higher levetletits. In order to initiate,
maintain and close a conversation, students shoskel discourse markers
indicating starting a new topic (e.g. so, well)pwsing interest (e.g. Is that right?,
Interesting., Really?), signalling closure (e.g.,Qkhave to ..., Well, ...)

respectively.

3.2.3 Task completion

3.2.3.1 Al student

S

Teacher Al student

: Good morning, Jana.
: Morning Bara. Good morning Bara.
: Good morning.
- How are you?
: | am fine, and you?
2 I'm I'm I'm very fine, too
: Good. How was your weekend?
: My weekend was very funny. | ehm | ehm | prepaprepared is [hostinu] | prepared - er -
very good lunch
T: Oh, OK. For your family?
S: Yes, yes. | have birthday, birthday. - er - Anggmy husband, my two my two daughters, my
grandson, my granddaughter came and we have citgbra
: Oh, congratulation.
: Yes congratulation. Yes, yes, yes.
: So, did you enjoy the - the party?
: Very, very good and very very good celebrati@s.w
: Perfect, excellent, alright. So it must be difft to be back at work.
: Yes, yes, yes very. And what about - er - wiah%
: Ehm my weekend was also ehm fine. Not so inter@ss yours. Ehm, it was not my birthday,
but we went on a trip with my husband and the weratlkas ehm ok, so it was nice and relaxing.
Line 18 S: And we were in Frydek-Mistek?
T: No, we were in Prague.
Line 20 S:Yes, yes. And - er - your - er - your friend +titka has a children?
T: Oh, yes, ehm, she does.
S: Very small child?
T: Yes, she has a child, but | did not see hentleiskend.
S: Yes, Yes
T: | am meeting her next weekend.
S: hm, hm. And - ehm - sunny [teda] --- Yesterdegreng visited me my my friend ehm my
friend David. David is - er - husband from my friedaja and he is from USA.
T: Oh, so you spoke some English?
S: 1 I must | must | must speak English - at mynkeoyes.

n—In-4un-4nd

Line 8

Line 14

Line 16

“0 =00

Line 26
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T:Was it OK?
S: Yes, yes, yes. | understand all.
T: Excellent, excellent. Alright, well, | have t@ go my office, | am sorry, | am very busy today.
So, enjoy your week.
Line 32 S: Enjoy --- Thank you very much and | enjoyed yoo.
T: Thank you, bye bye. See you.
S: Bye, bye.
Recording 4

Recording 4 analysis

The communicative competence of Al students israliyurestricted by the
minimal exposure they have had to TL. It is ergb swrprising to encountéZS
as described by Tarone (in line 8 a language syyitsignificant grammatical
mistakes (in line 14 severe word order violatiod)sregard of cohesion in
anaphoric reference(in line 18 “we” is used instead of “you”), inddfence to
singular and pluraldeterminers (in line 20 “a” is used with “children”),
inaccurate use of possessive forms (in line 26 BaAod from my friend Jaja” is

used instead of “my friend Jaja’s husband”).

Throughout the first part of the dialogue we care dkat situation
managementlay entirely on the teacher. | should stress thatteacher did not
have the attention of assuming responsibility foe tourse and pace of the
conversation but rather let the student take Ieadontrast, however, should there
be unnaturally long pauses, the teacher offerednaersation starter or a topic
shift. In lines 16 and 18 the student apparentbktover the management of the
discourse. Further in the dialogue the studentriglesauccumbed to utilizing any
language she could recall. Line 20 shows how shiéclses to a completely
unrelated and unexpected topic. Stating “And yodenfl Hantka has a
children?” was a randomactualization of an unrelated subject matter. There was
no previous hint to discussing friends and thefsgring. Thecontinuity of
sense and thusoherence was thereby flouted and caused some strain on the
receiver's side whemecovering the speaker'splan.® It is an interesting
phenomenon with especially loquacious people whddrtransfer their natural
inclination into L2. The student recorded in thése is inherently communicative
and it reflects in her effort to initiate and sustdong stretches of TL
conversation. | considered the possibility that i of incoherent and disrupting

interjections and her digressing from assigned stasfems from insufficient

“5 See (Beaugrande and Dressler 1981)
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linguistic knowledge. | believe it is one of thectiars. But more than lack of
vocabulary and grammar range | feel it is her attarsstic manipulation with

language.

The mistake in line 32, i.e. replying with “I engy you too.” to a classic
farewell civility “Enjoy your week.” was caused nby misunderstanding the
latter sentence but by the inability to recall #ppropriate response. The student
nevertheless showed the effort to conclude an ad@cpair. She has clearly been
exposed to thenitiation “Enjoy your...” and theresponse“You too.” The
message of “I enjoyed you too.” refers to past epation of one’s company.
However, as the teacher had lowered hmreshold of termination and
anticipated the intended meaning, she concludedithation simulating achieved

meaning agreement

3.2.3.2 A2 student

Teacher A2 stadent

S: Hello Bara, how are you?

T: I am fine and you, Vera?

S: Thank you, I'm well. And - ehm - what about yaeekend, how did you spend it?

T: Ehm - | had lovely weekend, actually. Yes, | d@me cleaning at home, but | also saw some of
my friends.

S: Yes. The same. | made - | did the same. Er -4erd what - what kind of coffee are you — are
you making?

T: Oh, I am making an espresso. | always have sspii@ the morning. And you?

Line 7 S: And I like cappuccino.

T: Cappuccino - OK. Are you looking forward to a nemrkweek?

S: No, | - I am very sad. | am very [bi]- er - krary busy and | - have no - | have no time to to -

Line 4

L2 speak with with my friends here. So, bye, bye.
T: Ok, Alright, | have to work as well, ok. Enjopyr day. Bye.
Recording 5

Recording 5 analysis

Overall the conversation abided by the standardmadffice small talk and
its cohesionand coherencecontributed to its clarity. A few hesitations, fsel
corrections and word repetitions occurred, thedigi of the utterance was
nevertheless not impaired. In line 4 we can seeifesation of the student’s

ability to respond to an offered topic and relatmiherself. The next part of the
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utterance signals that the student either did nsh wo elaborate on her weekend
activities, did not have the necesshnguistic competenceto talk about them
(example oftopic avoidance or felt the next appropriate step would be to
change the topic. Without giving the teacher a chaiw ask for details of her
weekend, she diverted the conversation to a lessopal matter, the current
activity of coffee making. She thus demonstrateghabdity to govern the

discourse and took chargesifuation management

An abrupt and unexpected ending of the dialoguseamhen the student
expressed lack of time and without giving the iloeutor a chance to respond,
ended the conversation by using a farewell phriise 9). The teacher reacted
with a light-hearted acknowledgement that thereadlis a lot of work to attend
to and agreed to terminate the dialogue. Whennglto a stranger blunt abortion
of the conversational could be considered a viohabf conversational rules
and could cause aggravation. The cause of suchopaprbehaviour was
undoubtedly not the student’s unfamiliarity with ngersation rules, lack of
sociolinguistic competencer misunderstanding of the context. Nor was there
a perceptible intention to offend the recipient. Egsumption is that the attempt
to complete the task as soon as possible and thsegoent recourse in an
unconventional ending stemmed from the studentseéy associated with using
L2.

3.2.3.3 B1 student

Teacher B1 student

T: Good morning, how are you?
S: Oh, good morning, I'm fine. And how are you?

Line 3 T: I'm also fine, thank you for asking. How was yaveekend?
S: Er — my weekend was quite good because we wearein Brno and we er er visited a [par] er
a party on Friday and er er we first time left Mapalone or er we brought him to my friend
because she has also er a dog and er Max waglalthere and we er pick up him picked up
him on Saturday and we were surprised that he eallyrgood and he he wasn’t er sad or
something, he was really good.

Line 5 T: OK, so no problems at all? ...

S: No.

T: ... spending time without you? OK. That was aefeliight? [mime and demonstrative sound

LS of relief]
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S: Uhm, yes.

T: OK. ... Did you enjoy the party?

S: Yes, because we er met many many friends witiethe we have er common er like my
friends and friends from my boyfriend and er it itasas nice nice night.

T: Right. Was that your family reunion or? You kntivat thing that you told me about? That big
party where you saw your family and friends? --tkat was the week...

S: That was last week. Last one week ago.
T: Uhm.
S: This weekend we were er only with with friendghaut family.
T: Another party?
S: Another party.
T: Alright, OK.
S: It was different kind of party.
T: OK. But still fun?
S: Yes.
Line 21 T: OK, good. Do you think you'll be really busy shiveek or?
S: Yes, | think so of course because we have eea@rganize some ---let's say Christmas
parties but er they are, the --- This Christmasigggre not big, just for er for beer and drink,
nothing nothing special. We don’t we don't er dg @n program for for the employees but just
just the er just the opportunity to meet togethrat er enjoy the Christmas time.
T: Sounds lovely. OK. You're attending the paright?
S: Yes, of course.
T: Only one or also the one in Brno and the one &vicg?
S: We have four.
T: Four?
S: In each location. But | I | will attend just one
Line 29 T: OK, alright. Well, | hope you enjoy it. OK. | )@ to run, I'm very busy too, so, ehm, I'll see
you — later.
S: Yes, thank you.
T: You're welcome, bye-bye.
S: Bye, bye.
Recording 6

Recording 6 analysis

This recording clearly involved a student whasiation management
shrank into answering the other speaker’s questibims long stretches of speech
we witness here mirror her conception of a convemsavith the teacher as an
interviewer — interviewee disparity. She feels théten asked a question she is
required to provide a lengthy, exhaustive talk temdnstrate her language
abilities. The idea of an authentic small talk wias embraced by the student. She
was unable to step out of her student role andrhean equal participant of the
dialogue. This exposes the uniqueness of a classemvironment and its effects

on the language used.

Line 3 was annitiation of anadjacency pairwhich, no matter how long
a narrative the receiver of it wished to delivdrp@d have been followed by a
reciprocal inquiry. As the student’s response wasting to exceed the period
expected by the interlocutor, a summary of it wiisred as a conclusion (lines 5

and 7). As the student failed to provide any newdllses, the teacher asked a
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follow-up question. Again, an acceptable answer giasn, however, no question
was raised by the student. The next few lines k&valtound the same subject and
the dialogue stagnates. Line 21 is a rather in#ptteéo move the conversation
forward. A long stretch of the student’s speeckofes not resulting into a factual
exchange. Line 29 is an escape strategy in whiehiedcher gives an excuse for
terminating the dialogue and offers some person@rmation without being
asked for it (“I'm very busy too“). The fareweldj@acency pair is conducted

flawlessly.

The entire exchange does not meet the standaras atceptable and well-
balanced dialogue. The situation management distiteans towards one of the
participants. We could trace this back to sevesaaltdrs. The student might
inherently be assuming a submissive role in a wd@ss environment, as
suggested above. A student who is naturally tatitwould respond briefly and
not elaborate on the topic at hand. Reticence margntly not this student’s
problem. The incongruity could be brought up by teacher's extensive
dominance and inquisitiveness. | believe this reéicgy can typify an example of a
timid student and a dynamic teacher. Here the stuaent is meant to designate a
person who adapts a tractable role in a classroninomment. The responsibility
of the teacher in this case is to limit his/herserece in the dialogues to a
minimum and encourage the student more strongly tbthers to assume

responsibility for situation management.

Regarding communication strategies the student obviously has
considerable formulation periods and uses pausegsfito achieve the semblance
of fluency. Instances of false starts occurredimosing significant strain on the
receiver or the plan recovery. Overall, if unneaegpause fillers, repetition of
words and false starts were extracted from theesitsl utterances, her speech

would be both accurate and effective.
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3.2.3.4 B2 student

Teacher B2 student

Hi

: Good morning, Tomas. How are you?

: Good morning. I'm fine, thank you. And you?
: I'm also fine. Well, it is Monday morning!
OK, so, it's always difficult.

2 Yes, itis.

Er - how was your weekend?

. It was good, actually. And yours?

Line 9 : Er - mine also. What did you do?
Ehm, | spent some time at home. Eh - | did scleaning.
Line 11 OK.
: But, | also finished a fascinating book.
Line 13 S: Really?
... so that was fun.
Ehm.
: And Saturday afternoon - er - | met my frienigdstown, ...
OK.
... which was nice. Girls' night out.
Line 19 S: Girls out. - Big girls out.

: Yes, yes. What did you do?
: Er - well - er- | visited my family - er - in yaek. -er- | helped a little bit my mom. - er - $he
reconstructing a old house and she's in middleadmstruction so | helped her a little bit around
the house - er - cleaning er various stuff - eovimg one thing from place [a:] to place b.
T: OK.
S: So this kind of stuff and | also visited my father. Er. So and | has | had a big boys' out and
with my friends also.
T: That's coincidental.
S: Yeah, it is coincidental and it was er reallggdant er night. | discuss a lot of - er -stuff and
enjoyed great time.
line 26 T: Well, the --- Reconstructing the house sounds dikot of work.
S: Yeah, er, yeah, it's - er -terrible er she retroiated it for ages. Er and er. Well, | think we a
Line 27 still in the middle, we're still in at the begingiof the reconstruction so it's moving very slovdg,
er | think er it will never end.
T: OK. Well, | hope it does. ...
: | hope it does.
. ...Good luck with it.
: Yeah, yeah. OK, thank you, thank you.
: Alright, so, see you later.
S: Yeah, see you, see you.
T: Bye.
S: Bye.
Recording 7
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S
T
S
T

Recording 7 analysis

The entire dialogue had a&oherent flow and would meet the
acceptability standard in real life. The student demonstragtlation
management especially in line 9 where he rejected the tedslatempt to shift

attention toward him and instead inquired abouhtmr details about the teacher’s
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weekend activities. Diverting attention from onésslan example of situation
management. The student wished to avoid the tdplusoleisure activities and
achieved a change in discourse. The acceptabilitydaing so might be
questioned, the ability of the speaker to handke shuation and achieve his

communicative goal was, however, undoubtedly proved

In lines 11 and 13 we can see a cldiacourse markersignalling interest
in what the other interlocutor is saying. Line ¥9ain example of the student’s
attempt to be an equal partner in a conversatidmainimize any communicative
lapses. In attempting to repeat the expressioniqusly used by the teacher he
ensures connectivity and thus provides a cohesnkeith the conversation. He
apparently has not had sufficient exposure todimmatic phrase “big girls’ night
out” and therefore uses it incorrectly. It neveleéss does not interfere with the

communicated meaning and is rendered acceptalileelgcipient.

We can witness the teacher’s hesitation mmhir strategy in line 26. As
reconsidered starts of texts are quite common arhargpeakers, this strategy is
not assessed as a mistake or sign of L2 incompetemen demonstrated by

ESOL students if it does not become too frequedtrence disruptive.

A grammatical mistake occurred in the student'sratice in line 27.
Instead of saying “She has been reconstructingoit dges.” he says “She
reconstructed it for ages.” As satisfactory conteadl been provided prior to this

text, the receiver was able to deduce the intenaessage and no CS was needed.

3.2.3.5 Al student and A2 student

A2 student Al student

S1: Hello Jane

S2: Hello Vera

S1: How are you today?

S2: 1 am fine. And you?
Line 5 S1: No, | am not very fine
Line 6 S2: And why?
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Line 7 S1: | have a toothache.
Line 8 S2: [Ach o boze]. Hm, hm. And
Line 9 S1: And I | think | would be | have to go to thectior.
Line 10  S2: Yesterday, did you did you go the doctor?
Line 11  S1: No, no. | --- | wasn't at the doctor. But4 kwas very bad for me. | had a strong pain.
S2: Uhm, uhm. And.. Do you, do you. —[Ne Ne] - . Gan, can you eat a meal?
S1: No | can't and it's the it’s it's bad.
Line 14  S2: And your husband is ill too?
Line 15 S1: No, my husband isn'till. My husband is fineldre gone — [jak bych ti@kla] - he went to
France, yesterday.
S2: Yes. With your work? With her — his work?
S1: No, with ...
S2: With school?
S1: No, yes, yes. With school, with school.
S2: And your daughter is in England?
S1: Yes, she is in England, but she was...
S2: Go to back to Czech Republic?
S1: ... she was here two two weeks ago. He visitedlitisher friend. And what, what your
daughter Ivana?
S2: My daughter lvana is is in Trebon, Trebon batiw. She is ill with with her leg, with her leg.
And she go back tomorrow from Trebon.
S1: And you wanted to go to the theatre with her.
S2: Yes, yes, yes. Last weekend, | was in Trebaawé&' we we were in cinema in Trebon.
Line 27 S1: Cinema, not in theatre?
Line 28 S2: In cinema. we saw movie “Muzi v rigill This movie was very funny, very funny. And r €n
Saturday we— [3li jsme dokola]- we we we we cantuabbout Skt.
Line 29 S1: And S¥t, it's a pond?
S2: Yes, yes, S¥is a pond in Trebon.
S1: And what was the weather?
S2: Weather was no no --- Was bad, was bad. Vaty ba
S1: Here in Prague was - er - rainy day too.
S2: And in Trebon we visited, we visited coffedfee and restaurant pub with fish.
S1: Jo, fish. It was delicious?
S2: 11 very like fish. Very like. And you? Do ydike fish?
S1: No | don't, | like chicken meat or or pork.
S2: Ehm, pork. | very like and my daughter verglikery likes fish too.
S1: So, bye bye
S2: Bye bye. Have a nice day
S1: Have a nice day too, bye.
Recording 8

Recording 8 analysis

Recording 8 includes examples of students’ welfggered communication
exchange (lines 5 through 7 and lines 27 through \2@ can see examples of a
language switch(lines 8, 15, 28). The exchange in line 9 throdghreveals
how students who are the ones with better commtimecaompetence make use
of CS. Speaker 1 used future tense in her utterancef@éom the recipient about
her future plans. Student 2 (Al level) either mdenstood or was not paying
sufficient attention to what was being said andtstiithe planned activity into the
past. Fortunately, and again on account of thefiaali conditions, the
misconception posed no impediment onrieaning agreement Student 1 had

ample communicative competence to rectify the lafsiation management
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was markedly reliant on Student 1. | believe ttas be partially assigned to the
fact that Speaker 1 complies with CEFR level ABpiosed to her colleague who
matches Al descriptors. Another factor we must take account are the

students’ personalities.

It is not only the teacher who needs to choose @rogriate approach
towards his/her students’ errors and mistakesoWweléarners, especially if they
have been studying together for some time, getantpd with their colleagues’
idiosyncrasies, reoccurring errors and their comigative competence in general.
They are therefore able to anticipate and hencasexand even help rectify any

misconceptions.

Along those lines, in a real life scenario conahgdirom one’s toothache
that her husband is likewise experiencing healtblems (line 14) would appear
nonsensical. Nevertheless, Student 1 respondedawitimused laugh and treated
the information as complying with the speakgrlan. She applied a CS to re-
establish the conversationtsoherence She was capable of doing so as she
demonstrated efficient CS. The reason Studentr@dated the inquiry about the
husband’s health could be caused by her omissiodismiourse coherence or
inability to structure her utterance logically inet short planning time she was
provided. In order to maintain fluent turn-takingesfelt the need to quickly
initiate the next adjacency pair. What first caménér mind was a grammatically
correct sentence, yet one that was incoherent mtegt Reflecting on the
presentedrame and extending the conversation about illnessasdoubtedly
acceptable. Making the presumption that one’s tdih affects one’s spouse is,
however, senseless. The degree of irrelevance wasrtheless not so high to
render Speaker 2 unable to avoid communicatiorkidman.

3.2.3.6 B1 student and B1 student

E1 student . E1 student

S1: Hi Galsa, how are you today?
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S2: Fine, and how was your weekend?
Line 3 S1: | was normal normal weekend. | was normal wadk And you? How was er your weekend?
S2: Hmm, | was along without without boys and Id some housework and and cleaned the
cottage and visit the farm. And what about your elomstruction? What about your house? How
did you... er? [JeZi§] What about your bathroom? What How was your design?
S1: | have | have problem with with my with my batbm, because — er - because we have
problem with with designing.
Line 6 S2: And what about the Friday proposal?
Line 7 S1: Yeah, yeah.
S2: Vaclav didn't agree?
S1: Yeah, yeah, yeah. We er, we we have to change bad to change our first proposal and
now we have now now we have — er — er- other plawith with strips.
Line 10  S2: If | understood well we did some — er — conelilcompromise. Yes?
Line 11  S1: Yeah, yeah, may be.

S2: [Tak ahoj]

S1: Hi
Recording 9

Line 5

Line 9

Recording 9 is a classic example of students hatrimgple simulating an
authentic conversation in class, especially wheingoeecorded. The language
abilities displayed were significantly influenceg the students’ self-awareness
which resulted in conducting the task in a perfarilst way. The problem might
have also been caused by the absence ohfammation gap. The speakers
knew each other beyond the classroom and had nmobalply discussed their
weekend prior to coming to class. The lack of sérin completing a task is

characteristically a great impediment in any ELTivaty.

The students’ CEFR level is B1. Their level waseased several months
before the research was conducted and they repeatethonstrated Bl level
abilities in class throughout the year. Their commoative abilities, however, do
not reflect it very well. They make mistakes apprage for A2 level students.
The dialogue starts with adjacency pair which is carried out in an adequate
way with the only deviation of Speaker 2 not rescgating the “How are you?”
civility. Instead Student 2 uses a topic shift aleects the conversation to the
core theme, i.e. enquiring about the partner's wedk We can see thairn-
taking works flawlessly, the issues witnessed here areermod a grammatical
nature (line 3 — “I was a normal weekend.”). Ineli3 the previously neglected
reciprocation is not repeated and Speaker 1 ctyrpats forward a query about
the other's weekend. We can see a nice rhythm oi-taking and equal
distribution of situation managementbetween both participants. Thepic
shift expression “and” is customarily used by Speakehizh creates a cohesive

link between utterances.
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No misapprehension occurs and soceonmunication strategyneeds to
be applied. Both speakers are familiar with thecept being discussed and are
comfortable using the activated vocabulary. Linen8 6 could seem incoherent
as the response in Line 6 requires knowledge ofesbnSpeaker 2 apparently
knows about a bathroom design which Speaker 1 baé dnd thus formulates
her request for clarification by implying that shed expected “the Friday
proposal” to solve any bathroom design issues. Zirean example of conceding
to the necessity to clarify one’s response. Thaaaljcy pair was interrupted by a

side sequence®f:
Student 1: Yeah, yeah.
Student 2: Vaclav didn’t agree?

Student 1 agreed that her statement that she isgha@voblems with her
bathroom design is incomprehensible to her colleagbo knew that she had a
design ready and assumed things were progressinoder@ 2 had the need to
clarify her surprised reaction by asking a follop-guestion from which we find
out that she is familiar with Student 1's partned aassumes he disliked “the

Friday proposal”.

Line 9 carries several examples of repetition ugeda pause filler. The
student evidently needed time to formulate herarsp. Her hesitation did not
lead to rephrasing the utterance. She ended the samtence she started out with,
only distorted. Line 10, on the other hand, inchidbints at phonetic
approximation. The student was trying to actualize the word “poomise”.
The expression that she recalled, however, was ctasion”. | believe the
similarity of the first syllable of the two wordswased this near substitution.

As for adjacency pairsandcoherence the response Student 1 delivered
in line 11 was somewhat inconclusive. Replying “Neanaybe.” to “If |

understood correctly, we did some compromise.” iexpl

a) lack of knowledge whether a compromise had beerhesh
b) unwillingness to discuss the topic any further,

c) topic abandonment due to anticipated linguisti@alifties.
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Although Student 2 used an incorrect pronoun ie li® and instead of
“you” said “we”, | believe the context was helpgriough for Student 1 to recover
her colleague’s plan and her response was flawedi@wne of the above listed
issues. Student 2 decided not to enquire abouinidager further and concluded
the dialogue. What is more, she performed a larngsagtch and signaled her
lack of interest in prolonging the conversation. dddition, Speaker 1 used
inappropriatefunctional language when instead of saying “bye”, she uttered

the word “hi”.

3.3 Concerning (iii): Manipulative instrumental functio n

3.3.1 Task description

In order to induce situation management involvingctional language of
negotiating such asrequesting persuading making concessionsand
compromising students are required to agree on a free timevak-related
activity they will engage in together. They are eko premeditate their private
week and weekend plans and subsequently try gorfititually acceptable activity
in the schedule. This activity has been chosenttferfrequency with which it
occurs in real life. Students have been pre-taughtnegotiation language

immediately before carrying out the activity.

The aim of the teacher was to make this activitaahentic and similar to
real operating conditions as possiblé® Consequently, the exact assignment
and instructions were adjusted to fit the situatdthe participants. For instance,
colleagues who normally socialize outside of worrevinstructed to arrange a
common leisure time activity. Students who custalpanake no personal or
work-related appointments were asked to agree ertithe of English lessons,
and so forth. The core activity and functional laage were nevertheless

maintained.

“8 Thornbury’s term for conditions which resemblel+igfa conditions including unpredictability,
spontaneity and urgency of everyday speech events.
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3.3.2 Teacher’s presumptions

This exercise gives students the opportunity tlizetihe language they feel
comfortable with and at the same time should induesmy situations in which
situation management and communication strategiegegjuired. Reaching the
target should not be a major issue for studenengflevel. | expect the functional
language to improve linearly with the increasinggaage level. The frequency
with which discourse makers occur should rise fi# level in a similar way.
From upper-intermediate students higher the dissis expected to be fluent,
effective and naturally-sounding. | assume thatiolneer the level of participants,
the more time and language items will be neededtduequent presence of

circumlocution.

3.3.3 Task completion

3.3.3.1 C1 student

%w

Teacher 1 stadent

T: All right, so, maybe we could agree on anotlkesbn for next week, for the weekend, if that's
possible.
S: | am afraid it isn’t possible er because ergrandma are is staying at our house and next week
we have to bring her home to Tyn nad Vitavou. Sonlsorry, we are busy and my daughters are
ill, so | have to rest with them at home. So, I'tgn to Prague. So, can we choose er a different o
another termin (Czech) or?
T: ok, yeah, sure, let’s try. You want the weekeight?
Line4 S: Uhm, yes. Only weekend.
T: Only weekends are possible. Ehm, on 10th Decenlo&fortunately have er, or unfortunately --
- | have to do some exams here, international ex@rsin the school. So I'm not free on Saturday.
And on Sunday | am supposed to be baking Christmalsi€s with me mother.
Line 6 S: Aha, so in two weeks it isn't possible from yqart.
T: Yeah, it would be a bit difficult.
S: .... Because you are busy.
T: Kind of, yeah. But that weekend would be suitdbleyou, 10th or 11th ?
S: 10th or 11th ? Yes, it could be. It could bevanience for me. So for me is better Saturday,
because on Sunday | have to do some rests...
T: OK, of course.
S: ...so maybe on Satur on Saturday the 10th ---exber.
T: Yeah, | understand. Unfortunately | don't reale a way around that, because if | have to do
the exam that takes a long time and then it's rieyé’s birthday in the afternoon so we have a
birthday party. | would not want to miss that. Butand Friday afternoon is not an option for you?
S: No, in the afternoon it isn’t possible, butlie tevening | don’t know | am very tired after the
whole week. So, | would prefer Saturday or Sundayecause er | nebo it's for me more
convenient and my husband er can take after owgtdars.
T: | understand. OK, well, shall we look at the herekend then, maybe? It's 17th or 18th. |

Line 2
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should be free.

S: Yes, | am free.

T: Yeah? OK.

S: And both Saturday and Sunday are OK. So, maglaturday on Saturday er 17th December is

fine. In the morning?

T:Yeah, sounds good.

S: OK.

Line 21 T: At 10 o’clock?

Line 22 S: 10 o'clock. OK.

Line 23 T: Two lessons?

Line 24 S: Two lessons.
T: All right, excellent.
S: So from 10 to 12 o’clock.
T: Uhm, all right, perfect. So, in the meantime tmay will send you some more tasks or you can
just work on on the things you have at home.

Line 28 S: Or can we try one lesson per [nebo] via Skype?
T: Yeah ... That's a good idea.
S: So, please, can you write me your Skype name?
T: Uhm, I will do that.

Line 32 S: And send the time.
T
S
T

Line 18

Line 30

: Ok, you mean sometime in the week or weekenthaga
: At the weekend.
: Weekend, some - all right. Some of the previmaskends via Skype. All right, excellent. So,
I'll send you the contact information and we caraage it via email, right?
S: Ok, thank you very much.
T: Thanks, ok, perfect.
Recording 10

Recording 10 analysis

We can notice that compared to lower level studdngsspeaker is capable
of carrying out a perfectly comprehensible and ptadde dialogue and assume
responsibility for its development. She does nairee to mere situation
monitoring but plays an equal role situation management Actually, in this
case she initiates many of the turns in the coaers. She makes suggestions,
provides explanations, and adds detailed informatethe topic. In line 2 the
speaker uses a discourse marker (“'m afraid...”) auwes on to provide a
plausible explanation as to why she cannot acteptelacher’s proposal. She also
uses the expression “so” to signal a shift fromlaxation to making a suggestion
in “So, can we choose a different time?” In linéhé student proves the ability to
use economic and efficient language. Instead adatepg the whole structure and
saying something along the lines of “Yes, | wamsstens on weekends only.” she
simply uses a fragment of “Yes. Only weekend.” T¢osresponds to Thornbury’s
theory of the elliptic nature of speeth.

“" Thorbury elaborates on the fact that speakers aouse as elaborate and well-structured
language as they do in writing. The limited plamnitime they have precludes forming pre-
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Line 6 is an instance of self-reassurance and suinimg the previous
utterance. It also serves as a filler needed f®@isthdent to conceptualize her next
utterance and decide on discourse management.tthens uses pause fillers and
repeats to achieve fluen&yThe student governs the conversation to the same
extent as the teacher. We can for instance seethiee 18 where she agrees with
the teacher’s proposal and suggests additionah@eraents. Lines 21 through 24
are a flawless example of effective and efficieaniguage where the context is

enough to compensate for elliptic spoken language.

Line 28 shows how the C1 student can govern thiogli@ and initiate
guestions herself. The speaker aptly signals a telpift by using the discourse
marker “or” and proceeds to make a proposal. Ascae see in line 30 the
speaker goes on to specify the expected stepstikbe and using a interrogative
sentence actually asks the teacher to do somethimgillocutionary act of
requesting is appropriately and elegantly handléte 32 displays a more direct
wording of a request. Nevertheless, it is quiteqadée and serves the student’s
goal. If we look back at Bachman’s model of language in Section 1.2.1 we can
see that a C1 student is easily able to set arctdlgeand reach it via verbal
communication using various functional languagee 8tus proves to be aware of
a range of possibilities to achieve an illocutignact and is confident enough
with using L2 to conduct a naturally-sounding ousgrguage conversation.

3.3.3.2 Al and Al student

Negotiating

Al student Al student

Line1l S1: Hello Pepa, how are you?

Line 2 S2: Fine, about you?

Line3 S1:1am fine. | am very glad to see you. ... Whaydo do er next week? Weekend?
Line 4 S2: Next week | go to exhibition on the on the BBrggue. Prager Burg.

Line5 S1: And do you go alone or with your wife?

Line 6 S2: Er — [sam]. Er — of course [ala] alone.

meditated sentences. The strategy to deal withghisform shorter sentences and simply add one
to the other (Thornbury 2009, 3-12).

“8 pause filler is a strategy Thornbury argues spsakee to achieve fluency by avoiding or
filling, pauses in their utterance (Thornbury 200p,
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Line 7 S1: Er- I would like go with you. ..
Line 8 S2: No, | --- no.
S1: ... for this exhibition.
Line 10 S2: Ne, it's — er —yes | |, my pleasure go withuyo to exhibition.
Line 11 S1: And where where can we meet?
Line 12 S2: |think that in Carl bridge and then we goadtager Burg.
Line 13 S1: And what what time?
Line 14 S2: | think that about 701t p.m.
S1: 70?
Line 16 S2: [fi]
Line 17 S1: Yes, | do, I do. And er we are going in the,pnkihe pub too? --- | would like in the pub.
S2: Only three three beer?
S1: 1 would like only three beer and you six beerYes? ...
S2: Yes.
S1: ... Do you understand?
S1: And you wife is er ill or [zdrava?] Is ill?
S2: No, it is my wife is is go at Slovak Republic.
S1: 1am so glad. And your daughter Evka er gt wi?
Line 25 S2: No, Eve is is work.
S1: She is in if at work, yes?
S2: At work. Yes.
Line 28 S1: Yes. --- How old are you?
Line 29 S2: Mine mine daughter? ...
S1:You. ...
S2: ... Old?
S1: ...How old are you?
Line 33 S2: It's you know it. Ne. You er know it.
S1: 1 did it understand. --- | am 25 only. | ---evhl was a child | love him. You.
S2: Understand you. | think that er my daughtereh2® --- years.

Recording 11

Recording 11 analysis

The students involved in Recording 11 displayedahiity to carry out a
fairly coherent dialogue. Regardingask completion the students have not
settled which day of the weekend to meet and wihédefore run into difficulties
in a real-life scenario. Turn-taking took place rectly and the distribution of
time was fairly equal. Speaker I, however, inittataost of the topic shifts and
was generally controlling the development of thecdurse. Speaker 2 contented
to situation monitoring. As Speaker 2 is overall a less eloquent studbi,
development was expected. On the other hand, ifoak at sentence structure
and coherence, his utterances were always in amcoedwith the task and

followed the adjacency pairs pattern.

In lines 1 and 2 we can see that comprehensibletiggs were applied
within an adjacency pair. Speaker 2 even used efficient spoken language
practice and instead of saying “I'm fine and hove aou?” he attempted to

actualize the phrase “Fine, how about you?”. Hisditton was erroneous, yet
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understandable. In line 3 Speaker 1 initiates thre discussion, i.e. arranging a
meeting with Speaker 2. At this stage she is introbnof situation
managementand leads the discourse forward. She aptly indumeivility to
create a base she could commence the negotiation 8he does make a mistake,
however, thanks to self-monitoring, corrects hérspeedily and thus clarifies
that she is inquiring about her colleague’s weeksoldedule. Line 4 clearly
shows that Student 2 either misheard the clariboabr himself confused the
expressionsveekandweekendThis would naturally cause major problems if the
students were to actually meet. As mentioned abthey, did not arrive to the
conclusion which day to meet and thus failed tcaker this error.

Lines 5 through 10 are a negotiation about whe®@eaker 1 can join
Speaker 2 and what the circumstances are. For lests this passage is rather
exceptionally well performed. Student 2 demonstraeelaxed approach to using
L2 and inserted humour into the conversation byiniag his colleague’s request
for permission to join him. The phrase “It would ing pleasure if you could join
me.” which the student implied in line 10, showsaasness of the functional

language of polite invitations.

An example of a highly efficient exchange requirangingle adjacency pair
is perceptible in lines 11 and 12. Lines 13 andafeta functional adjacency pair
concerning asking about time and a relevant, alipewrrect, reply. Student 2
clearly had problems expressing the time. The m@wmy induced a clarification
question from Speaker 1 carried out by repeatiegptioblematic part and adding
a rising intonation. Student 1 thereby demonstrateel ability to use the
communication strategy of a questioning repeatSpsaker 2 was not capable of
correcting his utterance, he turned tdaaguage switch(line 16) which was

accepted by Student 1 by acknowledging comprehergbie 17).

Line 28 signals the deviation from the subject sratind extensively
incoherent inquiries. Student 2 was puzzled by &mid did not recognize a topic
shift. As he focused on task completion, i.e. aghag a time and place to meet, he
was incapable of handling the situation. We caartjesee in lines 29, 33 and 25
that he persistently tried to relate the other kpes questions to the given theme.

Assuming he misunderstood the question, based enlduk of language
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confidence, he interpreted the questions as rglatnhis daughter who was
mentioned before. A topic shift towards asking dabsoemeone’s children in a
conversation which started off as negotiating i¢ npacceptable. Student 2
probably supposed the topic had moved toward fammbtters. Student 1's

inquiry about her colleague’s age was, howevempnmarehensible to him. Line

33 is an example of the lack of information gaghesstudents have known each
other a long time and are familiar with their peralodata. Student 2 therefore
disregards the question and implies that it islewant. Speaker 1 goes on to
convolute the situation further by expressing Hérctions for Speaker 2. He, on
the other hand, rejects this topic shift and resuiom the theme of his daughter
which he probably finds more sustainable. This m@iog has demonstrated how
incoherent digressions from the prescribed topiaseamisapprehension and
communication breakdowns. Student 2 was not capHldsking for clarification

or managing the discourse himself. Toward the &tagent 1 digressed from the

topic dramatically rendering it incoheréfit.

3.3.3.3 A2 student and A2 student

Negotiating
A2 student A2 student

S1: So, hello Edita. How are...
S2: Hello Hana. How are you?
S1: 1 am glad to see you again.
Line 4 S2: Ehm --- | er | haven't er haven'’t see you ewmldime. I’'m happy that you are OK.
Line 5 S1: Yes. | am. And what about er some drink? Heptetime enough?
S2: Er we can talk together on this weekend. Dohete a free time?
Line 7 S1: And when?
S2: Maybe on Saturday.
Line 9 S1: And what time?
S2: | think that for for me is the best at 7 p.m.
S1: Oh, what a pity. | am going to a live conckhtave no time. And what about er at 4 p.m.? Before
my concert. Have you time?
S2: At 4 p.m. | am er | am listening a live conc@eughter)
Line 13 S1: And what about Sunday?
S2: Sunday is better for me. | am free. You caroskdhe time.
S1: And what about at 7 p.m.
S2: At 7 | am free also at 7 p.m.
Line 17  S1: So, we meet together?

9 As the dialogue turned towards a completely dififermatter, | did not transcribe the last few
lines.
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S2: We meet together. We can go the pub for example
Line 19  S1: Yes and where does we meet?
S2: | think that it will be best to meet on Wenesséquare, it is the cent --- in the middle oftthen.
And we will plan to go anywhere around this place.
Line 21  S1: Soit’s fine. | er have there a metro lineSe; ...
S2: I'm I'm looking forward on er Saturday.
S1: | am looking, too.
S2: Sunday.
Line 25 S1: So, see you on Sunday.
S2: See you on Sunday. Bye bye.
S1: Bye
Recording 12

Recording 12 analysis

The text was overall comprehensive and relevanidedits were able to
perform illocutionary acts of inviting, making suggestionsaccepting or
rejecting a suggestionBoth participants were on an A2 level and wenesth
expected to play a comparable role sriuation management Student 1,
nevertheless, seemed to be the one who drove theersation ahead. As
witnessed in line 5, Student 1 made the suggestioneet. Similarly, in lines 7
and 9 she inquired about the location and timehefrheeting thus fulfilling the
plan of finding mutually convenient conditions. kinl3 indicates that the
initiative of suggesting the day likewise lay ore8ker 1. All in allturn-taking
was conducted naturally and in logical sequencédthoAgh, we can say that
Student 1 was slightly more active and controlled twhole situation whereas
Student 2 mostly settled for responding to direagesgions and confirming
proposals. | do not assign this to Student's 2 ffigent communicative
competence | believe that the dominance of student 1 stemrrech the

participants’ personalities.

As far asnaturalnessis concerned, the conversation shows that even A2
level students are capable of and feel comfortapfdyingdiscourse markers
Especially Speaker 1 displayed great proficiencysig the expression “so” to
introduce new topics or indicatepic shifts lines 1, 17, 21 and 25). Speaker 2,
on the other hand, does not use discourse markeds &tudent 1 is apparently
also more competent as regards the functional Eggwf making suggestions
demonstrating it with the expression “And what abo@” which is used
repeatedly is an efficient and effortless way tespnt proposals. The variety is

not broad, théunctionality is, nevertheless, adequately accomplished.
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In line 4 we can see a classic example of misfisadtional language
“I'm happy that you are OK.” implies that the rei@pt has undergone some
difficulties, most probably health problems. Théomation used by the speaker
intensifies this implication. If Student 2 intendéal hint at some background
information of the role play, Student 1 apparenlity not comprehend and did not
accept this direction of the discourse. Lines 4 &ncbnsequently come out as
rather unnatural as the response to “I haven'tygeelong time. I'm happy that
you are OK.” being “Yes, | am. And what about sodn@k?” sounds quite rash.
Similarly, lines 7 and 9 demonstrate haste andpbanguage. Again, we could
argue that this phenomenon is caused by the pditydieatures of the speaker.

3.3.3.4 B2 student and B2 student

Negohating

2 student 2 student

S1: Hi Josef.
S2: Hi Jitka.
S1: Hi. Josef, you know what? We have to spea&gather about our lessons, more English
Line 3 lessons, yeah? When we, when we can start hasgsarls. Like on Monday, Tuesday,
Wednesday. What is better for you? Er-
Line 4 S2: Er for me [be] the best er one is Friday.
Line 5 S1: Actually for me too.
Line 6 S2: Really?
Line 7 il:dYeah, you know er usually on Friday my bosar isut of office. He he’s in Brno, you know.
nd ...
Line 8 S2: | don't know.
Line 9 S1: You don’t know? You don’t know? | think thre@nths ago, two months ago he started work
at Brno.
Line 10 S2: | remember.
S1: Yeah, because he’s not just er sales dirdwés,also regional manager for Moravia. So he
Line 11  spends er most of the time in Brno, in Moravia. I8t’s why the Friday is perfect for me also.
Because he’s out of office and usually it's not taach work at office. So for me ...
Line 12  S2: Yes, so Friday is OK er ...
Line 13 S1: So, OK. What about, think about what about ime
S2: Er | prefer to start at seven o’clock in thermiag.
Line 15 S1: Oh, no way, nho way ...
S2: Of course.
S1: ... You know I'm living out of office, out of Pgae....
S2: Me too.
S1: ... I'mliving out of Prague. You know, | havelthave to wake up at five o’clock to be here
at seven. No way...
S2: Yeah, yeah, no problem, yeah.
S1: ... no way. No way for me.
Line 22  S2: OK, so 7:30.
Line 23  S1: No, no way. OK. | can’t. What about, what abaite¢r lunch around one o’clock?
S2: Oolalah. | have | have serious problem becauyseo [t], special on Friday after after lunch |
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have to take a little bit break just to sleep foedour. Yes, yes, sorry.
S1: OK.
S2: So, so, maybe ...
S1: You're specific guy. OK. What about, what ah@K, nine o’clock, ten o’clock in the
morning?
S2: Nine o’clock sounds reasonable.
S1: Yeah?
S2: Yes.
S1: | think it's just for one hour. One and half.
S2: One and half hour.
Line 33  S1: Yeah, nine o’clock? Nine o’clock.
Line 34  S2: Yes, | think that we can agree on nine o’clock.
S1: So, we agree nine o’clock.
S2: Yes
S1: OK. So, ...
Line 38  S2: Agreed.
Line 39  S1: Agreed.
S2:. Yes.

Recording 13

Recording 13 analysis

This dialogue manifests how one’s eloquence, resditio be drawn into a
classroom activity as if real operating conditiowere in place and one’s
experience of being exposed to TL in real life chmites to one’s communicative
competence. Student 1 controls the course of thieglie to a great extent. She
produces long stretches of speech and is hesttagive floor to Student 2 (lines 3
and 4).Situation managementis not radically shifted to either side, however,
through her loquaciousness Speaker 1 achievegta Biad. Lines 11 through 13
and 22 and 23 clearly demonstrate how she inteads@anage the situation.
Student 1 traces most of her SLA experience to ingrin an English speaking
country. Her emphatic verbal rejection of her cadjee’s proposal in line 15
points to her familiarity with everyday languageigfhcoursebooks often fail to
provide. Hercommunicative competenceis extraordinary. Assessed with
respect to linguistic knowledge, her performancesdnot match that of Student
259 Student 2, on the other hand, is not as assexsies partner and experiences
trouble gaining the floor. We must be careful, thlounot to evaluate his reticence
as underdeveloped communicative competence. Amgyais lines | could see
that his language is concise, accurate, followsaaljcy pair patterns and is
altogether effective. The fact that the studemtbie to communicate with minimal
effort proves his high level of communicative cotgmee. His line “Nine o’clock

sounds reasonable.” is precisely the comprehendibkf, naturally-sounding and

* This fact does not necessarily emerge from therdieg above, it was, nevertheless, repeatedly
verified by the teacher throughout the course.

77



highly effective language one expects from studeuritis a sound communicative

competence.

Both speakers are able to use discourse markees (b and 6). Lines 7
through 10 are an example of adjacency pair split by a side sequence. The
reason for entering a side sequence, however{ isisapprehension but rather an
effort to clarify a extralinguistic fact. Lines 38nd 34 and again 38 and 39
representfunctional language of confirming details. The occurrence of this
function attests that the participants possesskspgakills adequate for real-life

operation

3.4 Concerning (iv): Adjacency pairs

3.4.1 Task description

As a complement to the three activities above wlgelve as a great
research tool to assessing students’ communicatvepetence, | included an
adjacency pairs exercises. It is based on the pnatson that in language, as in
other areas of human behaviour, people behaveuadlgitl believe that when we
are exposed to certain language we tend to respatteh a limited range of
acceptable wording. We react in a particular wayenvlgreeted, for instance.
Being able to activate a predefined chunk of lagguaontributes to language
efficiency and requires diminished effort. Thiser@lpplies to L2 just as it does to
our mother tongue. As students are exposed toatdrekpressions and sentences
they learn how to respond to them in the most &ffe@and efficient way.

As Thornbury says, prefabricated chunks of languageice the time one
needs in the stage of formulation (Thornbury 208)9,Being able to retrieve an
automated segment of language facilitates commtarcan task 3.4 1 will look
at how students of different levels react to thaeeanitiation of an adjacency pair.

I will monitor the automaticity demonstrated (noadeable in transcripts, but
audible in recordings), acceptability, appropria®sof adjacency pair response

completing a language function, the applicatiosa@hmunication strategies.

Students were informed about the aim and formatthed activity.

Participants knew the language they will be requteereact to will not constitute
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a coherent dialogue but merely isolated lines. Tiveye given the liberty to

respond as they found suitable, including longeststhes of text. The number of

turns in an exchange, however, was limited to arepprticipant.

Students were not pre-taught any language. Stuares asked to restrain

from using their L1, even when encountering misappnsion. They were given

an example of an adjacency pair in greeting, he.initiation “How are you?” and

response “Fine, and you?”.

3.4.2 Task completion

3.4.2.1 A2 student

Teacher

Teacher

Good morning.

Tired?

(Pretend spilling coffee on student) I'm
SO sorry.

Please sit down.

How are you today?

So, what's your plan for tonight?

| forgot my wallet at home.

| think my boss is a bad person.
Would you mind opening the window?
Can | use your car this weekend?

Do you like your home?

I’'m bored!

Why don’t you come to my house
tonight, we can play poker?

Do you like movies?

Sorry, was that your foot?

Barbora, nice to meet you.

Hi.

Do you have a family?

Want 2000 crowns?

Do you have any holiday plans for this
winter?

I’'m not feeling very well.

Go away, please.

Line 23  You have a spot on your shirt.
Recording 14

Line 3

Line 5

Line 7
Line 8
Line 9

Line 11
Line 12

Line 14

Line 18
Line 19

Line 20

A2 stadent

Student
Good morning Bara.
Yes, | am.
Oh, it's horrible for me, because | have a meeting.
must make with that something. Clean.
Thank you.
| am fine, thank you.
| have night withr colleague from our work.
| can borrow you some money.
My is better, | think.
Yes, you can.
Yes, of course, because | stay at home.
Yes, | like.
--- | am sorry.

| can go to your home, but | dislike play poker.

Sometimes yes, | like.
Oh, it's a problem.
Edita, nice to meet you.

Hi.
Yes, | have.
Yes, | | have.

No, | haven't holiday plan yet.

I am sorry. Can | help you?
Why?
It's a - stupid thing, | must er change my dress.
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Recording 14 analysis

The student apparently did not experience trouldspanding to the
initiations. She reacted promptly and coherentlgr keply in line 3 shows that
she imagined to be in the required situation arattezl accordingly. Line 5
demonstrates automaticity of the language chunkhéresponse. The student
responded instantly and manifested outstanding aomuative competence,
though brief and minimal in scope, for an A2 lestident. The incorrect choice
of vocabulary in line 7 can be found in C1 studetasts as well and is therefore

not regarded a major mistake. It, by no means, tepeomprehension.

Lines 8 and 9, on the other hand, are amiss. T$@rses provided would
cause some level of confusion in an authentic enwient. Likewise in line 19
the reply “Oh, it's a problem.” to “Sorry, was thatur foot?” served neither the
purpose of expressing aggravation, nor acceptirgpaiogy. Lines 11, 14, 18 and

20 are mere examples of the student’s inabilityge ellipsis.

The initiation “I'm bored” (line 12) confused the2Astudent to the extent
that she was unable to react to it and after athgngause apologized for not
providing an answer. Her confusion might have besrsed by misunderstanding
the sentences or simply by failing to immediateynfulate a suitable response
and consequently ceasing to try. If she did noteustdnd the initiation, a CS
should have occurred. In my opinion though, notlydpg a communication
strategy in this case does not convey communicatis@mpetence. The situation
was artificial and the student could have felt nappropriate to detain the

recording.

3.4.2.2 B1 student

Teacher E1 student
Teacher Student
Good morning Good morning
Tired? Ehm. Yes, | am little bit tired.
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Line 3 (Pretend stepping on student's foot) I'm so sorry!  Oh, no problem.

Please sit down. Thank you.
How are you today? I am fine, thank you very much.
So, what's your plan for tonight? I would like to gut with my friends.
Line 7 | forgot my wallet at home. Ah, it's --- crucial.
Line 8 | think my boss is a bad person. Why do you think?
Line 9 Would you mind opening the window? Yes, er yes, it would be great.
Can | use your car this weekend? No, | am sorrgeidnit.
Line 11 Do you like your home? Yes, | like my home.
I’'m bored! Why?
Line 13 Why don’t you come to my house tonight, we can f It's good idea. | will come, | come, | will
poker? come.
Line 14 Do you like movies? Yes, | like.
Line 15 Sorry, was that your foot? Yes, it was mine.
Barbora. Nice to meet you. Nice to meet you, Renata.
Hi. Hi.
Line 18 Do you have a family? Yes, | have.
Do you want 2000 crowns? Yes, why not?
Line 20 Do you have any holiday plans for this winter? Yes, | have holiday plans.
Line 21 I'm not feeling very well. Why don't feel very well?
Go away, please. It's not nice from you.
Line 23 You have a spot on your shirt. Oh, thank you for your attention.

Recording 15

Recording 15 analysis

This student reacted fairly quickly and providedhentresponsesto the
offered adjacency paimitiations. We can see, however, that she has not
mastered ellipses to the extent that she wouldnaatioally retrieve them in her
speech (lines 8, 11, 14, 18, 20, 21Regardingself-monitoring andrepairs,
the student hesitated several times. In line 7 wioed “crucial” was chosen
inappropriately. The student, nevertheless, did feet the need to correct her
mistake, perhaps because she was not aware ofet.ldhguage function of a
polite request phrased “Would you mind...” evoked sotrouble. This is not
surprising, though, as this initiation is frequgntesponded to incorrectly also

among fluent speakers.

Line 13 is a nice example of a running repair, @ltfh it is de facto not
successful in the end. The student’s responsenen 16 (“Sorry, was that your
foot?” — “Yes, it was mine.”) would be perfectlycaptable if the sentence stress
in the initiation was put on “your”. What was intled by the teacher, and
appropriately reflected in the intonation, was aolagy. The student’s response

would point to clarifying whose foot the initiatstepped on. The student might

°1 Extralinguistic knowledge can heavily influenceoken language. One of the ways this
knowledge is reflected in speech is the charatiemlly elliptic nature of spoken language
(Thornbury 2009, 12).
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not be aware of the difference in meaning the sffifintonation brings or she

planned to respond with “Yes, it was.” but agaitefh at actualizing an ellipsis.

The student’s reaction to “Do you want 2000 crowrssfunds very natural and, |

believe, shows her ability to handle the initiatiwith ease and the same way she

would in her mother tongue. As opposed to otheondings | abandoned ellipsis

and used a complete question. This was causedtizypated misapprehension of

the elliptical form. Similarly, lines 22 and 23 Inde logical and naturally-

sounding responses.

3.4.2.3 C1 student

Line 3

Line 7

Line 8
Line 9

Line 23

Teacher C1 student
Teacher Student
Good morning. Good morning.
Tired? No.
(SI(D):?;?nd stepping on student's foot) I'm so And why? What's happened?
Please sit down. Oh, thank you.
How are you today? I am fine thank you and whaualgou?

Tonight | would like to stay at home and read an
interesting book.
Oh, it doesn’t matter | have got enough money on

So, what's your plan for tonight?

| forgot my wallet at home.

me.

| think my boss is a bad person. Really? Why? Why do you think so?

Would you mind opening the window? No, it's hot, so we can open the window, please.

Can | use your car this weekend? No, | am sorry bitbken.

Do you like your home? :](es, | like my home and | like decorating my
ome.

I’'m bored! Oh, and why?

Why don’t you come to my house tonight, w

can play poker? %ell, I'm sorry, | don't play poker.

Do you like movies? Yes, | do.

Sorry, was that your foot? No, it wasn't.

Barbora. Nice to meet you. Zdena, nice to meet you.

Hi. Hi

Do you have a family? Yes, | have.

Want 2000 crowns? No, thank, no thanks | have emougney.

Do you have any holiday plans for this Yes, | would like to stay with my family and |
winter? would like to enjoy this time.

I’'m not feeling very well. Oh, really and why? Wisathe matter?

Go away, please. No, | want to stay here.

Oh, I'm sorry. So, excuse me. Can | go to the

You have a spot on your shirt. bathroom, please?

Recording 16
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Recording 16 analysis

The initiations did not pose much challenge to #tedent. The same
initiations were used with all levels intentionaltyenable a comparative research.
Not surprisingly, the C1 student’s responses tariliations were markedly more
elaborate than those of the previous two speakersllithe lines. Notice the
frequent use of discourse markers which contribtadke flow of the speech and
its fluency. Intonation was also used to add or leasjze meaning. In contrast to
lower level students, the C1 student used prosedyeneral to convey meaning.
A significant shift can also be seen in the indaratof situation management.
Albeit brief, the student’s answers outlined a gassfurther exchange in which
both participants would play a similarly activeaoMany of the responses are
followed by a subsequent question drawing the #adnto a potential

conversation.

3.4.3 Summary of adjacency pairs recordings

| believe the comparison of the three recordingadyfcency pairs could be
used as a demonstration of communicative competdaeeopment across CEFR
levels. It is a clear illustration of how one’s t@mpetence can be measured on a

single adjacency pair.

In general, students experienced some difficulih line 3 where they
were to react to an apology. Because the reasahdapology was simulated and
hence inauthentic, students needed time for couakpation. The reactions
varied from a simple acceptance to asking for fatation and evaluating the
situation and contemplating further steps. The aesps could be considerably

different in a real situation when emotions areoimed.

The response to “I forgot my wallet at home.” (lifewas mostly offering
help. | think this is an apt example of the traresfee of L1 knowledge of
managing talk | mentioned in Section 1.1. The stteleare aware of the
sociocultural appropriateness and if their L2 kremge and their confidence
using the language allow, they translate the ap@at@pphrase into TL. The Bl

student nevertheless had problems processing thigtion. She probably
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intended to express her sympathy but was unalédett@lize a suitable language

chunk in the short planning time she had. ~

Line 8, on the other hand, caused some perplexity the A2 student. The
sentence ’lI think my boss is a bad person.” incdudeither advanced
grammatical structures nor vocabulary. Its unconmess was perhaps the core
of the problem. The student misunderstood theulionary act of complaining or
initiating gossip and offered a comparison instedte higher level students, by
contrast, responded with a request for more detanérmation allowing the

dialogue to develop as expected.

The language function of polite requests is incoafed in many modern
coursebooks? The line “Would you mind + -ing” is a frequentlyowered
language yet the responses to “Would you mind ayethe window?” (line 9)
were not precisely accurate. In a real-life simatihe act of opening the window
would have fallen on the enquirer. The speakera gmuld not be achieved and
the verbally expressed request would not be sadisfil believe the problem lies
in the students’ insufficient exposure to the laaggl prior to the research
resulting in the inability to decipher it correctiyithin the limited time they are

given in spoken interaction.

The students’ handling the initiation “Go away!"rial, yet all examples
were acceptable. Ranging from a simple “Why?”,“i& not nice from you.” to
“No, | want to stay.”, the responses displaye@e¢hpossible reactions to a single
initiation. Demanding explanatigrexpressing disfavouor refusing to obey the
order present diverse language functions, all efficiep#rformed. The degree of
assertiveness increase as we move from one stiglanother. This initiation was
chosen to slightly consternate the students andrebsheir reaction to an unusual
classroom situation. Although unrehearsed everrbafoa lesson, students of all

three levels handled the situation well.

Likewise, line 23 initiation has never, to my rdeotion, occurred in
classroom language of any of the three studentsdeYet when informed about
an imperfection on their clothing, the studentseveapable of formulating fully

acceptable responses. One of CLT principles ishtegcstudents to cope in

°2 See Section 6 Bibliography for list of up-to-dateirsebooks.
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unrehearsed situations. | believe this researcm iteemonstrated that if the
situation is comprehensible to the student, he/stanages to transfer L1
knowledge and, providing needed L2 language idaai, renders an appropriate

response.
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4 Conclusion

Several phenomena can be derived from the rese@ngtients of all levels
were indeed capable of completing the assignedstasth a higher or lower
degree ofeffectivenessand efficiency while sustaining comprehensibility.
Some complications occurred with accuracy. As Thom says, the students’
mistakes and slips do not necessarily stem frork tddknowledge but may be
caused by unavailability of the particular grammarocabulary. In other words,
if the targeted language has not yet become a ifutiggrated part of the student’s
language knowledge and is thus difficult for him/be retrieve, mistakes arise
(Thornbury 2009, 28). The fact that studeniisguistic competencesurpasses
their communicative competencewas therefore not a surprising outcome of
the research. An Al student misusing personal pnea@Recording 4, line 18),
an A2 student making mistakes in present simplseaeuestions (Recording 12,
lines 5 and 19), a B1 student experiencing diffiesl retrieving a future tense
structure (Recording 15, line 13), a B2 studerlinigito use present perfect tense
where appropriate (Recording 7, line 27), a C1 esttichot recognizing that
“Would you mind opening the window?” is a politenomand not a request for
permission (Recording 16, line 9) are all exampliestudents not actualizing the
linguistic knowledge they possess when speakingadttranspired, therefore, that
communicative competence of the students involvethé research needs to be
further deliberately and thoroughly trained in [Transference of L1 speaking
skills into L2 ones is, indeed, not automatic. Esgley examples of distorted
situation management when students withdraw from assuming any
responsibility for managing the discourse and msta of unexploited
communication strategies in communication lapsesrie to believe there is great
space for improvement. For this purpose | feelletiis need to be instructed on
the CLT and the related methodology applied in ElLAgree with Thornbury that
although many current ELT materials claim to bdofeing the communicative
language approach, speaking activities still vastim at practicing selected
grammar, vocabulary or language functions (Thomi®009, 28). Rather than
coaxing students into enhancing their speakingsskihese activities strengthen
their linguistic competence.
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As for communication predicaments, when a mistakeroor leading to
misapprehension occurred in the recordirgenmunication strategieswere
used. Questioning repeats were one of them (e.gorRieg 2, line 26 or
Recording 5, line 5). There was no case of a campbdnd irrecoverable
communication breakdown. There was merely one rnstaof a failure to
complete the task in all its aspects and one exampthe language switch CS
solving the key problem of miscomprehension. Bdtthese occurred in one task
conducted by Al level students (Recording 11). hWiiispect to assisted CS it is
not an uncommon phenomenon for students to cotheat colleagues in class.
Peer assistance is a correction technique welcdimaeachers. In the case of the
recordings, however, speakers restrained from anagiing the other speaker’s

utterances.

Numerouscommunication strategieswere applied, yet not every time
there was a communication predicament. Circumloous, to my surprise, not as
customary in the dialogues analysed as | presuisesl $ection 3). On the other
hand, lower level students often resorted ttamguage switch,as expected.
Deciding whether to use L1 or finding the line afceptability is an eternal
struggle second language teachers undergo. Imtreduction | mentioned using
L1 for conductingouter language communication, giving instructions and
explaining new grammar points and how it is peredibpy teachers. With respect
to both the outer language and communication gfiegel again stress the need to
limit L1 to a minimum, ideally eliminate it altodedr. To argue that using L1 to
introduce new targeted language is faster, cleaner thus more efficient and
effective is purely giving priority tolinguistic competence over the
communicative one. Language can be presented, stoddrand mastered without
using the mother tongue as a mediator. It is chgitey and imposes considerably
bigger strain on both the teacher and the lealmgrat the same time it represents
more exposure to TL and encourages usimgctional language of explaining,
checking comprehension and asking for clarificaborthe students’ side. Let me
expand on the last point. The ability to ask fariication is precisely the CS |
lacked in the recordings. A spontaneous L2 readitomisapprehension and a
strategy which would help the interlocut@cover the other speakerjslan did

not emerge.
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Many students also showed a lowetkdeshold of termination towards
their colleagues which facilitated mutual underdtag. On the contrary, though,
it reduced the level of authenticity. In Sectio@.1.1 described a beginning of a
lesson when a student offers the teacher a beverdgereason why a teacher
might consider the sentence “Do you like tea ofem#” satisfactory and pretend
he/she was in actuality offered a choice of driokld be the effort not to burden
the student with grammar correction at that pofrthe lesson. Later on, possibly
after the warm-up activity, it could be brought again and explored. The next
lesson, though, an accurate rendition would beiredwnconditionally. If we
look at some of the definitions obmmunicative language teachingwe will
find the argument that the key feature of this apph is to focus on carrying the
message across. It is not difficult to deduce Wian someone says “Do you like
tea or coffee?” on your arrival that he/she is aotually asking about your
drinking preferences but is performing the actfiérong something. According to
CLT this utterance should therefore suffice as atife communication.
Nonetheless, a mistake like this one is unlikelpeédeft unremarked. | assert that
the aforementioned situation provides an ideal ggofor introducinglanguage
functions and should therefore be taken advantage of. The tfeat outer
language was involved, language easily imaginableantext by the student,
contributes to the student’s ability to associdt&vith a speech act and hence
eventually store it in his/her long-term memory.eTimportance of finding out
about our students’ close environment, occupatioterests, etc. lies in our
subsequent ability to set the taught languageantealistic context and facilitate
retention of this language. This research has stggbony opinion that it is often
the outer language which is the most authentic and most resembleklifea
language. We naturally treat students with utnespect and choose discussion
topics which are not confrontational, taboo, toospeal or in any other way
problematic. Likewise, when conducting a textbogleaking task we try to
achieve task completion with minimal obstacles,idwng differences of opinion.
This approach, however, makes it impossible to Etaeueal-life situations with
the inherent urgency and pressure they represardes are therefore unlikely
to practice situations like these which they willith high probability, face in
practice. It is when you, for instance, miss ahflithat you need to garner all your

language abilities and effectively communicate with speakers. And it is
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situations like these that cause stress, impatjedesperation and render students
mute. | do not propose that teachers create stitesghosphere in lessons. | do
think, however, that demanding situations shouldubed in role plays to get
maximum out of students. And only when the partioig truly agree on meaning

should the activity be terminated. Any L1 tools moes rejected.

Regardingsituation management the research proved that some students
become less assertive when communicating with eh&a A lucid example of
this phenomenon is Recording 6 above. As mentiaseter, in situations like
these the student needs to be constantly askedittate the activity and the
teacher must learn how to provide coherent and paabke response while
limiting his/her teacher talking time to a minimuand being disposed to
situation monitoring. When students of the same or similar CEFR level
converse among themselves, the ones who are rngtorate eloquent in their
mother tongue tend to hold situation managementlyirin their hands. As a
result, they appear to be more prominent in comoaiivie competences. We can
witness this phenomenon in Recording 13. | reiegrGbwever, that articulate
students are by no means necessarily more comgaté2t communication. As
the aforementioned recording showed, efficiencygla key role and as Tarone
argues, one’s L2 production strategy is an attetopttilize one’s language
knowledge with minimal effort (Tarone 1981, 289)edRrding 13 is a fitting
example of different approaches to language andnlgnailiverse learning
histories. While one student had gone through th& Bystem in the Czech
Republic and displays linguistic competence on alé&2l, the other leant her
English primarily in an English-speaking work emmviment. Her experience with
the language was therefore mostly practical. Thes reflected in her
extraordinarily developed communicative competendée student reacts
immediately, produces naturally-sounding language s capable of handling
difficult situations using various types of CS. Hmlleague, on the other hand,
shows better linguistic knowledge and produces maooeirate language but needs

longer formulation time.

A turn in the distribution of situation managemeotcurred in the
recordings with B2 and C1 level students. Whereasomdifferences in the
speakers’ previous exposure to TL and their infitempproach to communication,
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l.e. their reticence or loquaciousness, influencsiluation management
distribution with lower level students, with highlewvels an approximate balance

was established. The scales started to tip toweaydality.

What | see most crucial with respect dduation management,is for
teachers to choose or suitably adjust those taskghwwill ensure an
information gap. Students who are not interested in obtainingrmédion will
hardly make effort and devote sufficient zeal toryiag the task out diligently.
Recording 3 and Recording 9 support this assumpRecording 10, on the other
hand, shows how outer language with real-life cotedness and consequences
boosts the student's commitment to the task. | taminthat if the students
engaged in Recording 11 had the intention to meet go to an exhibition
together in real terms, they would pay more attento making the arrangements
and would consequently not fail to agree on a @lagchers must therefore bear in
mind that classroom environment does not vastlytrdmrte to authenticity.
Inconceivable situations which require extensiveagmation and role playing
cause stress and anxiety in students and resaltumivillingness to participate.
On the other hand, retrieving information one alsehas is an activity in futile
and sparks no interest in students either. Theuppessition that things that are
known to students are easy to talk about and shibulsl be preferred in ELT is
valid under the condition that the facts are knowy to individual students.
Teachers are trained to show interest in anythimg) @verything students say.
Students, on the contrary, are not and since thk td speaking a foreign
language is strenuous enough, they lean towardslramving from any activity

which imposes further exertion.

Another factor influencing situation managemenths inherent attitude
some students adopt. Assuming a passive and subeniste towards the teacher
or a more advanced learner is a habit many studewvs. In the recordings we
could observe differences in the Role play actidompared to the Small talk
activity. When students were given a specific tesk role play which required
asking questions and thus acquiring informatiorualtize other, they followed the
instructions and took turns asking and answeringstjons. When performing
small talk, on the other hand, the more advanagdesit often gained control over

the course of the conversation leaving the otherrdsign to situation
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monitoring. This development occurred essentially when thenago was
teacher — student. As | have mentioned before,ishi®t a surprising fact due to
the aforementioned factors. | drew the concluskat bne of the responsibilities
of a language teacher is not only to keep hiskeclier talking time limited but at
the same time train the students to perceive tigetr as an equal conversation
partner. One way we can elicit questions from gtiglen a dialogue is to
deliberately and openly assume the role of thervigeee. In other words,
become comfortable with being passive, respondimyg to immediate impulses,
remaining silent when a lull occurs. Some studdiks, one of my Al research
students in Recording 4 and Recording 11, mightothice an incoherent
digression from the core topic thanks to ineptitutstiness or uneasiness caused
by silence, rendering the discussion adrift. | remthough, that when students
get accustomed to this technique, they will benffitm it and become more
aware of situation management in a conversationt@a@dnanner in which they

can steer communication.

In the Introduction | mentioned how the teacherput as well as the
student’s approach influence SLA. | have come ® dbnclusion that students’
awareness of communicative competence issues aficledeies would help
remedy the problems discussed in this paper andehlead to students’ progress
in speaking skills. Using a recording device an@ssguently scrutinizing the
texts can, in my opinion, raise the student's amass of his/her mistakes and
facilitate further acquisition of communicative cpetence. Showing students the
unnatural situation management pattern they tentbltow, lack of discourse
markers, failure to listen and aptly react to a€ljay pair initiations or their habit
of using insufficient amount of pauses will bringother level to their SLA.
Furthermore, hearing oneself in retrospect givamiers the chance to assess their
vocabulary and grammar range and alerts them toerfieqtions they can
consequently eliminate. As opposed to children,|ta@arners, in my opinion,
benefit from minute evaluation of their demeritsieththey can knowingly try to

dispose of.

As for determining the turning point in which adbar should be bringing

more attention to communicative and away from listia competence discussed
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in Canale’s and Swain’s wotk | maintain it should occur early on in the tuitio
| feel it is accessible to focus on both aspectshef language simultaneously.
Linguistic competence will undoubtedly develop éasin the first stage, basic
speaking skill, however, may be formed in closeceasion. Ultimately, effective

communication is the aim of SLA in the majorityaafses.

Analyzing recordings of classroom language wasiguantechnique which
elucidated the way ESOL students handle L2 spealdnminute analysis of a
transcript is incomparably more enriching than €lasnitoring. It gave me the
chance to observe, in detail, the patterns studesdgs how their communicative
competences differ according to the CEFR level, twdaises communication
breakdowns and how capable or incapable of solthegn students are. It thus
provided a vast material to consider in my fututd practice. A rather unsettling
outcome was the realization that my language Hasugh several years of
teaching, adjusted to classroom requirements perttagn unfavourable degree. |
have come across a few instances in the recordingsdich | had facilitated the
situation for the students by assuming respongibitir situation management,
offering solutions to communication breakdowns,ngstypical inner language
unsuitable for authentic communication. Furtherma® an ELT professional |
have learnt that if | desire my students to enhatiogir communicative
competence | must be more consistent in teachingtifinal language of asking
for clarification and raise my threshold of terntioa in order not to alleviate

students’ communication.

Regarding the activities used in this research tiweye chosen for the
variety of situations they presented, i.e. a rdy providing students with core
information and a character they needed to furttemelop, small talk to give
them the opportunity to work with their personalpesence and data, a
manipulative task to coax them into negotiatingaeehcy pairs to observe their
immediate reaction to a context-free line. The onote presented a valuable and

varied material to analyze and draw conclusionsfro

Role plays are undoubtedly a useful tool in CLT ané which should be
exploited extensively. Nevertheless, to achievelestts’ full commitment to the

%3 See Section 1.2.1 in this thesis or (Canale arair5®980, 18).
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task the teacher needs to pay close attentionstauctions and lead the students
in carefully and thoroughly. Role plays are oftecepted unfavourably, in my
experience, especially by students who are nayuraticent and unimaginative.
This research has helped me realize that theiawbsir is well grounded if the
role play is artificial and inauthentic to the extéhat students are incapable of
conceptualizing the situation. The failure to imdlge text one would produce in
his/her L1 increases stress levels students experi@nd may result in inability or

unwillingness to complete the task.

Small talk activities, on the other hand, face tlenger of insufficient
information gap, notably when students are famiiath each other and meet
regularly. Swiftly coming up with presentable ideaght seem easy for teachers
or advanced eloquent speakers, it is rather clgaiign though, for lower level
learners. Formulate their utterances in L2 is stoeis enough and adding the
requirement of imaginative thinking demands extrddore | would ergo
recommend utilizing outer language as much as plesshsking students at the
beginning of a lesson how their week went may appeareative, tedious and
repetitive.lt nevertheless serves the purpose of giving andibg information
under real operating conditions. Teachers sholie aavantage of their ability to
show interest and encourage students to engagedh t@lk. Furthermore, as the
research has established, students should be taugatiprocate and conduct a

balanced conversation with proportional situaticanagement.

Instances of manipulative instrumental tasks acarrently present in case
studies in coursebooR8The difficulties teachers may encounter when aisig
case studies are the complexity of the situatiohghvoften require an elaborate
context description, time-consuming preparatiom, ldck of students’ ardour and
the differences in enthusiasm and commitment angindents. As with role
plays, | reiterate that lead-ins are crucial whetnoducing case studies or other
forms of manipulative tasks. The benefit of thessks is their resemblance of
real-life scenarios and the activation of functiot@nguage students face.

Unfortunately, apart from discussing homework, Bgrag successive lessons and

> For instance the textbook series Business Resest Bibliography 6) includes a case study at
the end of each unit giving students the chanceraetice the newly acquired language in a
simulated real-life situation.
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communicating schedule changes, there are not raatientic situations which
come up throughout the course and the teacher f@mstate them purposely or

utilize published materials.

As far as the adjacency pairs activity is conceritgabinted to deficiencies
in several areas of functional language. Certaitiations require or at least
expect certain responses. L2 learners, providiey tinderstand the initial line,
should not be confronted by predicaments sele@mgppropriate and acceptable
response as it should match the one they wouldigeowm their L1. Students
know how to react to an offer, command, apologyijtation, etc. The struggle
should therefore be limited solely to L2 productidime crux of the problems, |
believe, inheres either in the unfamiliarity witietlanguage or its unavailability,
i.e. students are unable to retrieve the requaeduage in speech due to limited
planning time. This activity was an efficient tof@r monitoring the students’
language skills. Both communicative and linguistionpetence may be assessed
this way.

To summarize the impact of the research on my éuklrT briefly, it has
shown me that discourse actions, either situatianagement or monitoring, play
a vital role in L2 communication and must not beetafor granted. The teacher’s
duty is not only to monitor the accuracy and fumadlity of the language, but
also to study students’ discourse management, agehatructures and use of
discourse markers. Secondly, a teacher must lobkooistudents whose natural
inhibitions force them to perceive L2 conversati@assone-sided and assume the
role of an interviewee. Thirdly, L2 communicatioimasegies need to be strongly
supported by the teacher with the prospect of erihgnstudents’ overall

communicative competence.

4.1 Future directions

Further research connected to students’ commuweabmpetence could

concern:

a) monitoring second language learners’ confidencespeaking L2,
what influences it, how it develops and activitigtich enhance it.
The question to what extent one’s confidence idpetng L2 is given
by one’s innate characteristics would undoubtediyaln interesting
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b)

d)

one to examine. The outcome of the research coafdpdse of
guidelines intended to help teachers encompassargleonfidence
boosting activities in ELT.

drawing students into the theoretical aspect of ShA providing
thorough explanations of ELT activities substamatand monitoring
the students’ reception of them. Involving studeditectly in SLA
techniques, consulting their preferences and théfigations of these
preferences might reveal stimulating informatiorietdl practitioners.
It would be interesting to examine the outcome xikmesive use of
awareness-raising activities.

monitoring how systematic and consistent incorpogat of
sophisticated case studies into regular tuitiontrdoutes to students’
production and communication strategies. Case estuglie present in
many ELT materials nowadays. | feel that they anewever,
frequently used as complementary material and mexelenliven
lessons. Studying the outcome of a course basedlyr@a authentic
case studies could bring some interesting results.

observing the effect of repeated viewings of a Isirapithentic video
item on students’ retention of previously unknowocabulary and
sentence structures. Students encounter classroatariah in the
majority of cases when they are exposed to L2. éatibh video would
support their awareness of the L2 as it is nowadsgsl in practice.
This project would, by my assumption, appeal mogty audio

learners.
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5 Resumé

Nedilnou sotésti osvojeni si ciziho jazykaje bezpochyby nabyti
schopnosti v daném jazyce komunikovat. Z vlastniSekosti vim, a myslim, ze
by mi to potvrdil nejeden lektor, Ze studenti rygjhlzvliadnout receptivni
jazykové dovednostj tj. porozungni textu a poslechucetné pasivni znalosti
gramatiky.Produktivni dovednosti, tj. psani a mluveni, vest8ing pripadi za
receptivnimi zaostavaji. Podivame-li se na produézyka, oralni komunikace
pak byvacasto pro studenty z mnohaiwbdi nejnar@néjsSi. V této praci se
nezabyvamdmito divody, alekomunikativni kompetenci dosglych studeni
anglictiny. Komunikativni kompetence je Siroky pojemahmuje mnoho oblasti
vhodnych k vyzkumu. Omezila jsem se proto situaéni managementa
komunikaéni strategie Situa&ni management odkazuje #aeni diskurzu, tj.
angazZovanost dastnilki rozhovoru v navigovani komunikacecitym smerem,
ktery vede k dosaZzeni komunékaho cile. Komunikéni strategie jsou nastroje,
které student pouziva ke kompenzaci nedostsilych znalosti ciziho jazyka.

Komunikativni kompetence studéntahrnuje schopnost se v cizim jazyce
efektivne dorozungt. Dopliuje taklingvistické znalosti o daném jazyce, bez
kterych by komunikace nebyla mozna. Jednim z probMyuky cizich jazyk, se
kterym se lektti setkavaji, je ale fevaha lingvistickych znalosti nad
komunikativnimi. Jinymi slovy, studenti mafiasto Siroké znalosti o daném
jazyce, jejich schopnost ho v praktické komunikagiuzivat je ale slaba.
Rozhodla jsem se podivat na tyto nedostatky Hdiowb pomoci kvalitativniho
vyzkumu analyzovat Uskali, do kterych se studeasitdélaji, a jak jinteli. Do
vyzkumu byla zahrnuta skupina studeranglického jazyka pokryvajiciép
jazykovych urovni stanovenych podEvropského referentniho ramce
Studenim od drovie A1l po C1 byly pedloZenyctyii typy Uukoli a studenti byli
nasledg nahravani g jejich plnéni. Jednalo se vzdy o komunikaci dvou lidi, a to
bud’ studenta s lektorem, nebo dvou stufdentySe zmigné ukoly se liSily

obsahem i cilem.

Prvni Ukol, tzv. hrani roli, zahrnoval dialog fiktivnich osobnosti
Gcastnicich se wdrku v Londyreé. Cilem kazdého studenta bylo seznamit se

s druhym studentem, ziskat @&nm néjaké osobni Udaje a rozhovor ukdn
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Studenti museli tudiZz ztvarnit roli¢faké osobnosti, doplnit postavu osobnimi
informacemi a v této roli vystupovat v dialogu. 8ite vyZzadovala, aby studenti
vyuzivali funkeni jazyk pozdraw, kladli otazky a na otazky kolégeagovali a

opet funkénim jazykem rozhovor ukeii a rozlowili se.

Druhy typ uUkolu byl kratky spoletensky rozhovor situovany do
pracovniho progedi. Studenti byli v pozici kolég ktei se potkaji po vikendu
v praci, pozdravi se, pohotioo vikendovych aktivitach a rozlduse. Situace
tentokrat nevyzadovala vyraznou imaginace, pouzeahni fakfi. Od studerit
se a@ekavalo, Ze fedvedou koherentni a autenticky rozhovor. Situagka b
vybrana pray pro svou autentnost a casty vyskyt v Bzné kazdodenni
komunikaci. Narénost gedpokladaného textu nebyla vysok&elgm cvieni
bylo zjistit, jak studenti zvladaji &iny rozhovor zahrnujici iniciaci, kladeni a

zodpovidani jednoduchych otazek a uleni rozhovoru.

Treti ukol se od fedchozich dvou liSil tim, Ze se nejednalo o komaaiik
interaktivni aletransakéni, tj. takovou, ve které je¢élem &astniki od druhého
néco ziskat¢i ho pimét, aby réco udtlal. V naSem fpad se jednalo o
domluveni si salizky a stim spojené vyjednavatdsu a okolnosti. V tomto
Ukolu jsme pedpokladala, Ze studenti vyuziji fumkd jazyk vyjednavani,
kompromisi, Ustupki, potvrzovani vyrok, apod. Situace byla vzdyippasobena
jednotlivym patim studeni tak, aby co nejblize simulovala jejich autentické
prostedi.

V poslednim typu Ukolu #hi studenti reagovat na izolovanéty, které
zahajovaly sekvertni pary bez kontextu. Nejednalo se tudiz o plynuly
rozhovor. Délka ani struktura odpsmir nebyly definované. Iniciace sekverich
pari byly vybrany tak, aby pokryvaly Sirokou Skalu funkho jazyka. Jejich
naranost se neimila linearr, ale fluktuovala. Wel toho fazeni byl ten, Ze
studenti by f linearnim navySovani obtiZznosti mohli byt od¢itého bodu

demotivovani a dokamni ukolu by tak bylo ohrozeno.

Na vSech vySe zménych uUkolech, které byly nahravanyiepisovany a
nasledg analyzovany, jsem sledovala, jak studenti zvladajtuaéni
management Stfidani mluvéich v rozhovoru je pravidlo, které si student

pievezme ze svého més&ého jazyka. Nemusi se mu tudigtuPredpokladala
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jsem proto, Ze f@davani slova bude v rozhovorech viteméns rovnongrné
roz&klené. Co se t§e fizeni dialogu, zajimalo & jaké faktory budou toto
ovliviiovat a zda bude mozno vystup zohlednit ve vyucbézaé vyuky mam

zkuSenost, ze studenti
a) maji tendenci zaujimat spiSe pasivni roli v oyvziu s lektorem,

b) ¢asto nevyvijeji snahu stat se v rozhovoru rovnogenpartnerem, natoz

komunikaci ovladat,

c) musi byt vyzvani kigvzeti iniciativy a pokud jsou, prokaze se, Ze jsou

do ukité miry schopni kontrolovat sittéiai management.

Mam pocit, Ze prosedi jazykové tebny nepispiva k autentinosti jazyka a
studentm tak neumoiuje cvkit cizi jazyk tak, jak ho nasledrpouZzivaji v praxi.
Spoléhat se na lektora, Zefepezme veSkerou kontrolu nad sitoen
managementem v komunikaci je do jisté miry logickévyplyva z rozvrzeni
autority ve skupi#, nicmére neodpovida skut@ym podminkam mimo daebnu.
Vypozorovala jsem, a mnozi studenti mi to potvrddobr, Ze v okamziku, kdy
se student zvykli na toto rozvrZzeni sil dostane cilmjazy¥né situace, neni

schopen iniciovat komunikaci a ma dokonce potiaess jejim Gastnikem.

Zvyzkumu vyplynulo, Ze studenti skdt& nevyuZivaji svych
lingvistickych dovednosti v maximalni mozné fenia spiSe maji tendenci
omezovat se na pasivni roli ftuaé¢ni monitoring, tj. pouhé komentovani
zietelnych dat. Vliv na to tho jednak to, zda dany student komunikoval
s lektorem, nebo s jinym studentem, jednak osobstostent, ktera se projevila
Vv mite vyfecnosti obech. Hrani roli se ukazalo byt vtomto 8m napomocné
tim, Ze studenty nuti byt aktivnimi¢astniky komunikace. Ukoly s vaij$im
zadanim, které nechavajiapeh a rozsah komunikace na studentech, davaji
mluvcim prostor vymezit si vlastni ramec angazovan&tuani management
proto ¢asto pestava byt vyvazeny a hovejsi a sebetdomsjSi icastnik @ebira

kontrolu nad vyvojem situace.

Co se tye komunikaé¢nich strategii, jejich pojmenovani se minlisi
mezi autory, nicmé&h koncepty jsou fevazre stejné. Na nahravkach jsem se
snazila sledovat, jaké komunikd strategie studenti ngstji pouzivaji a pro.
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Nasledr jsem zvazovala, zda a jak tyto nejfrekvent@jSinstrategie podporovat
¢i eliminovat ve slovnim projevu studéntPredpokladdala jsem, Ze waptji
budou studenti uplabvat piejiti do materského jazyka U vysSich
jazykovych udrovni jsme pakcekavalacasty vyskytopisu ¢i aproximace.
Jednim z dvoda tohoto vyzkumu byl pr&y mij pocit, Ze studenti nepouzivaji
komunika&ni strategie v dostatré mfe a #iliS casto se spoléhaji nagjti do
matdského jazyka, opudti tématu,¢i Zadost o pomoc u lektora. Podle mého
nazoru je schopnost mléWo predchazet komunikaimu selhani a dostat se
z komplikovanych situaci vyhradnpomoci cilového jazyka je Kkbva pro
efektivni komunikativni kompetenci. Z dosavadnixgarani vyplyva, Ze studenti si
toho nejsou &domi a Ze ani lekid na to neberou dostdiey zetel. Maximalni
vyuziti by omezenych lingvistickych znalosti by¢lm byt jednou z priorit

v komunikativnim pistupu k vyuce.

Studenti nizSich jazykovych urovni vyuzivali, podigekavani, pejiti do
matdéského jazyka jako n&gstjSi komunikaéni strategii. Podle mého nazoru
je tento jev teba eliminovat nebo alesponinimalizovat a to fevazre z divodu
jeho neefektivnosti v praktickém ZziotFakt, Ze studenti malo vyuzivali opisu a
aproximace mne vyraZnnegekvapilo, ale nasidcuje o nevhodnych navycich
student a zarové poukazuje na nedostaty diraz, ktery je na komunikai
strategie v cilovém jazyce kladen ve vyuce. U sttideB2 a C1 drova
nedochazelo Kastym jazykovym obtizim a komunik@ strategie nebylo pteba
ve velké mife uplatiovat. Zajimavou skupinou se ale ukazala byt Gid¥e. Dalo
by se @gekavat, Ze studenti na této Urovni budou schog$it problémy pomoci
jinych komunik&nich strategii nez jetrppnuti docestiny. Fakt, Ze tomu tak

nebylo, ot poukazuje na nedostatek gdemi o jinych strategiich, které by byly

viv s

Z vyzkumu lze vyvodit #kolik doporweni pro lektory cizich jazyk
V¢érim, Ze tSina lektofi by uvitala, kdyby se komunikativni kompetencecjeji
student vyvijely rovnongrné s nabyvanim novych znalosti lingvistickych.
Doporila bych sougkdit se na situsi management, tj. sledovat miru do jaké
studenti participuji na@iizeni komunikace a fpad pasivity studenty usilowj
povzbuzovat. Dosfhi studenti, oproti &tem, vstebavaji jazyk ¥domg a casto
velmi systematicky. Z tohototgtodu je pro B upozorgni na nedostatky v jejich
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komunikaci a jejich nasledny rozbor préSpy. Jinymi slovy, pokud lektor
shled4, Ze student m& sklon kilisné pasivié v komunikaci v cizim jazyce,
doporiuji na to studenta otéen® upozornit a sousdit se v nasledné vyuce na

odstragni tohoto nedostatku.

Co se t¢e komunik&nich strategii, im, Ze je teba tyto pedstavit jako
jednu z prvnich oblasti fugkiho jazyka na zgtku kurzu. Spokn¢ s vytrvalym
odmitanim pepinani do matekého jazyka jeréba studenty dit alternativnim

komunika&nim strategiim a nepodiavat jejich smysl.

Jako zasadni také vidim snahu lektora zped&bvat studedm co
materialy a moderni debnice, ale také na mirufipravované materialy. U
navozovani realistickych situaci jieba dbat na jejich praktiost a zasazeni do
studentm blizkého prosedi. Déle bych dopotila pouzivat techniku nahravani a
analyzovani diskurzu, ktera byla pouzita vtomtazkomu, v Zné vyuce.

Analyza nahravek je obohacujici jak pro lektorl,deo studenty.

100



6 Bibliography

Allison, John, and Paul Emmerson. 200he Business Intermediate Student's

Book.Oxford: Macmilllan.

Bachman, Lyle. 1990Fundamental Consideration in Language Testihgw

York: Oxfrod University Press.

Beaugrande, Robert Alain, and Wolfgang DressleBll®ntroduction to Text

Linguistics.http://www.beaugrande.com/introduction_to_text Uirsgics.htm

Brown, H. Douglas. 200@rinciples of Language Learning and Teachiigw

York: Addison Wesley Longman.

Canale, Michael, and Merrill Swain. 1980heoretical Bases of Communicative

approaches to Second Language Teaching and Tesfpmuiied Linguistics.

Clandfield, Lindsay, and Rebecca Robb Benne. 2Gldbal Upper Intermediate

CoursebookOxford: Macmillan.

Clare, Antonia, and JJ Wilson. 2019peakout Pre-intermediate Student's Book.

Harlow: Pearson Longman.

Coulthard, Malcolm, and David Brazil. 1992. "Excigarstructure.” IrAdvances
in Spoken Discourse Analysiby Malcolm Coulthard, 50-78. New York:
Routledge.

Cummins, Jim. 2008BICS and CALP: Empirical and Theoretical Statusthod

Distinction.New York : Springer Science and Business Media LLC

Duckworth, Michael, and Rebecca Turner. 20B8siness Result Intermediate.

New York: Oxford University Press.

Harmer, Jeremy. 200IThe Practice of English Language Teachimtarlow:

Pearson Longman.

Hewings, Ann, and Martin Hewings. 200Grammar and ContexitNew York:

Routledge.

101



Horn, R. Laurence, and Gregory Ward. 2006e Handbook of Pragmatics.
Oxford: Blackwell Publishing.

Hymes, Dell. 2001. "On Communicative Competenceri Linguistic
anthropology: a reader by Alessandro Duranti, 53-73. Oxford: Blackwell

Publishers.
Mey, Jacob L. 2009Concise Encyclopedia of Pragmati@s.Oxford: Elsevier.

Naughton, Diane. 2009.otal English Pre-intermediate Teacher's boblarlow:

Pearson Longman.

Tarone, Elaine. 1981. “Some Thoughts on the Notadn Communication
Strategy” TESOL Quarterly, Vol 15, No. 3.

Thornbury, Scott. 200How to Teach Speakinglarlow: Pearson Longman.

Van Dijk, Teun A. 1992Text and Context. Explorations in the Semantics and

Pragmatics of Discoursédarlow: Longman, 1992.

Walsh, Steve. 201JExploring Classroom Discourse Language in Actiblew

York: Rutledge.

Willis, Jane. 1992. "Inner and outer: spoken disseun languague classroom." In
Advances in Spoken Discourse Analyb Malcolm Coulthard, 162-182. New
York: Routledge.

102



