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CHAPTER 7: CONCLUSION AND RECOMMENDATIONS FOR FUTURE

RESEARCH

7.1 Conclusion

The following hypotheses were formulated in Chapter 1, namely:

1. The quality of pupil participation has an influence on L2 development.
2. The pupils have a very limited degree of control with regard to the interactions
in the classroom.

3. The affective atmosphere in the classroom can have an effect on interaction.

The research conducted in this study supports all three hypotheses formulated.

This study has indicated that the current interaction in the observed L2 classrooms
is not conducive to language acquisition. This can be ascribed to the fact that as
mentioned in Chapter 1, the quality of pupil participation seems to be a variable
affecting L2 acquisition. The results have indicated that the quality of pupil
participation is limited to a responsive role. This explains the low frequency of pug
pa :ipations in comparison to teacher contributions. This is rather significa _ in
view of the fact that the pupils are not practising genuine communicative skills,
thereby honing their grasp of the language, but are merely giving automaton-like

responses triggered by inflexible teachers.
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it is obvious that pupils have limited control over the interaction which is a significant
indicator of the poor quality of pupil contributions due to a lack of flexibility on eh: °
of the teachers. Teachers tend to merely acknowledge pupil contributions instead
of integrating them into the lesson and thereby creating opportunities for further  jh
level pupil contributions, which in turn promotes learning. The research supports
the fact that it is not so much how often pupils participate, but rather how they
participate that influences second language acquisition. Pupils can frequently give
responses to teacher questions, but this does not mean that the pupil has imprc d

his communication skills at all.

Affective atmosphere and language learning go hand in hand. As discussed
previously, a pupil will not volunteer to contribute to the discussion unless he feels
comfortable, secure and confident enough to do so. The research supports the
relevance of the affective atmosphere. Park’s VIA Instrument indicated that
teachers merely acknowledge pupil contributions instead of integrating them into the
‘less , this is supported by Tuckman’s Teacher Feedback Form which indicates
that the pupils perceived the teachers to be inflexible. Teachers are also perceived
as being dull boring and having a lack of dynamism. These factors are crucial to

encouraging pupil participation: it is vital to stimulate interest before one can expect
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7.2 Recommendations for Future Research

Due to the limited scope and nature of the study it is not possible to generalize
beyond the confines of the study. Further research using a greater number of

subjécts from a greater number of schools would be necessary.

Additional research can be conducted to establish the nature of the interaction at
primary school and at university level. By doing this one could gain a broader
perspective regarding the quality of participation and interaction in South African

schools and universities.

As mentioned previously, affective atmosphere and relationships between teacher
and learner have a significant influence on second language acquisition. This field

has great potential for future res rch.
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SUMMARY

Recent research into classroom processes has been motivated by the recognition
that the sucessful outcome of language lessons may depend on the interaction

occurring in the classroom.

Literature dealing with the relevance of input and interaction in naturalistic language
acquisition, both in first and second language acquisition, has been discussed.
Important characteristics of “Motherese” and “Foreigner Talk”, used in naturalistic
settings, as well as “Teacher Talk’” and “Pupil Talk’, which occurs in the L2
classroom, were to discussed to determine the similarities between L1 and L2

acquisition.

Regarding the L2 classroom, it has been hypothesized that classroom interaction
can be a major variable affecting SLA. Despite the research, however, there seems
to be no clear evidence that the quantity of pupil participation can account for
improvement in communication proficiency. The quantity is not as important as the
quality of participation. This quality of participation appears to be determined by the

degree of control pupils have over the interaction.

This research indicates that the majority of pupil contributions are merely responses
solicited by the teacher. Pupils also have a limited degree of control over the

discourse.
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Additionally, this study focussed on the affective atmosphere of the classroom as
another factor which influences pupil participation. Tuckman’s Teacher Feedback
Form was used to gauge the affective atmosphere as perceived by the pupils. The
results indicate that teachers, although generally warm and accepting, seem to be
inflexible and lack dynamism when presenting the lesson content. This has a

definite influence on pupil participation.
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OPSOMMING

Die feit dat interaksie in die klaskamer die sukses al dan nie, van taal onderrig kan
beinvloed, het daartoe gelei dat navorsing op die taal en interaksie in die klaskamer

fokus.

‘n Qorsig van literatuur oor die relevansie van insette en interaksie in naturali ese
taal verwerwing (eerste en tweede taal) is bespreek. Uitstaande kenmerke van
“Motherese” en “Foreigner Talk” wat in naturalistiese omgewings plaasvind, sowt
as “Teacher Talk’ en “Pupil Talk” wat in die tweede taal klaskamer gevind word,
word onae:’ die loep gebring om ooreenkomste tussen eerste en tweede

taalverwerwing te bepaal.

In terme van die tweede taal klaskamer, is die hipotese geformuleer dat klaskamer
interaksie ‘n veranderlike is wat tweede taal verwerwing beinvioed. Ten spyte van
die navorsing is daar geen konkrete bewyse dat verbeterings in taalbevoegdheid,

toegeskryf kan word aan kwantiteit van leerling deelname nie.

Dit wil voorkom of die kwaliteit van leerling deelname ‘n groter rol speel. Die gra
he wat leerlinge oor die interaksiet . be ial i «die

waarneembare interaksie.

Hierdie studie toon dat leerlinge baie min beheer oor die interaksie het en gevolglik

is hulle bydraes net response op onderwyser vrae.
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‘n Verdere ontwikkeling wat leerling deelname beinvloed is die heersende
klaskamer klimaat (affektiewe atmosfeer). Tuckman se “Teacher Feedback Form™ is
gebruik om die affektiewe atmosfeer te meet soos die leerlinge dit ervaar. Die
uitslae toon dat die leerlinge wel gemaklik voel, maar dat die onderwysers bele«
word as onkreatief (vervelig) en onbuigsaam in die hantering van die lesinhoud. Die

bevindings korrelleer met die analise van verbale interaksie.

Dus wil dit voorkom of die affektiewe atmosfeer die kwaliteit van leerling bydraes

positief of negatief beinvloed.



