





























































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































and topic management patterns are found to be closely related to the imbalance of

power between participants.

Evidence from the data showed a high degree of consistency in the general shape and
structure of the feedback sessions . The interactional nature of the encounter is much
more foregrounded than in less structured conversations, and examples of formal
features which serve to structure that interaction were given. In addition, it has been
shown that the conversations in the feedback sessions are shaped primarily by the

assessor, or the person representing the institution.

Certain patterns were identified in the feedback sessions, those Drew and Heritage refer
to as “functionally related standard sequences” (Drew and Heritage 1992:40). For
example, there are standard ways of opening and closing the conversations, and of
formulating and summarising. There is also evidence that topic areas considered
appropriate are those prescribed by the institution, to some extent by means of a written

schedule or agenda.

10.3 Discourse Acts

In Chapter 8 particular ‘speech acts’ or ‘discourse acts’ were identified in the literature
as being typical of institutional talk: the initiating acts of questions and elicitations,
informatives (especially assessments) and directives. Numerous examples from the
data were given to show that the discourse acts performed by the trainers and DOSs are
those of elicitation, questioning, evaluation and direction, and the acts performed by the
trainees and teachers are those of response, acknowledgement, agreement, justification
or silence. Notable differences from those common in everyday social conversations
were identified in the respomses given in the feedback sessions, in particular the
withholding of second assessments by the assessors, and in the use by participants of
silence as response. Again these patterns accorded with those found in institutional

settings by a number of researchers.

203



10. 4 Particular features of the discourse

In Chapter 9 research into lexical choice within institutional discourse was reviewed.
Such research suggests that certain politeness strategies and the use of jargon can
contribute to the establishment of roles and power relationships. Again, examples of
such characteristic strategies were found in the data, although the evidence was not so
compelling as for other aspects of the talk, especially when the feedback sessions are

compared with more formal institutional conversations,

10,5 Features of ingtitutional talk not found in the feedback session

There are very few ways in which the feedback sessions do not conform to
characteristics predicted for institutional conversations by researchers in the domain of
institutional discourse, The use of jargon to intimidate or exclude is not found in the
feedback sessions where its use in this way has been claimed for certain, particularly
formal, institutional encounters. For these reasons the feedback sessions, especially
those within the in-service context, cannot be included within the category of the more
formal (and public) institutional encounters such as parliamentary debate or court room

proceedings.

In addition, the presence of ‘continuers’ found in the feedback conversations were not
predicted by Boden (1994). I think this can be accounted for by a recognition of the fact
that the sessions are essentially one-to-one conversations, and therefore require different
conventions from those in a meeting between a number of people. Even within the pre-
service session there are stretches of conversation when an extended two-person

exchange is taking place, albeit in the presence of others.
10.6 Degree of formality
It has been noted that both types of feedback session can be placed towards the informal

end of the range of institutional encounters. In their relative degree of formality,

although similar enough to be included within the same genre, differences have been

204



identified between the pre-service and the in-service feedback sessions. The pre-service
session has features which distinguish it as being more “formal’ and less ‘conversational’

than the in-service session. Differences can be noted in the following areas.

e Inboth set of sessions the assessor represents a formal organisation: the DOS in the
in-service sessions represents the Bell Educational Trust and it is through him or her
that certain policies of the institution are carried out. The trainer in the pre-service
sessions; however, represents two institutions: the training institution (the Bell
Language Schoel, Cambridge) and the examining board (UCLES). There is arguably
more at stake for the trainees than for the teachers as the lesson and feedback session
are part of the formal assessment required by the examination board. The trainees’
performance determines whether they will pass the course and gain the desired
qualification. This has consequences for the ‘seriousness’ or formality of the pre-

service sessions.

o In Section 4.2: The physical context; it was noted that one of the features of the
informal encounter is that it takes place in private rather than in public. A slight
distinction in this regard can be made between the two types of session. In the pre-
service session there is a small audience (which usually observes but which can and
does sometimes participate): the other three trainees in the group. The conversation
between the trainer and the trainee is, therefore, not a private one; as it is between
DOS and teacher. This would suggest that the pre-service session is somewhat more

formal than the in-service session.

e For all the feedback sessions a period was set aside for the express purpose of having
a specific kind of ‘meeting’. It was noted (page 78), however; that the arrangements
for the pre-service are more formally constrained than for the in-service sessions;

where timing is more flexible.

o For both sets of sessions there is paperwork to be brought and follow-up work to be
done after the meeting. Formal records are kept on certain aspects of the ‘meeting’.

However, the in-service sessions seem to be less formal than the pre-service as both



participants have copies of the form that shapes the ‘agenda’. In the pre-service

sessions the trainer alone determines what will be discussed, and when.

e There are differences in the detail of the language used in the two sets of sessions. For
example, the less formal nature of the in-service session is reflected in the slightly
more frequent occurrence of ok compared with the pre-service sessions, and it was
noted that more politeness strategies are used by the DOS when effecting criticism,

resulting in a more tentative approach,

In sum, there are sufficient differences between the pre-service session and the in-service
session to enable comparison as regards the degree of formality. The in-service session,
while still clearly identified as institutional talk, is more informal and more closely
approaches ‘everyday conversation’ than the pre-service session. In Chapter 11: The
feedback session: discourse; role and function, the reasons for the differences between

the two sets of feedback session will be explored in further detail.

10.7 The feedback session as institutional talk: conclusions

In conclusion, there are very many characteristic features which identify the feedback
session as belonging to the category of ‘institutional talk’; and only one or two which
could possibly count against its inclusion. They are both work-orientated occasions for
talk at the informal end of the range of ‘institutional’ encounters, with the pre-service

session being demonstrably more formal than the in-service session.

I believe that the first of the three aims of the study has been achieved:

e the conversations taking place within two sets of feedback sessions have been
described and analysed and features of ‘institutional talk’ demonstrated. The
feedback sessions have been shown to contain features typical of other examples of
talk at work, and differences between the sessions and informal or non-institutional
conversation exemplified. I therefore feel confident that the feedback session can be

seen to belong to the type of discourse described as “talk at work’.
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In the next chapters, Chapters 11 and 12, the second aim of the study; as detailed on
page 16, is tackled.

Significant differences noted between the two types of feedback session seem to be
related to the roles the participants are playing, their power relationships, and the specific
function of the session as perceived by those taking part. It can be claimed that these
factors influence the detail of the discourse that takes place within the encounter. It is
this relationship between discourse; role and function which is explored in detail in the

next part of the study,



PART THREE

THE PARTICIPANTS’ PERSPECTIVE AND CONCLUSIONS
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The analysis that was conducted in Part Two: The Feedback session as institutional talk:
Conversation Analysis (Chapters 4-10) was etic in perspective. The data was taken from
the conversations that were recorded and transcribed and analysed by me as an outside

observer.

The discussion, interpretations and conclusions that make up Part Three, while drawing
on evidence presented in Part Two, encompass a different set of perspectives. In
particular the viewpoints of the participants themselves are given careful consideration.
In addition, knowledge that I have (as an insider) of the ELT profession, and of the
particular institutions, is brought to the study. This emic perspective is added to the etic
perspective described in Part Two. I hope that this synthesis of viewpoints will provide a
more detailed description and better reasoned explanations, and that it will also allow

more meaningful conclusions to be drawn.
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CHAPTER 11: ROLE AND FUNCTION

If we accept the argument set out in Chapfter 10, that the feedback session is a specific
genre within the general category of ‘talk at work’ or ‘institutional talk’, and that the
first aim of the study has been achieved, we can now turn to a more detailed examination

of the relationship between the talk, the participants, and the institution.

The second aim of this study, as noted on page 16, is:

. To examine to what extent the discourse of the feedback session is created as a
result of :
1) the roles of the participants as perceived by the participants themselves, and by
others not participating in the conversation;
ii) the function of the session as perceived by the participants based on their own
expectations, and/or created by the expectations of the institutions for which they

work.

In order to achieve this aim I propose to take the following steps:

. to re-examine evidence from the recorded conversations described in Chapters
5-9 in order to review features held in common by the two sets of feedback

session, and in particular to highlight areas where they differ significantly;

. to investigate, by means of questionnaires and interviews, how the participants

perceive their roles and the function of the feedback sessions;

. to describe how the perceptions of the participants concerning their role and the

function of the session shape the discourse.
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11.1  Methodological approach: the use of evidence from interviews and

questionnaires

In Chapters 5 - 9 a detailed analysis of the discourse was undertaken: the way the
participants co-operate to organise and manage the conversation; the employment of
particular discourse acts; the choice of lexis. At each stage features characteristic of
other institutional conversations were detailed and the two sets of feedback session were
compared. The conclusions arising from this detailed analysis, described in Chapter 10,
were that the two types of feedback session, although demonstrably belonging to the
same genre, are notably different in some details of the discourse. The methodological
perspective taken can be described as etic: the analysis represents the outside observer’s
point of view. A number of Conversation or Discourse Analysts would argue that such
an ‘objective’ analysis is sufficient; that from such a study conclusions can be drawn

concerning the relationship between discourse and social action.

However, as 1 argued in Chapter 3: Methodology and Theoretical Framework for
Analysis, a richer description can be obtained by looking at the research question from
more than one perspective; by gathering information from more than one source. I
therefore now intend to switch the spotlight from the conversations themselves to the
participants, to obtain an emic perspective by focusing on their perception of their role
and of the function of the sessions. These perceptions, gathered from the interviews and
questionnaires conducted with the participants, will be compared with the evidence
gleaned from the analysis of their behaviour in the sessions. So, in a search for the
factors that shape the discourse, a combination of both etic and emic perspectives is
achieved. I hope that such a synthesis will enable me to offer explanations, not only for
the features that the feedback sessions have in common (which was the main focus of
Chapter 10), but in particular for the ways in which they differ. In this chapter (Chapter
17) 1 intend to account, in sociological terms, for the differences between the pre-service

and the in-service sessions.

Evidence will be taken from the interviews and questionnaires conducted with all the

participants in the study: the 9 trainers, 16 trainees, 6 Directors of Studies and 9
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teachers. The data is set out in Appendix 3 (for the pre-service participants) and
Appendix 4 (for the in-service participants). The questionnaires and interview questions
are reproduced in full in the appendices. In Tables 1 and 8 details of the participants are
given. The answers to the interview questions were recorded and summaries made
(Tables 2-6 and Tables 8-13). The answers to the questionnaires are given in full (Tables
7 and 14). The responses given by the participants are taken at face-value; I am
assuming that they are telling the truth as they perceive it and that they are not trying, for

whatever reason, to deliberately mislead.

In the analysis that follows extracts will be taken from the data set out in Appendices 3
and 4 in order to exemplify points. It is suggested, therefore, that the Appendices be
referred to in parallel with the sections that follow. This will enable an appreciation of

the context from which the extracts are taken.

11.2 Role

11.2.1 Orientation to the setting and recognition of set roles

One of the problems of analysis this study has had to tackle is one often raised by
Conversation Analysts: “how to examine the data so as to be able to show that the
parties were, with and for each other, demonstrably oriented to those aspects of who
they are, and those aspects of their context, which are respectively implicated in the
“social structures” which we may wish to relate to the talk” (Schegloff 1992:110). In
other words, how can I (an outside observer) be sure that the conclusions I come to
concerning role and orientation are in fact meaningful, and accord with the perceptions
of the participants taking part in the conversations? Evidence from the questionnaires
and interviews may confirm or question conclusions concerning role and discourse that I

have come to after my study of the conversations.

In Chapter 4: The participants and the context, it was noted that the participants in the
sessions are similar in terms of social status, cultural background, general education,
dress, wealth and other socio-economic measures and that the only distinguishing factor

is that imposed by the roles within this very narrow and temporary context - the roles of
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‘assessor’ and “assessed’. One of the features shared by both sets of feedback session is
that of the participants’ orieniation to the setiing and of their roies, an accepiance of
their ‘piace’ in the setting: as either “professionai’ or “iay-person’, or more accurately
‘expert’/‘non-expert’ in the pre-service sessions, and ‘more expert’/‘iess experi’ in the

in-service sessions.

Further evidence is provided in the responses given by the pariicipants in the interviews
and questionnaires. Both sets of assessors see themseives as “doing a job of work’, as
professionais within a work-orienied coniext. For exampie, when answering Juestion 6:
Do you feel your relationship with ihe irainee/teacher io be speciai when you are giving

L

R & 2 AL ) rr - - < e = 4 o N SAPITETLY Y NN S Ny UL S | P N T S re o1 N
€CADACK S TTOW WOULIA YOoU deSCrioe ne reiatonsnip s - ine wamners say { 1able 0).

TR1: ['m the irainer in charge...I'm their teacher bui aiso a bit of a counseiior.

TRZ: ['m ajairiy new trainer.

TR3: 1 am ihe person with more experience in the business. I'm boih irainer and
Judge.

TR4: 1'm their tutor ... it's an ‘official’ role

TRS3 refers to two roles: that of adviser and that of examiner. TR6 describes herseif as a

special kind of feacher, and TR7 caiis herseif a frainer.

The Direciors of Studies give simiiar indications as to how they view their contexi-
specific roie, in their answers to Question 6 {Tabie 13):
DOS1: as a new DOS ...

%Y ]

DOS3: I'm very conscious of being ine ‘DUS”
DOS4: the one in charge

DGS35: my role as DOS.

Those being assessed feel it is appropriatie o refer to their assessors by their titie or roie.

The irainees make ihese references (see Appendix 3, Tabie 7):

o wnH o PR P U R SN S 8 5 B . o L LR .‘1, e e T T T
catn: we ve Jusi cnanged 1I° [TUIOrS. [Ne Preseril 1S mucn more neipjui ...

Yasmin: [ like this tutor much better than last week’s.

N
p—
(9°])



And Adrian, one of the teachers, makes these remarks (see Appendix 4, Tabie 14):
Amy (DOS1) is a sound DUS. I have ioial respect jor Amy as she is ihe toial
professional.

He goes on to point out the difference in their roies:

Last year we were feifow EFL tutors and ihis year she has been my DUS.

There is therefore evidence in the data, both from the conversation anaiysis and from the

interviews and questionnaires, that demonstirates a recognition and an acceptance of roie.

ii.2.Z Roie and power

Furthermore, it is ciear that the discourse, in both sets of feedback session, is influenced

by factors associated with specific roies. In particuiar evidence was found, through an

anatysis of the taik, for:

- a recognition of iegitimate behaviour appropriate 1o the roies, such as observing,
noting, evaiuating, keeping a record eic.;

- a distribution of power which is attributabie 1o the professional roies played by
the participanis, and in pariicuiar, the ways in which “the more powerfui
participant conirois and shapes the texi.” (Kress 1989:49).

Plentifui evidence has been given, in Chaprers 5-7, 1o suggest that such specific role-sets

resuit in asymmeiric power reiations. An analysis of the data availabie from the recorded

conversations reveaied that such an imbaiance of power was found to be a feature of
both sets of feedback session. The conversations in the feedback sessions are shaped
primarily by the assessor. The overaii structure and organisation of the taik (the degree
of participation, the patterns of inieraction), the way the conversation is managed by
means of characierisiic turn-taking and topic choice and management, the conversationai
patterning, have ali been found to be ciosely related to ithe imbaiance of power between

participants.

Data obtained from the pariicipants by means of questionnaires and interviews reinforces

the view that power is ciosely associated with roie, and exampies will be given in the
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sections that foliow. However, I aiso found significant differences between the pre-
service sessions and the in-service sessions, which I have not yet adequately accounted
for. Reasons for these differences can be suggesied afier studying the answers given by

the participants to the quesiions posed in the interviews and quesiionnaires.

i1.2.3 Roie and the ‘knowiedge gap’
A significant factor concerns the degree of experiise, often gained by means of
experience, of the different categories of participanis or, as described by Heritage and

(XM EE IS 1

Drew, a “differential distribution of knowiedge, (and) rights to knowiedge™ (Drew and
Heritage 1992:49). In the pre-service sessions the “knowiedge gap’ between the trainers
and the trainees is such that the opinion, or poini of view, of the trainer is acknowiedged
by all participants as the most significant or authoritaiive one. The irainees’ “orieniaiion
to the probiem’ does not seem to get a great deal of attention. This accords with West’s
(1984) ciaim that, in doctor/patient encounters, the patieni’s orientation to the probiem is
not taken into account. The analogy of the trainer as doctor can be taken furiher: ihe
‘diagnosis’ and recommendation for ‘treatment’ is made by the trainer, as refiecied in
these commentis made by the frainers (see Appendix 3, Tabie 2):
TR1i: 1 find if you can get them io undersiand ‘aims’ then you are haif way ihere
Sandra doesn’t like 1o et go

R3: David also needs to hand over more to the students
TRS:  ihe poinis Dawn needs io focus on if she is going io geta ‘B’

e SETAN .

7. (Jiil) particuiarly needs io work on the grammar

TRZ: we nave io Iet candidaies know whether they are reaching ihe right siandard
One of the trainers makes it clear (Appendix 3, Tabie ) that if there is a difference of
opinion between irainer and irainee there is no question as to whose counis and becomes
the “official’ one:

TR4: ii's basicaily a difference of opinion and she (ihe irainee, Alice) doesn 't

undersiand why what she 's doing is wrong
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in their questionnaire responses the frainees did not raise the issue of their right to
opinions. Instead, they mention as the halimark of good feedback (see Appendix 3, Tabie
7).

Ruth:  (being told) whai was wrong with my lesson

Dawn: whai I 've goi io work on

Sandra: we need fo know what weni wrong

Ruth: being ied in the right direction

Frank: geiiing good guidance.

Jiil sums it up when she says: ‘7 think this feedback is essentiai to learning how 1o teach
properiy' - where what is ‘proper” is decided Dy the trainer. in other words ihe trainees
recognise and accept the authority of the trainer. They seem conient to take a passive

role. They expect and accept the opinions and guidance of the irainer.

By conirast the expectations of the teachers in the in-service session are very different, as

1.1 AN A

Tabie i4). A successfui feedback session is seen as one in which the teachers are given a
chance to state their views, in which their opinions are taken into account and vaiued by
the Directors of Studies. The teachers often mention the importance of an exchange of
VIEWS:
Sue:  she (DOS1) is aiso prepared io listen to our opinions/views
John: 7 think it was a jair exchange of views
Anna: jeedback sessions give you another person’s perspeciive. I aiso jeit abie io
express myself.
Donna: 7 feel abie io express my feelings and point of view
Wanda: lotaiiy abie to express my jeeiings and Gerry (DOS3S) iet me do a iot of the
iaiking.
suggestion.
The iast remark couid have been made about the teacher by the DOS, not the other way
round. It is an indicaiion that the roies and the power relationships are much iess

differentiated in the in-service, compared with the pre-service, encounter.



Recognition of the need for a more balanced discussion, where the teacher has more

autonomy, is echoed in comments made by the Directors of Studies. When asked how

they decided which points to focus on the following answers were given (see Appendix
4, Table 9):

DOS1: she (Sue) asked me what to focus on

DOST1: I asked him what he wanted me fo focus on

DOS2: I wanted to see how he perceived the lesson

DOS4: to discuss together what worked for the students

In answer to Question 4 (Appendix 4, Table 12), which concerned her aims for the

session, DOS3 said: o effect a fruitful exchange of views.

These perceptions concerning role go a long way to explain some of the detailed
differences found in the discourse of the pre-service, in comparison with the in-service,
sessions. For example, in the in-service sessions I found (page 134) that the ‘test’
question is rare. Similarly, endorsements as third-turn response, commonly given by the
more powerful participant to indicate approval, within institutional settings such as
schools, are absent in the in-service sessions (page 190). This is because the DOS is not
claiming exclusive knowledge which is not accessible to the teachers. By contrast, in the
pre-service sessions the ‘knowledge gap’ is recognised as wider, and ‘test’ questions

with follow-up endorsements are common.

This more equitable apportionment of power in the in-service sessions accords with the
fact that response to criticism by the teachers is noticeably different from that of the
trainees. I found that response in the feedback sessions can take the form of
agreement/acknowledgement, silence, challenge, or justification/excuse (see 8.2:
Response). Silence as response is much more common in the pre-service sessions than in
the in-service sessions. By contrast, challenges are to be found in the discourse of the in-
service sessions, where they are largely absent in the pre-service. For example, in Session

A there is quite an extended ‘disagreement’, as described on page 169.

An analysis of the discourse revealed a marked difference between trainees and practising

teachers in their use of self-criticism and self-praise (see Section 8.1.2 b) Assessments,
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pages 177,181). The trainees are much less confident about the worth of their
performance and, when invited to give their opinion, often take the opportunity to pre-
empt criticism they may expect from the trainer. On the other hand, unsolicited self-
assessment is much more common in the in-service than in the pre-service session;
teachers are more confident and are much more likely to make positive rather than

negative comments about their performance.

The comments made by the trainees and teachers in the questionnaires offer an

explanation for the frequency of particular discourse acts (self-praise and self-criticism)
in the two sets of feedback session. There are frequent references made by the teachers
to the recognition of the good points in the lessons, and to justification of rationale, for

example (see Appendix 4, Table 14):

Adrian: she praised what was good

John: a chance to prove myself as a professional teacher

Anna: [went away feeling positive about my lesson

Yudy: she appreciates my efforts in the classroom and feels I am doing a good job.
Jack: credit was given me for the things I achieved

Donna: it gave me a chance to rationalise and say why I did what I did

Wanda: I came away feeling generally happy about my teaching

Clare: Jackie (DOS6) is always open to suggestion.

By contrast, the trainees tend to mention the negative points about their own
performance, for example (see Appendix 3, Table 7):

Polly: Iwasn’t very happy with my lesson plan

Fran: (I was) quite upset about my lesson

Ruth: I should have known exactly what was wrong

Sandra: (I was) clear about where I’d gone wrong

David: (I was) able to focus on mistakes, to reconcile faults

Dawn: [ realised quite a lot of things weren’t right

Dina: [ know I timed it badly

Jill:  Ididn’t do a very good lesson
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In sum, teachers receiving feedback in the in-service sessions expect, or you could even
say demand, to make a larger contribution than the trainees in the pre-service sessions.
The relationship between Directors of Studies and teachers is much more one of equals,

or fellow professionals.

The evidence from the questionnaires and interviews confirms findings from the
Conversation Analysis and contributes towards an explanation. For example the
different relationship between teacher/DOS compared with that between trainee/trainer is
remarked upon by two of the participants in the study. Richard and John are Director of
Studies and teacher, respectively, in Session B. However, Richard is also a teacher
trainer at the Bell School - he is TR8 in Sessions 8 and 16. John is a new teacher who
has recently completed the CTEFLA course at the Bell School, where Richard was his
trainer. Their remarks reflect the way they recognise that the nature of their relationship
has changed from that of trainer/trainee to that of DOS/teacher (see Appendix 4, Tables
14 and 12):

John: [ feel that Richard and I have a different way of working now that we are
colleagues. I see observations as my chance to prove myself as a professional
tfeacher.

Richard: He (John) is doing well in his first teaching post

11.2.4 Role, power and knowledge: conclusions

In conclusion, there is a smaller ‘knowledge gap’ between participants in the in-service
session as the teachers, not only the Directors of Studies, have had valuable experience in
the classroom that they can draw upon. The teachers have more experience and
confidence than the trainees vis-a-vis the person giving the feedback. They tend to see
their performance in a positive rather than in a negative light. They often feel able to
justify or defend their actions, even to disagree with the DOS. Although acknowledging
the DOS’s right to give feedback the teachers do not always seem ready to accept that
their opinions are necessarily more valid than their own. As a consequence they feel

much more entitled to their own opinion, even if it differs from the DOS and results in a
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challenge. The roles played by the participants determine and reinforce the nature of the
talk. Both parties recognise that they are closer in status and this results in less
asymmetry exhibited in the way the conversation is managed. In terms of the roles
played and the power balance between the participants, the in-service session, while still
clearly identified as institutional talk, is closer in these respects to ‘everyday
conversation’ than the pre-service session. In these respects, all the evidence from the
interview/questionnaire data points to general agreement with the findings based on the

Conversation Analysis.

11.3  Perception of the function of the feedback sessions

Next, in order to account further for detailed differences in the discourse we turn from an
examination of role to focus on a closely related subject: the participants’ perception of
the function of the encounter and the tasks to be achieved. An indication of the tasks or
goals to which the trainers and the DOSs are oriented has been gained through the
analysis of the discourse described and exemplified in Chapters 4 - 9. A study of the
questionnaires and interviews serves to confirm these findings and provide a more

detailed explanation for noted differences.

Within the general context of the interaction there seem to be expectations of what is
appropriate - topics that can be discussed and the ways in which meanings can be
conveyed. In Chapter 8: Discourse Acts, numerous examples from the data were given
to show that the discourse acts performed by the trainers and DOSs are those of
elicitation, questioning, evaluation and direction, and the acts performed by the trainees
and teachers are those of respomse, acknowledgement, agreement, justification or

silence.

Both sets of feedback session share these characteristics, and in doing so are typical of
institutional encounters. However, an examination in detail of the use of initiating acts
and their response uncovered some interesting differences between the two sets of data
(see Sections 8.1 and 8.2). One of the most notable differences between the two types of

feedback session relates to evaluation, to the class of discourse act I have referred to as

220



assessments (subdivided into criticism, compliments, self-criticism, and self-
commendation - see Section 8.1.2). A detailed study of how the participants view the
key function of evaluation can give valuable insight into how, in general, perception of
function affects the detail of the discourse within any specific encounter. In the
following sections - Sections 11.3.1-11.3.4, evidence is presented from the
interviews/questionnaires in order to see if the participants’ perception of evaluation

accords with my interpretation, based on the analysis of the conversations.

11.3.1 Evaluation
The responses given in the interviews and questionnaires indicate that all the participants

regard the feedback session as being a legitimate occasion for evaluation. This evidence

reinforces that gleaned from a study of the conversations. The trainees, for example,
mention (constructive) criticism as a recognised and appropriate element of feedback

(see Appendix 3, Table 7):

Cath: he gives us constructive criticism

Fran: the criticism was in the main constructive

Ruth: [ would have been happy to have had some more criticism ...

Sandra: we need to know what went wrong

David: I personally never object to constructive criticism

Naomi: the criticism was a bit much, but good for me I suppose

It is agreed that the criticism must be ‘constructive’. While Naomi found it acceptable,
Alice did not:

Alice: too negative

The teachers also see evaluation as an appropriate element of feedback (see Appendix 4,
Table 14), though it is not mentioned as often by the teachers as by the trainees:

Adrian: Amy evaluated the lesson fairly

Anna: [ received constructive criticism

Jack: several critical comments were made ...and followed up with positive

suggestions
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11.3.2 Positive versus negative evaluation

A detailed analysis of the two sets of conversation revealed significant differences in the
amount of positive versus negative evaluation made in the pre-service sessions in
comparison with the in-service sessions (see Section 8.1.2 b) Assessments). In linguistic
terms, the pre-service sessions are markedly more negative than positive, in contrast to
the in-service sessions which contain many more examples of positive as opposed to

negative evaluation.

However, when asked in the interviews (Question 2) whether they thought the feedback
they had given had been generally positive or negative, both the trainers (see Appendix 3,
Table 3) and the Directors of Studies (see Appendix 4, Table 10) thought that they had
given positive feedback. Only TR2, in Session 2, and TR4, in Session 4, thought the

feedback they gave might have been negative in tone.

The perception of the feedback sessions as being positive, in overall feel if not in
linguistic terms, is reflected in the comments made by the trainees and the teachers. Most
of the sixteen trainees felt that the sessions had been successful (see Appendix 3, Table
7). The statement: I found the session as a whole useful was ticked by all the trainees
except Alice. The statement: I found the feedback given by the tutor on my lesson was
ticked by everyone except Alice and Fran (although Fran had found the session as a
whole useful). The following comments are made (see Appendix 3, Table 7): about the
sessions - helpful, extremely useful, and about the trainer or fellow trainees -
understanding, encouraging, clear, supportive, helpful. A number of trainees who were
not happy with their own performance in the classroom found the feedback session a
positive experience - this is clear from the comments of Polly, Dawn, Dina, Jill, Alex and
Naomi. Moreover, most of the trainers felt the trainees had had a positive experience.
Only TR2 guessed correctly that Ruth was not happy with the feedback received on her
lesson, and TR4’s assessment (positive) was at variance with that of Alice (who ticked 2

and 4).

A similar pattern of response is found from the teachers (see Appendix 4, Table 14). The

statement:  found the feedback given by the DOS on my lesson useful was ticked by all
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the teachers. They are even more positive in their comments than the trainees, making
such remarks about the DOSs and the experience as: positive, very encouraging,
approachable, friendly, comfortable, pleasant, helpful. The DOSs thought they had
been generally positive in their feedback and felt (correctly) that the teachers had shown
a positive attitude to the feedback given. Only DOS4 thought Donna had been a bit
anxious or defensive (an impression not confirmed by Donna’s own assessment of the

feedback session which was, in fact, quite positive - see Appendix 4, Table 14).

To sum up: all of the DOSs and teachers, and the majority of the trainers and trainees
perceived the feedback session to be a positive experience. However, there is a
discrepancy between the degree to which the language of assessment in the two sets of
sessions can be classified as positive or negative as evidenced by an analysis of the
discourse. This raises the question of what ‘positive feedback” means in the different
contexts and could even suggest that all or part of the methodology used in the study is

flawed.

However, I feel I can resolve this apparent paradox by undertaking a more detailed

examination of the responses given in the interviews, and by asking and answering these

two questions:

e Why is the balance of positive and negative evaluation so different in the two sets of
feedback?

e Why is the perception of the trainers so at variance with evidence afforded by an

analysis of the actual discourse?

11.3.3 Expectation and function

I feel that the differences can be accounted for by:

¢ the contrasting expectations of the trainees and teachers;

e the perceptions that the trainers and Directors of Studies have concerning the main

functions of their particular type of feedback session .

The trainees, as noted above (page 216), expect criticism; they expect to be told where

they have gone wrong and what they need to do to achieve a standard which is high
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enough to pass the course. One trainee, Ruth, even complains about not having received

enough criticism earlier in the course. Similarly the trainers see their role as making the

standards of the examining board clear, giving information about where the trainees are

in relation to the standards, and doing all they can to help them reach the required “pass’

standard. They make this clear in their responses to Questions 4: What were your aims

Jor the feedback session? (See Appendix 3, Table 5).

TR1I:

TR2:

TR3:

TR4:

TR7:

At this stage I want them to have good idea of where they are up to and what
they have to do to pass or get a ‘B’ if they can.

We have to let candidates know whether they are reaching the right standard
and this is quite tricky if they don’t seem to be making any progress.

At this stage [ try to pick up on major points only, unless there is a real problem
- if the trainee is not making the grade.

But I do have to make Alice understand why she can’t deal with the students the
way she does - if she doesn’t improve I can’t recommend a pass.

Neither of these two are strong candidates so I planned to spend quite a lot of

time going over some of the basics.

Insight into how the trainers see their role is also gained from their answers to Question

6 (see Appendix 3, Table 6):

TRI:

TR2:

TR3:
TR4:

TRS:

TRS:

I know what they need to do well in the course and I am the person who can help
them succeed.

There’s quite a lot of pressure to make sure the trainees know where they stand
so they can’t say afterwards that they didn’t know they were failing.

I know what they need fo do to pass

We have to be quite up-front about how they are doing as we are accountable to
the scheme

At the end of the day it’s my opinion that counts towards them passing or
Jfailing.

My job is to give them as much professional help as possible. To give them what

they need to succeed and get value for their money.
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In the pre-service sessions, therefore, both the trainers and the trainees seem to agree
about the major function of feedback. It is for the trainer to give clear and honest
evaluation or assessment to the trainees, and suggestions for improvement, so that they
can reach a stated standard in order to pass the course (or gain an ‘A’ or a ‘B’).
Trainees might also feel that as evaluation is one of the stated aims of the feedback
session the very act of talking about the lessons is beneficial and can be viewed as
‘positive’, even if the criticism is largely negative in that it focuses on weaknesses rather

than strengths.

By contrast, I believe that evidence from the responses given by the Directors of Studies
and the teachers in the in-service feedback sessions points to the fact that they see the
main function of feedback somewhat differently. These comments from the teachers (see
Appendix 4, Table 14) give an indication of their perception of the purpose of the

feedback session:

Sue:  She (DOS1) gave me some good ideas which I will use the next time I do this
lesson. She’s prepared to listen to our opinions.

Adrian: Amy was aware of what I’'m like as a teacher.

John: (It was) a fair exchange of views

Anna: The points raised will be helpful for future teaching. ... make you think about
points you otherwise wouldn’t have thought about.

Judy: Rosie has a lot of fresh ideas. We had a chance to talk as fellow professionals.
She appreciates my efforts in the classroom.

Jack: Credit was given me for things I achieved in the lesson

Donna: It gave me a chance to rationalise and say why I did what I did.

Wanda: Gerry let me do a lot of the talking which helped me clearly to see the faults

and how to change them, as well as the good.

The teachers are looking for ways to help them improve their teaching, but on their own
terms - if it fits in with their own teaching style, and with what they consider to be good
teaching. In particular they seem to be seeking validation of the fact that in some ways

they are colleagues of a similar standing, working together within the same institutional
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setting. They like to have suggestions and new ideas but only ones they can take or
leave as they wish. The have no absolute standard to meet; there is no pass or fail grade
as on the pre-service course. They may respect the DOS’s view but also have their own
ideas and standards based on self-reflection and confidence in their own worth. In sum,
the teachers, particularly the more experienced ones, often see the encounter as a two-
way process - an exchange of views between fellow professionals in which their

experience and opinions count.

If we turn to the Directors of Studies for clues as to what they see the main function of
the sessions to be we find these comments in response to Question 1: How did you

decide which points to focus on? (see Appendix 4, Table 9):

DOS2: I wanted to see how he (John) perceived the lesson.

DOS2: I wanted to focus on the good points as Anna is a new teacher and needs some
support.

DOS3: What Judy is doing in the light of the fact that the students are all Japanese.

And when responding to Questions 4 and 5 which were concerned with their aims for the

session (see Appendix 4, Table 12):

DOS1: I wanted to make Sue feel confident about what she’s doing. With support (she)
will continue to improve.

DOS1: I'd like him (Adrian) fo feel he has my support.

DOS2: I was aiming to let John know I thought his lesson was fine

DOS2: I hope I was positive enough to make her (Anna) feel more confident with her
class till the end of the course.

DOS3: fo give support to Judy with her group of all Japanese

DOS4: I was trying to help John get to grips with this group of Thai students.

DOS4: My aim with Donna was to make her feel good about her lesson

DOSS5: I wanted to appear supportive

DOS6: fo be supportive to Clare
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It would seem that the Director of Studies’ perception is that the main function of the
feedback session is to offer support - a word that arises again and again - to the teachers
for whom they are responsible. They want them to feel good about their lessons, and
themselves as teachers, to provide confirmation that they are fellow professionals. Of
secondary importance, but linked, is their wish to help the teachers (especially those who
are weak and/or inexperienced) deal with the necessary practicalities of coping with a

particular group of students until the end of the course.

Comments made in response to Question 6 which concerned their relationship with the

teachers provide further evidence (see Appendix 4, Table 13):

DOST1: 1 think that my main role is to support the teachers and I have to do that at the
same time as developing them as teachers.

DOS2: you don’t want to destroy a weak teacher’s confidence - they have to be
supported till the end of the course for the students’ sake.

DOS3: my job is to make sure that overall on the course the academic programme is as
good as it can be

DOS4: I'm obviously keen to help my teachers do the best they can for the students.

DOSS: I see my main role as supporting the teachers

DOS6: to keep the teacher well-motivated and feeling supported and at the same time

making sure that the classes are good and that the children and their parents

are happy

It is understandable that the Directors of Studies, who are responsible to the students
(and their parents) for the academic programme, want to maintain or raise their teachers’
morale, and to increase their motivation so that they continue to do a good job in the
classroom. It is not incumbent upon them to be totally honest about the standard of the
lesson and clearly, to judge by their comments and their behaviour in the sessions, they
do not feel it helpful to give negative assessment as to do so would lower morale, and
perhaps cause defensiveness in the teachers. As DOS1 comments (see Appendix 4,
Table 10), being negative would be counter-productive. DOS4 notes: Donna can be

quite defensive so it’s best to be positive as much as possible, and DOS6 admits she
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was positive: perhaps a bit too much. I think I'm rather afraid of upsetting teachers

sometimes.

A number of the Directors of Studies mention the fact that the teachers may not receive
negative criticism well. In addition to the remarks mentioned above, DOS1 comments
that Sue can be a bit resistant at times. DOS6 said that Clare’s attitude was positive but
then I didn’t make any critical comments. Some of the less experienced Directors of
Studies are not totally confident or sure of their authority. DOS4 cites the checklist as
being useful when deciding on her aims for the session:  was arnxious to get through the
checklist so I would have a good record for the files. DOSS5 admits his insecurity with
one of the other teachers: it was a lof more difficult with Lynne ‘cos I think she thinks
she should be DOS and isn’t really interested in anything I have to say. In this way the
new DOSs may lack confidence and feel they lack authority. By contrast, this is seldom
true of new trainers whose trainees are almost invariably new to the training centre, the

trainers and to each other.

Teachers and Directors of Studies, therefore, have complementary expectations of the
feedback session. The teachers expect to have confirmation that they are doing a good
job of work, and some ideas for activities they can try in the classroom. Above all they
hope for, and appreciate, a chance to put their point of view and to have a sympathetic
listener. The Directors of Studies feel that the main purpose of the sessions is to provide
support to the teachers. By praising good practice they hope to motivate teachers to
continue to provide the students with good lessons. Most Directors of Studies see
negative evaluation as demotivating and so avoid it where possible. They are wary of a
defensive reaction to overt criticism by experienced teachers. With less experienced
and/or less competent teachers they feel that negative evaluation would be demotivating.
In these cases they see as their first duty the bolstering of the teacher’s confidence so that

s/he is able to do a reasonably competent job until the end of the course.
How the Directors of Studies see the main function of the feedback session differs

markedly from that of the trainers on the pre-service course. These different perceptions

and motivations have important consequences for the discourse. For example, as noted in
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Section 9.1.2: The use of on-record language and particular politeness strategies within
the feedback session, in addition to the balance of positive and negative evaluation there
are also differences in the way negative assessments are made. Generally, the Directors
of Studies use much more indirect, tentative language than the trainers. They seem less

‘authoritarian’, and perhaps at times less confident, in their manner of expression.

One important consequence to note is that the way the lessons are discussed in the two
sets of sessions does not necessarily reflect the quality of the lessons observed. For
example, when I asked Amy (DOS1) how she would grade the lesson given by Sue
(Feedback Session A) she told me that she would rate it as a bare pass at Certificate
level. In other words Sue’s lesson, although she is a practising teacher, is of a standard
no higher than many of those given by the trainees as part of their pre-service training.
Similarly Richard (DOS2) felt that the lesson given by Anna (In-service Session G) was
not of a very high standard and one he would not have passed if Anna had been on a pre-
service course. As Anna is a new teacher we might expect the DOS to treat her more
like a trainee, especially as he comments: She (Anna) is more like a trainee than a
teacher as she’s so new (Table 12). However, the language used by Amy and Richard
when giving feedback to these teachers is very different from that used by the trainers

giving feedback to trainees who gave poor lessons.

11.3.4 A direct comparison between pre-course and in-course sessions conducted by
the same assessor

It is particularly interesting to compare the way in which Richard conducts the pre-
service and the in-service sessions. Richard is TR8 in Sessions 8 and 19, and DOS2 in
Sessions B and G. The two sets of sessions took place two years apart. An analysis of
the discourse in all four sessions shows them to be typical of their type, i.e. Sessions 8
and 9 are typical of pre-service sessions and Sessions B and G are typical of in-service
sessions. Richard’s responses in the two interviews conducted were also characteristic

of fellow trainers and Directors of Studies respectively.

When asked about the focus and aims for feedback with his two trainees in the pre-

service session, Naomi and Graham, Richard comments as follows (see Appendix 3).
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Naomi is a weak pass at the moment - I needed to point out the way the structure of the
lesson could have been improved - it was not well-planned. I aimed to help Naomi see
why her lack of planning resulted in a rather confused lesson and I think I was fairly
successful in helping her, though it took a long time sorting things out. I hope I was

positive, though there were points about the structure of the lesson I had to make.

Graham is basically sound and will pass easily so there were just small points to make
fo do with instructions. I wanted to point out a few small additions but could be positive
as there were no real problems. The session with Graham was fine as he is quite self-

aware and took on suggestions cheerfully.

It would seem that Naomi is a weak teacher and Graham is quite good. With both
trainees Richard’s comments refer to whether they will ‘pass’ and how he plans to
address specific points. When asked about his relationship with the trainees Richard says:
my job is to give them as much professional help as possible. To give them what they
need to succeed and get value for their money. I’'m also responsible to the Bell to keep
up the standards of the course and to make sure we make proper recommendations fo
UCLES about grades - not to get carried away because we like the people and want

them to pass.

Contrast these responses with those Richard makes about the two practising teachers in
the in-service sessions (see Appendix 4):

I wanted to focus on the good points as Anna is a new teacher and needs some support.
1 tried to be very positive because she needs encouragement. I wanted to give Anna
confidence as she is not doing too well with what is quite a difficult class.

I hope I was positive enough to make her feel more confident with her class till the end
of the course. She received feedback in a very positive way - she is more like a trainee

than a teacher as she’s so new. She’s very anxious for feedback.
John is doing well so I didn’t need to focus on anything in particular - I wanted to see

how he perceived the lesson. I was positive as it was a good lesson and I was aiming to

let John know I thought his lesson was fine and that he is doing well in his first teaching
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post with Bell. The session went as planned - John was confident and easy to talk to, he

is confident enough to be able to take suggestions quite well.

Again there is one weak and one strong teacher but the way Richard chooses to handle
the feedback is different from the way he tackled a similar situation in the pre-service
session. With the practising teacher who is weak he aims to focus on the positive
elements of the lesson, to provide encouragement to help her with her difficult class.
This attitude is confirmed when Richard discusses his relationship with the teachers:

1 feel that I am there to support and make sure that the teachers - especially new ones
like John and Anna are doing a good enough job. In a way our first priority is the
students and we have to make sure the teachers do as good a job as possible. At the
same time you don’t want to destroy a weak teacher’s confidence - they have to be

supported till the end of the course for the students’ sake.

Of particular note is the difference in approach when dealing with Naomi and Anna, who
are both weak teachers. With Naomi, Richard felt the need to point out her weaknesses
and tell her in which ways she was not reaching the required standards. With Anna, on
the other hand, the feedback was much more positive as Richard wanted to encourage
her to continue with her difficult class. Richard thought that his feedback was ‘positive’
in both the pre-service and in-service sessions. In fact, an analysis of the discourse
reveals that in the pre-service session, as with all the pre-service sessions, the majority of
the evaluation can be categorised as ‘negative’ while the in-service session was typical of

its type - the majority of the evaluation was ‘positive’.

The different attitude of Richard to the sessions, depending on whether he is wearing his
trainer or DOS hat, is echoed in the views and responses of the trainees and teachers.

All four felt that their feedback session was useful.

About the pre-service session -
Naomi reported that during the session she felt guite good at first, not so happy later.
After the session she felt a bit down, the criticism was a bit much, but good for me I

suppose.
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Graham reported feeling fine during the session and quite good afterwards. He thought

he had received lots of useful tips.

About the in-service session -

Anna thought that the points raised during the feedback session will be very helpful for
Juture teaching. I received constructive criticism which meant I went away feeling
positive about my lesson but having learnt how I could improve. She also commented
that feedback sessions give you another person’s perspective and make you think about

points you wouldn’t otherwise have thought of. I also felt able to express myself.

John said that during the session he felt fine. I think it was a fair exchange of views.
Afterwards he also said he felt fine and went on to say: / feel that Richard and I have a
different way of working now we are colleagues. I see observation as my chance to

prove myself as a professional teacher.

The comments made by those being assessed reflected the balance of positive and
negative evaluation: Naomi commented on the fact that the feedback was negative - the
criticism was a bit much, but good for me I suppose, while Anna noted that it was
positive - I received constructive criticism which meant I went away feeling positive

about my lesson.

11.3.5 Perception of function: conclusions
In conclusion, we can answer the question posed above:
e Why is the balance of positive and negative evaluation so different in the two sets of

feedback?

The discourse of the two types of feedback session reflects the expectations of the
participants, and in particular the way in which the assessor perceives his or her role in
relation to the purpose or function of the specific feedback session - it is not ‘all-purpose
feedback speak’. This accounts for the fact that the same person may react differently

when assessing a similar standard of lesson, depending on the situation. The
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trainees/teachers can and often do receive a different type of evaluation, couched in very

different language - the discourse is ‘selected’ by the assessor to suit the purpose.

I would now like to suggest an answer to the second question posed above:
e Why is the perception of the trainers so at variance with evidence afforded by an

analysis of the actual discourse?

Why is it that the emic interpretation seems to be at odds with the etic interpretation? As
already noted, both the trainers (with one or two reservations) and the Directors of
Studies felt that they had given positive feedback. An examination of the discourse
confirms the perception of the Directors of Studies but does not accord with that of the
trainers: in fact, most of the evaluation in the pre-service sessions can be categorised as
negative. However, although there is evidence to show that trainers are anxious to be
unambiguous in their criticism, it is not bald-on record but ‘softened’ by a range of
politeness strategies. Assessors also use techniques such as elicitation in order to ‘co-
implicate’ the trainee in the negative evaluation, and often effect criticism by making
suggestions and giving advice. As a result, although linguistically the discourse can be
described as negative, the rapport established between the assessor and trainees is such
that most participants, when asked, feel that the trainer is understanding and
encouraging, that feedback is positive in tone, and that the experience has been useful.
For example, one of the trainees, David, describes the session as taking place in a
relaxed atmosphere (see Appendix 3, Table 7) and one of the teachers, Adrian, mentions

that a friendly working relationship has been established (see Appendix 4, Table 14).

In brief, the perception of the feedback session as ‘positive’ is a result of the
participants’ expectations (criticism), and by the establishment of rapport through
skilful use of politeness strategies by (most of) the trainers. As with the trainee/trainer
sessions the feedback sessions between DOSs and teachers are viewed as successful if
they meet the expectations (an exchange of views) related to the roles of those taking
part and the purpose of the session, and if there is a good persomal relationship
established.
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11.4 Discourse, role and function: conclusions

Based on evidence from an analysis of both the discourse and the interview and

questionnaire data, evidence which at first seemed in some respects to be contradictory,

a number of reasoned explanations have been presented to account for the detailed

differences found between the pre-service and the in-service feedback sessions.

Factors were listed in Chapter 10 that serve to identify the pre-service session as being

more formal than the in-service encounter - a degree of formality that is reflected in the

discourse.

In both sets of sessions the assessor represents a formal organisation: the DOS in the
in-service sessions represents the Bell Educational Trust. The trainer in the pre-
service sessions, however, represents two institutions: the training institution (the Bell

Language School, Cambridge) and the examining board (UCLES).

One of the features of the informal encounter is that it takes place in private rather
than in public. A slight distinction in this regard can be made between the two types
of session. In the pre-service session there is a small audience, while the in-service

session is ‘one-to-one’.

The arrangements for the pre-service are more formally constrained than for the in-

service sessions, where timing is more flexible.

Formal records are kept on certain aspects of the ‘meeting’. However, the in-service
sessions seem to be less formal than the pre-service as both participants have copies

of the form that shapes the ‘agenda’.

Although these factors undoubtedly make a contribution, my thesis is as follows:

The differences in the discourse found in the two sets of feedback session stem
primarily and fundamentally from how the participants, in particular the assessors,
perceive their roles, and what they see as the central purpose of the session in

question.
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To summarise the rationale behind this thesis:

The trainers have a great deal of experience of this type of teaching in comparison with
the trainees who usually have none. The relationship is very much one of the ‘expert’
and the ‘beginner’ and these roles are recognised and accepted as valid. The type of
evaluation received is expected by the trainee, and provided the rapport with the trainer

is good, it is generally recognised as helpful.

The trainers on the short, pre-service course are anxious to leave the candidates in no
doubt as to the standard of the lesson - they see their role as ensuring that the criteria set
by the examining board are met, in a set period of time, in order for the trainees to
achieve a pass. The trainers are obliged by the examination board to let the trainees

know if they are not achieving these criteria.

On the other hand, the teachers being given feedback by the DOS have no such external
criteria to meet. They are part of a teaching team committed to teaching a group of
students to the end of the course. The DOSs see their main role as that of ‘supporter’
rather than assessor. They see the central purpose of feedback, especially in the short-
term, as that of increasing the teacher’s confidence and self-esteem, and of identifying
areas where help can be offered. They are usually anxious not to upset the teacher by
too harsh an evaluation - the last thing a DOS wants is for a member of his or her team
to become resentful and demotivated. Although DOSs also see their role as helping the
teachers to reflect on performance, to improve their knowledge and skills, this is often

seen as a more gradual, long-term process.

In the next chapter, Chapter 12: Talk and the institution, 1 discuss how the assessors’
perceptions and performance of role and function, as identified in Chapter 11, are
influenced by the institutions within which the feedback sessions take place, and how, in

a reciprocal manner, the resulting talk has consequences for the institutions.
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CHAPTER 12: TALK AND THE INSTITUTION

In Chapter 11 (Section 11.4), 1 argued that detailed differences in the discourse of the
two sets of feedback session are to a large extent determined by the expectations of the
participants and by how the assessors interpret their role and the central function(s) of
specific encounters. In doing so I believe I have achieved, in part, the second main aim of
this study - the parts underlined.

. To examine to what extent the discourse of the feedback session is created as a

result of :

i) the roles of the participants as perceived by the participants themselves, and by

others not participating in the conversation,

i1) the function of the session as perceived by the participants based on their own

expectations, and/or created by the expectations of the institutions for which they

work.

In Chapter 10, 1 have already established that the feedback sessions belong to a genre
which can be characterised by the institutional nature of its discourse. I have also
described how the trainers and Directors of Studies are employed by certain institutions:
the training or teaching institution and, in the case of the pre-service training, the
examinations board. Throughout the study evidence has been presented to support the
claim that the conversations in the feedback sessions are shaped primarily by the

assessor, or the person representing the institution.

Chapter 12 has two parts, both of which describe a particular aspect of the relationship
between the institution and the discourse. The first, and longer, part (12.1) deals with
the influence of the institution(s) on the discourse. The second part (12.2) focuses on
the reciprocal influence of the discourse on the institution.

12.1 The influence of the institution on discourse

In the first part of this chapter, Section 12.1, 1 address those aspects of the second aim of
the study not dealt with in Chapter 11 - the parts underlined below:
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. To examine to what extent the discourse of the feedback session is created as a

result of :

1) the roles of the participants as perceived by the participants themselves, and by

others not participating in the conversation;

i) the function of the session as perceived by the participants based on their own

expectations, and/or created by the expectations of the institutions for which they

work.

I intend to investigate the influence of the institution(s) on the views, values and
language of the participants, and in particular on those of the assessors. This examination
will draw evidence from the analysis of discourse detailed in Chapters 5 - 9, and from the
interviews and questionnaires conducted with the participants. Before focusing on the
feedback session itself there will be a short review of the literature concerned with the
influence of the institution on behaviour, and especially on the language used within
specific types of encounters. Attention will be paid, in particular, to the work of Kress
(1989, 1990) on genre, and that of Boden (1994) and Drew and Heritage (1992) on

institutional discourse.

12.1.1 The influence of institution: a review of the literature

Nature of the institution

Kress in a discussion about the nature of genre and its relationship to institutions takes a
broad definition of institution. He maintains that institutions are instrumental in creating
the type of talk found in any text which can be identified as generic and that all texts or

genres are “the result of processes of social production” (Kress 1990:4).

Boden (1994) in her study of talk within the business context, The Business of Talk,
utilises a narrower definition of institution as being, for her purposes, synonymous with
the organisation or business. She describes how participants bring to business
encounters their own perspectives, goals and agendas and that it is the organisation that

most influences these views and aims.
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Power and the institution
One of the main themes in Boden’s book The Business of Talk (1994) is that an
organisation or institution manages key aspects of its work by setting up asymmetric

power relations which in turn influence the discourse within encounters.

Kress agrees that institutions create particular power relationships through hierarchical
structures. However, he claims that two kinds of power are to be found within
institutions. The first is “the power of the powerful which is usually expressed in the
existing hierarchical structures” (Kress 1990:7) and the second is “the power of groups
and individuals within groups not to conform to the expectations that are generated by

the structures that the powerful have set up” (Kress 1990:7).

Knowledge and the institution

Closely associated with institutional power is the degree of knowledge any individual
within an institution possesses - as the adage goes: ‘knowledge is power’. Kress claims
that “knowledge in any social domain is always organised from the point of view of a
particular institution” (Kress 1990:4). As a consequence particular genres, such as the
feedback session, are not created anew each time but determined by people with existing
relevant knowledge “acting both within the bounds of their social history and the
constraints of particular contexts” (Kress 1990:4).

The institution and discourse

Kress takes the argument further. Not only is knowledge passed on by institutions but
the way such knowledge is expressed through language becomes institutionalised:
“genres have specifiable linguistic characteristics which are neither fully determined nor
largely under the control of individual speakers” (Kress 1990:4). Drew and Heritage
agree when they point out, in their introduction to a collection of articles entitled 7alk at
Work, that conversations within the work context often contain standard sequences

which are related to the specific institutional function of the encounter.

Philips provides further support for this view by suggesting that “there is more

routinization in the interactional construction of social context and meaning than is
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presently recognised” (Philips 1992:312). She claims that speakers commonly produce
stretches of spoken language within particular institutional contexts that participants in
the conversation may assume to be new and spontaneous. However, they may be an
exact or nearly exact repetition of some or all aspects of speech from a previous
conversation. In her examination of spoken language within a court of law Philips found
that three out of the nine judges had “highly routinized discourse formats™ (Philips
1992:319), so that each judge when addressing different defendants used the same words
and the same sequential structure each time he carried out a particular procedure. Even
the other six had “a routine discourse format for handling the procedure in that they
tended to cover the same substantive issues in basically the same order each time”

(Philips 1992:319).

To summarise the findings from the literature: the influence of the institution on

discourse can be described in terms of the nature and relationships of the institution,
power, knowledge and language. In the next section (Section 12.1.2) 1 shall present
evidence, under these headings, to show that the discourse in the feedback session is

influenced by the institutions within which it operates.

12.1.2 The influence of the institution on the discourse of the feedback session
The nature of the institution

In terms of the feedback session ‘institution’ can be defined in the narrow sense of the
school, training institute and examining board, or in the broader sense of the ‘English
language teaching profession’. Although my main aim is to investigate how the
institutions employing the assessors have consequences for the discourse, I feel that
influences brought to bear by the wider institution of the profession may also be

significant.

If we accept Kress’s (Kress 1990:4) claim that institutions are instrumental in creating
the type of talk found in any text which can be identified as generic, and if my argument
is accepted that the feedback session is a genre within the category of talk at work (see
Chapter 10), then we would expect the feedback session to be influenced by the

institution(s) within which it operates.
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The interviews can provide evidence as to whether the assessors are aware of the
expectations of the institutions, and an indication as to how they react to these

influences.

All of the trainers express their awareness of the responsibility they have to the

examination board concerning the grading of the trainees, and many to the fact that they

have to let the trainees know whether they are at the required standard . What the

trainers do in the sessions is determined by their need to help the trainees meet the

requirements of the institution. The following comments exemplify this awareness (see

Appendix 3, Tables 2, 3 and 5).

TRS: I aim to focus on the points Dawn needs to focus on if she is going to geta ‘B’.

TR7: My aim is to cover the points she (Jill) needs to get right before she can be sure
of passing.

TR4:  She’s got to take those points on board if she is going to pass.

TR1: At this stage I want them to have good idea of where they are up to and what
they have to do to pass or get a ‘B’ if they can.

Some of the trainers express this obligation to the examination board and the pressure it

puts on them to conduct the session in a certain way (see Appendix 3, Table 5):

TR2:  We have to let candidates know whether they are reaching the right standard
As a fairly new trainer I am conscious that I have to get a lot across in a very
short time. There’s quite a lot of pressure fo make sure the trainees know where
they stand so they can’t say afterwards that they didn’t know they were failing.

TR4:  We have to be quite up-front about how they are doing as we are accountable to

the scheme - to be objective. So it’s an ‘official’ role.
And one of the trainers mentions the influence of both institutions for which he works:

TRS: I'mresponsible to the Bell to keep up the standards of the course and to make

sure we make proper recommendations to UCLES about grades
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The Directors of Studies also show awareness of what is expected of them by the

institution, although for them the institutional pressures are different. They do not have

to accommodate an examinations board. They are, however, accountable to the clients

(the student and parents) in a way that the trainers are not. The students in the pre-

service teacher training course do not pay for the lessons given by the trainees so the

trainers have no formal obligation to them.

These comments give an indication of the way the DOSs are influenced by the

expectations of the institution - the school and its clients (see Appendix 4, Tables 13 and

12):

DOS3 (Rosie):

DOS2 (Richard):

DOS1(Amy):

DOS2 (Richard):

DOS4 (Sonya):

DOS6 (Jackie):

My job is to make sure that overall on the course the academic

programme is as good as it can be.

Iwas aiming to let John know I thought his lesson was fine and

that he is doing well in his first teaching post with Bell.

1 think that my main role is to support the teachers and I have to

do that at the same time as developing them as teachers.

In away our first priority is the students and we have to make

sure the teachers do as good a job as possible.

I’'m obviously keen to help my teachers do the best they can for

the students.

Making sure that the classes are good and that the children and

their parents are happy.

DOS5 (Gerry) sums up the responsibility felt by the Directors of Studies to the

institution and to ‘their’ teachers (see Appendix 4, Table 13):

241



DOSS5 (Gerry): 1 see my main role as supporting the teachers and making sure
they are doing everything Bell expects them to do.

Boden (1994) maintains that participants bring their own ‘agenda’ to institutional
encounters. I support this view and indeed take it one step further in claiming that the
assessors bring different agendas to different types of feedback session depending on
their specific purpose (see Sections 11.3 - 11.4). In this part of the study I would like to
probe further into whether, and to what extent, these specific agendas are determined by
the institution, and whether the roles the assessors play are defined and authorised by the
institution. What evidence do we have for believing that the way the assessors behave in
the session is based on the expectations created by the institutions for which they work -

expectations either formally or informally expressed?

There is certainly evidence that topic areas considered appropriate are prescribed by the
mstitution(s), by means of documents and checklists. On the pre-service course the
examinations board provides detailed documentation which the assessors have to fill in
on each candidate. Included among this is a list of criteria - elements that each trainee
must demonstrate in lessons in order to achieve a pass in the practical element of the
course. These areas are mentioned - skills teaching, grammar presentation etc.- in the
feedback sessions. In these ways the institution, the examinations board, exerts its

influence on what is discussed within the sessions.

In the in-service sessions I have already noted, in Section 4.4.2, that, in common with
many other institutional encounters, paperwork is brought to the meeting and follow-up
work done. The institution (the school) requires that formal records are kept on certain
aspects of the observation and feedback sessions. Clearly this requirement influences the

way the Directors of Studies conduct the sessions. Indeed, certain Directors of Studies

make reference to these institutional documents (see Appendix 4, Tables 9 and 12):

DOS1 (Amy): We also had the feedback form as a checklist.

DOS4 (Sonya): My aim was to go through the checklist. As a new DOS I was anxious fo
get through the checklist so I would have a good record for the files.
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Power

It is a common finding in the literature that institutions influence the behaviour of
participants and the consequent discourse within encounters by means of its inherent
power structure. It is to be expected, therefore, that the discourse of the feedback
session, in common with other institutional encounters, is so influenced. Any genre
which is defined by its institutional nature is per se influenced by characteristic
asymmetric power relationships. I have already shown how a distinguishing feature of
the feedback session is the imbalance of power afforded by the institution, which in turn
has significant consequences for the talk (see Section 4.1.2). 1 have also indicated in
Chapter 11.2.2, that the assessors are aware of the power their institutional positions

afford them.

Kress (1990:7) claims that institutions create particular power relationships through
hierarchical structures. Information about the hierarchical structure of the institutional
context of the feedback sessions, to add to the previous analysis of the participants’
behaviour and attitudes, will help determine whether these aspects of power are likely to

influence the discourse within the encounters.

There is a well-defined hierarchy within the teacher training institution, the school and
the examinations board. Within the teacher training institute the trainers are responsible
to a Head of Studies, who in turn reports to a Head of Teacher Training. The Head of
Teacher Training is responsible to the Board of Management and ultimately to the Board
of Governors. A similar hierarchy is in place within the school: the Director of Studies is
a member of a course management team which is responsible to a central Academic
Manager. This person is responsible to the Head of Department who in turn reports to
the Board of Management and the Board of Governors. At each stage quality standards
are set and appraisals conducted. The behaviour of all the assessors is therefore carefully
monitored and assessed by others in the institutions for which they work. The trainer’s
performance is also monitored by the examinations board by means of external assessors,

chief assessors and an executive board.
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The first type of power described by Kress (1990:7), as expressed in the existing
hierarchical structures, certainly seems to be in place within the institutions governing
both sets of feedback session. However, there is less evidence within the feedback
sessions for his second type of power: the power of people not to conform to the
expectations generated by hierarchical structures (Kress 1990:7). On the whole
participants seem to conform to institutional expectations, both in terms of their
behaviour and their attitudes as expressed in the interviews and questionnaires. The
institutional roles, and the power that accompanies them, are usually taken for granted
even if the situation is remarked upon, as Adrian does when commenting about his
changed relationship with Amy (see page 214). Even dissidence, in some ways, comes
to be institutionalised. The institution can define areas of disagreement by means of
client/employee satisfaction/complaints procedures. For example, all trainees and
teachers studying or working on Bell courses are asked to fill in a questionnaire asking
how they feel they have been served by the institution, and asking for suggestions for
improvement. By such means even the language in which dissidence is expressed can be

influenced by the institution.

Occasionally, although overt challenges to power are rare, there can still be some
element of jockeying for position in the establishment and authority of role. For
example, a new DOS with experienced teachers who have worked for the institution
before may feel at a disadvantage and may not feel as powerful as someone with more
experience. He or she may suspect or fear a reluctance of the part of the teachers to
accept his or her authority. Gerry (DOS5) mentioned his perceived lack of authority
with one of the teachers (page 228). However, there is no evidence in the discourse of
either sets of feedback session for non-acceptance of the hierarchical power structure

exerted by the institutions, and plenty of evidence for conformity.

Knowledge

There are two types of knowledge that are brought to bear in the feedback sessions, both
of which are influenced by the institution:

o The first type of knowledge is that concerning the content matter of the discussion:

teaching and students. The link between power, knowledge and discourse has been
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explored in Section 11.2.3. and I have already described how there is a knowledge
gap between the assessors and the trainees/teachers.

e The second type of knowledge relates to customs, procedures and protocol;
knowledge of institutional expectations. The extent to which participants, particularly
in the in-service encounters, are ‘speaking the same language’ depends on the special
culture with which they are both familiar. In the in-service session one might expect
the conversation to be different if either the assessor or the teacher is new to the
school, and has less inside knowledge based on past experience within the institution.
This would be especially true if the Director of Studies is from outside the
organisation and the teacher has worked in previous years for the Bell, as is in fact the
case with Directors of Studies 5 and 6 - Gerry and Jackie. The teacher could be
disconcerted by, or resentful of the new Director of Studies who does things
differently. ~However, there is no evidence from the discourse or from the
questionnaires and interviews to suggest that new Directors of Studies are not fitting
in with the expectations of teachers familiar with the way feedback sessions are
normally run. I believe that the reason for this is that the behaviour of the new
assessors is strongly influenced both by the institutions for which they work and by
the wider institution of the profession. The way this influence is exerted is described

in Sections 12.1.3-4, below.

Discourse
Finally, evidence for institutionalisation within the feedback session can be found from a

study of the discourse itself.

As detailed in Chapter 5, all of the feedback sessions in the study have a certain shape or
structure typical of their type. They can be identified by certain types of sequences and
they contain recurring patterns, or routinised language. For example, there are standard
ways of opening and closing the conversations. In all the sessions the assessor begins the
conversation by introducing the main topic - the lesson. The next routine step is for the
assessor to ask the person who gave the lesson to give their opinion. Often the word
‘feel’ or ‘feeling’ is used in this opening utterance. Such routine behaviour points to the

fact that assessors have similar set ideas of how such feedback sessions should be
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conducted, ideas which I believe are inculcated by the institution. Mechanisms whereby

this institutionalisation takes place are suggested in Sections 12.1.3-4, below.

Not only do the assessors behave in a way similar to one another, they also show a
remarkable degree of consistency in the way they conduct their sessions. There is
evidence similar to that found by Philips (1992): most of the ‘professionals’ use the same
sequential structure in each of their sessions; they cover the same major issues in
basically the same order each time. Some of the assessors even use exactly or nearly
exactly the same words to effect certain routine procedures. For example, as noted in
Section 7.1.2: Openings and closings in the feedback session, DOS1 starts her two
sessions, which took place on different days and with different teachers, by using almost

exactly the same words:

Session A
So, how did you feel the lesson went?
Session E

OK, how did you feel that the lesson went?

Not only is there evidence for the choice of particular sequences and discourse acts.
There is also evidence from the conversation analysis for the influence of the institution
on the response to particular discourse acts. For example, as described in Section 8.1.2,
compliments in the feedback sessions are rarely responded to by thanking in the in-
service encounters, and never in the pre-service sessions. Similarly, the response to self-
criticism in both sets of data is the reverse of that suggested by research conducted into
social conversations. Although acknowledgement and agreement would seem to be
dispreferred responses they are, in fact, much more common that disagreement. These
are examples of where the institutional nature of the encounters has influenced the

expectations as to what is appropriate behaviour.

In sum; in order to assess the influence of the institution(s) on the way assessors conduct

the feedback sessions, evidence has been presented from a number of sources: from the
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analysis of the conversations undertaken earlier in the study in Chapfters 5 - 9, from the
responses given in the interviews; from information about the structures of the

institutions in question. This evidence points clearly to the following:

e the discourse of the feedback session is created as a result of the perception the
assessors have concerning their role and the function of the session. And these
perceptions are strongly influenced by the expectations of the institutions for which

they work.

In the next section I examine how institutions exert this influence.

12.1.3 Ways in which knowledge and practice is passed on by ELT institutions

If we accept the evidence for institutional influence as set out in Section 12.1.2, then it is
also of interest to examine the mechanisms whereby knowledge and practice is passed on
by educational/examining institutions to the individual trainer and then to
trainees/teachers, and to see whether evidence exists for such transmission in the case of

the assessors in the feedback sessions.

In the UK there is increasing attention being paid to the way trainers of language
teachers are themselves trained. In 1995 a symposium was held at the University of
Edinburgh on the topic of Learning fo Train, and in his introduction to the collected
papers of the symposium McGrath states that “the need for frainer training only surfaced
as an issue in the mid-1970s” (McGrath 1997:vi1). He goes on to outline the influences

on the training of ELT trainers in the UK since this time.

One of the first was a series of conferences organised by trainers on the Diploma (then
run by the Royal Society of Arts, since taken over by UCLES), a flavour of which can be
gained from Davis and Worley’s paper Who trains the trainers? (1979). In the 1980s
courses to meet the specific needs of trainers were developed in the form of university
advanced certificates, components of master’s courses, and in 1989 the first fully-

fledged MA, validated by Exeter University.
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Professional journals such as the English Language Teaching Journal have for a number
of years carried articles of interest to those involved in language teacher education but,
as McGrath notes, “it was not until 1987, with the arrival of The Teacher Trainer, a
quarterly ‘practical journal’, that trainers had their own channel of communication”
(McGrath 1997:vii). Two years later, in 1989, IATEFL (the International Association of
Teachers of English as a Foreign language) set up a Special Interest Group for teacher

training which organises events and conferences, and publishes periodic newsletters.

There are a growing number of conferences and workshops, such as those run by
IATEFL, which include themes relevant to teacher training in ELT. In this way ideas and

experiences are exchanged between fellow members of the profession.

Since the early 1990s institutions such as universities, the British Council and the Bell
Educational Trust have been running training courses and schemes, in the UK and
overseas, notably in India and Central and Eastern Europe. Kadepurkar describes a
training scheme for 50,000 teachers in Maharashtra, India in 1994-5, which used a

cascade model, as follows:

Trainer Trainers

N

Stage 1: Teacher trainers 5-day State Level
Programmes

¥
Stage 2: Teachers 3-day District Level
Programmes

Figure 5. Cascade Model in two stages, each training the level below (from Figure 2
(Kadepurkar 1997:198)).
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Manuals for the scheme which contained guidance for the facilitators in the teacher
training programme and guidance materials for the teachers in schools were written by

the British Council.

Gilpin (1997) describes how an earlier training programme in Tamil Nadu, India, was
also directed and planned by the British Council together with the local education
ministry. She describes the scheme as “a wholly top-down transmission model” planned
and implemented by those “in authority” (Gilpin 1997:192). She goes on to say that in
more recent schemes, for example in Thailand and that described above in Maharashtra,
a more consultative approach was taken. However, an institutional and hierarchical
structure is inherent in such schemes, and the direct link from person to person within the
institutional setting is transparent: “in cascade training a trainer is someone who has only
just been trained by someone else. The new trainer has to try to pass on, with as little

dilution as possible what they themselves have only just learned” (Woodward 1997:4).

On a smaller scale, and based in the UK, are schemes run by awarding bodies such as
UCLES, in conjunction with teacher training institutions. These are organised
programmes for the preparation of ELT teacher trainers. From 1993 UCLES has
specified training, induction and briefing procedures for those wishing to be a trainer on
courses leading to the board’s teacher training qualifications. Marshall and Edwards
(1997) describe how such a training programme was conducted using a mentoring
approach. Nicki Marshall underwent an approved programme of in-service development
activities supervised by an externally appointed CTEFLA trainer, Corony Edwards. The
supervisor monitored the new trainer’s development and reported back to UCLES on her

progress.

In an article describing the programme the new trainer includes a breakdown of her
perception of how influential different people were on her training. The figure below
shows that the influences of the mentor and the UCLES assessor (both of whom
represent one of the institutions - UCLES) together make up an estimated 30%, training
colleagues (who represent the training institution) make up a further 25%. She

recognises the direct influence the two institutions have on the process of her training.

249



Corony, the mentor, also recognises the influence of the institution (UCLES) when she
says: “There’s a potential conflict between being an assessor/quality controller for

UCLES and a supporter and supervisor for someone” (Marshall and Edwards 1997:65).

rMotivator )
Source of Constantly
information and hovering in Guinea pigs fgr my new ideas
rmaterials background! Shared experience (student diaries)
Model E.g.s of developing reflective learners
— attitude to advice Models of foreign language groups
~ demon i i
tr?aj nc; eztratlon with Sgppox‘F and J
Counsellor/supporter discussion
Experience sharer
Giver of feedback j Chance to watch
STUDENTS in
RSA/ EFL action while
UCLES STUDENTS being taught

TEACHING
COLLEAGUES

My own
students

TP
groups

HoOw®w A ® P

MENTOR

TRAINING
COLLEAGUES

All Own
trainees Tutorial

Models
Advisers
Supporters

TRAINEE
TEACHERS

7

Observing interactions
with peers, tutors,

students Learning from watching trainees teach
Being observed by Leamning from trainees’ feedback and self-assessment
individual trainees Learning from their feedback and assessment of novice

Learning from individuals Observing trainees’ development process

Figure 6. Becoming a teacher: influential people (impression of relative importance)

(Figure 1 in Marshall and Edwards (1997:68))
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The weightings (or percentages) given by the person in training to the various influences
are, of course, not measurable, and are perforce subjective in nature. However, the
article gives an interesting insight into one person’s view of the process by which she

became trained.

The mentoring approach, with its emphasis on good relations between the mentor and
the person in training, often leads to a wish by the trainer in training to behave in as
similar manner as possible to the mentor. Nicki voices this when she compares her
performance with that of her mentor: “I was pleased and relieved that Corony’s feedback
session was conducted on very similar lines to mine and that her notes were almost
identical to the ones I’d made” (Marshall and Edwards 1997:66). This a clear example

of how knowledge and practice are passed on within the training programme.

Another way in which the institution can have an influence is by means of its assessment
schemes. For example, experienced trainers within the UCLES schemes become the
assessors of CELTA and DELTA courses/candidates of other training centres. In this
way ideas on content and practice are passed on from more experienced to less

experienced trainers.

In addition to such schemes there are publications designed to help the new trainer. For
example, Teaching Practice Handbook (Gower, Phillips et al. 1995), while mainly aimed
at the trainee, has a chapter entitled For the New Trainer in which guidelines are given
on such issues as The Role of the TP Supervisor and Giving Feedback on Lessons
Observed. The final words of this chapter are: “as a trainer you should expect to receive
training, guidance and continuing support from the training centre where you work. You
should also seek and receive feedback on your own performance” (Gower, Phillips et al.

1995:208).

In truth this is how the majority of current trainers learned their craft, through in-service
training and development: by talking to others within the training institution in which
they work, by learning from experienced trainers, by ‘sitting with Nelly’, by getting

feedback from their line managers and from the trainees themselves. Most trainers, and
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especially those who have been doing the job for a number of years have received no
formal training of the types described above. As Woodward says: “quite a few trainers
have fallen into the role in the same sort of way as actors do - by first understudying and
then filling the role when someone falls ill or the company decides to tour abroad!”

(Woodward 1997:6).

Training institutions (schools and examination boards), therefore, have a major role to
play in passing on knowledge and practice to new trainers. This is done formally by
means of briefing, induction and training sessions/days; by the monitoring of performance
through observation and appraisal; by handbooks, manuals and guides; by documentation
- feedback checklists and forms, reports, client satisfaction procedures etc.. There are a
myriad of ways by which the institutions can make its expectations known and insist on

certain types and standards of behaviour.

There are also more informal ways in which knowledge and practice is passed on within
institutions: through customs and folk-lore, by talking to colleagues within the same
institution (rated as quite a significant influence by Nicki Marshall - see Figure 6, above),
by swapping experiences at workshops, and even via gossip picked up in the conference

bar!

In sum: the institution, whether in the broad sense of the ELT profession, or in the
narrower sense of the school or examination board, can influence in a variety of ways the
ideas, the attitudes, the behaviour and the discourse of those engaged in training and

teacher development.

12.1.4 Ways in which knowledge and practice is passed on to the trainers and
Directors of Studies in the study

As noted in Section 12.1.3, there is considerable evidence for the influence of the

institution(s) on the way assessors in the study conduct the feedback sessions. As with

many current trainers none of the trainers or DOSs have any formal, externally awarded

qualifications in training teachers. However, they do have formal and informal training,

provided by the institutions for which they work. From my knowledge of the trainers,
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and after discussion with them in the interviews, I can say with some confidence that the
main influences on their attitudes and performance are the examinations board (UCLES)
and the training institute (The Bell School). In the case of the DOSs the main influence
is the institution by which they are employed - The Bell Educational Trust.

Influence from the institutions is exerted by the following means.

Briefing, induction and training sessions/days

Both UCLES and the Bell Schools run obligatory briefing and training days for its
trainers/DOSs. Normally DOSs attend an annual two day conference for all senior staff
and a briefing day for all Directors of Studies. Training days are considered to be
particularly important for new trainers/DOSs but are also viewed as a way in which

experienced people can keep up to date with new procedures and developments.

During these days procedures are formally detailed by central Bell academic
staff/UCLES staff. In addition, participants may explore an area of practice: for example
they may view a video of a lesson and/or feedback session and discuss what they might
do in a similar situation, or take part in a role play in which they have to play the part of
a DOS with a ‘problem’ teacher.

The monitoring of performance, including observation and appraisal

Both UCLES and Bell monitor the performance of the trainers/DOSs. They are
observed giving input on courses and giving feedback to trainees/teachers. Feedback is
sought on their performance from the trainees and teachers. Their performance is
discussed with the ‘assessor/monitor’ from the institution and in the case of the DOSs a

more formal appraisal interview is conducted.

Handbooks, manuals and guides; documentation - feedback checklists and forms,
reports, client satisfaction procedures etc.

Both institutions provide a great deal of documentation to guide the trainers and DOSs.
UCLES has specified forms related to feedback sessions and the DOSs are provided with

a comprehensive Handbook which includes documentation concerning the giving of
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feedback to teachers. One of the new DOSs (Amy) sums up the assistance afforded by
the Bell:

I've been well-briefed with the briefing sessions and the Handbook etc. I feel I know
what I’'m doing.

Opportunities for more informal exchange of ideas

The trainers and DOSs often have opportunities to meet trainers within the UCLES
scheme and colleagues from other Bell Schools at professional conference days and “get-
togethers’. There is a chance to exchange ideas and experiences within the wider

professional institutional framework.

Books, professional journals, magazines

Trainers and Directors of Studies are also influenced by the wider institute of the ELT
profession through their reading. This reading can vary widely in type. It can be done
within the context of the school as preparation for a staff development session, for
example. On the other hand it might be a five minute scan of the EL Gazette (a fairly

light-weight monthly news and views magazine) over coffee in the staff room.

12.1.5 The influence of the institution: conclusions

In Section 12.11 aimed to complete the second of the two main aims of the study:

o To examine to what extent the discourse of the feedback session is created as a result

of :

i) the roles of the participants as perceived by others not participating in the

conversation;

ii) the function of the session as created by the expectations of the institutions

for which they work.

In conclusion: I believe there is a strong claim for believing that the institution, in both its
wide and narrow definitions, has a strong influence, through the mechanisms described in

Section 12.1.4 above, on the degree of knowledge, the attitudes, and the behaviour of
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the assessors, on their perception of role and function within the specific feedback

session, and ultimately on the discourse that takes place within the encounter.
12. 2 The reciprocal nature of the relationship between institution and discourse

In Section 12.1 1 described the influence exerted by the institutions within which the
feedback sessions operate on the perceptions, behaviour and discourse of the assessors.
In the second part of this chapter I turn to the reciprocal relationship and the final aim of
the study:

o To evaluate whether the feedback session can be counted as an example of the
way in which “discourse identities and institutional roles are ... instantiated
through talk” (Boden 1994:77), and to what extent the relationship between the

discourse and the institution can be described as reciprocal and self-perpetuating.

I intend to argue that the discourse shaped by the assessors in the context of teacher
training and development serves to reinforce the perception and performance of the roles

and functions so that they become further “institutionalised’.

12.2.1 The reciprocal relationship between discourse and the institution: a review of
the literature

Stability and routinisation

As already noted in Section 12. 1, a number of researchers studying institutional discourse

have noticed that standard patterns of behaviour are a common feature, and that these

patterns are shaped by the ‘professional’ or representative of the institution. For

example, Drew and Heritage claim that: “standard patterns in institutional encounters are

likely to owe much to the direction and initiative of the institutional professional” (Drew

and Heritage 1992:44), and that the reason for such patterns is that “professionals tend

to develop ...standard practices for managing the tasks of their routine encounters™

(Drew and Heritage 1992:44).
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Kress claims that specific generic types of encounters, which are produced by specific
social institutions, “attain a certain degree of stability and persistence over time” (Kress
1990:4). This stability can be viewed as being positive or negative in nature. As
described in Section 12.1, institutions often encourage stability; they strive to attain a
certain uniformity of good practice by the induction, briefing and up-dating of its
members. Also, as Prahbu notes about behaviour in the classroom: “like all recurrent
social encounters, teaching requires a certain degree of routine to make it sustainable or
even endurable” (1990:173). Maingay agrees in his discussion about teacher training:
“Large parts of teacher training activities become fairly automatic .. a lot of repeated
behaviour in the teacher training arena is positive” (Maingay 1997:119). It is very

inefficient of time and energy to keep inventing the wheel.

On the other hand, lack of change may be the result of participants continuing with their
routine practices because they no longer evaluate the effectiveness of what they are
doing. Such behaviour can become routinised to the point of fossilisation. Maingay feels
that “over-routinisation ... is not positive. Over-routinisation is when the formulaic
pattern ... 1s used inappropriately” (Maingay 1997:119). A trainer’s behaviour can
“become over-routinised to such an extent that s/he is no longer aware of what is really
happening” (Maingay 1997:122), and that underlying assumptions are no longer
questioned (Maingay 1997:120). He goes on to claim that this fossilisation is “by
definition” invisible to the trainer, precisely because it has become automatic (Maingay

1997:120).

Menne gives another reason for lack of change in institutional encounters. He feels that
once power relationships have been established stagnation results: “it is the nature of
things that people who have reached a certain level in a hierarchy become attached to the
hierarchy itself. Having succeeded in reaching that level, they stop querying the basis of
their job” (Menne 1993:28).

Institutionalisation and reciprocity

The view has also been put forward, by a number of researchers in the field, that the

relationship between institution and talk is reciprocal in nature: that the talk itself is
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instrumental in creating or reinforcing the institutional roles, and so makes the presence

of similar language patterns more likely in future conversations within the same setting.

This is certainly one of Boden’s central themes in her book The Business of Talk (1994):
that the routinised nature of the encounter can lead to further institutionalisation. She
claims that people through talk create and recreate the institution and the institution in
turn shapes the attitude and talk of the people while they are ‘at work’. It is as part of
this reflexive process that “discourse identities and institutional roles are surely

instantiated through talk” (Boden 1994:77).

Paul ten Have agrees when he claims that, instead of the doctor/patient interaction being
a product of an institution, it can be the other way round (ten Have 1991). Bergmann
gives evidence from the medical encounter to show how the talk which results from
institutional practice makes it more likely that such discourse will be reproduced in
future, similar conversations. He maintains that the special features of talk he identifies
within the psychiatric interview are used repeatedly, and result in the creation of a
particular meaning structure. He claims that “the pervasive element of discretion in
psychiatric interviews must be viewed and analyzed as a phenomenon, in which the
peculiar and paradoxical meaning structure of present-day psychiatry is reproduced”

(Bergmann 1992:155).

As early as 1984, in a study of conversation within institutional settings, Heritage
claimed that the participants can “talk an institution into being” (Heritage 1984:290).
The same point is taken up by Boden (1994) ten years later and applied more generally:
“When people talk they are simultaneously and reflexively talking their relationships,

organizations and the whole institution into action or ‘being’” (Boden 1994:14).

Clayman (1992) agrees when he states that “it is through the context-sensitive
deployment of formal interactional practices that a sequence of talk betrays its
“Institutional” character. And it is precisely though such specialized sequences of talk

that social institutions are incrementally constituted” (Clayman 1992:197).
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12.2.2 Reciprocity within the feedback session

What evidence do we have for believing that, in the feedback session, the institution is
‘talked into being’, and that the continuing nature of the feedback session is largely
effected through talk? I believe that much of the evidence to support such an argument

has been presented in detail earlier in this study.

It has been established that the discourse of the sessions is largely shaped by the
‘professional” - the assessor. In addition, the power attached to the roles played by the
participants is clearly a determining factor is terms of whose version of events becomes
the “official’ one. It would seem that certain people - those who represent the institution
- have more influence in deciding whose account (oral and/or written) is passed on to the
future. In the feedback session two or more people are comparing accounts of the same
event (the lesson) and deciding whose account is the ‘true’ one. The participants are
negotiating an agreement about what happened and then ‘institutionalising” that decision
by making a record that will go on the file of the person receiving feedback. The
assessor’s accounts of all or part of the events (the lessons and the feedback sessions)
can also inform review meetings, reports, and planning documents drawn up by the
institution. The interpretation can also influence the more formal briefing documents and
training sessions designed for people being initiated as assessors in the institution, or be
passed down in the form of advice, suggestions, cautionary tales, or even as gossip. In
these ways - both planned and haphazard, formal and informal - the “institutional’

interpretation is perpetuated and forms the precedent for future such interpretations.

Information has also been presented (in Section 12.1) about the way knowledge and
practice is passed on within institutions to new trainers. The training of new trainers and
Directors of Studies takes place, for the most part, through the observation and the
copying of the behaviour of experienced people within the institution (school, training
centre and examination scheme). This often results in the reproduction by new recruits of
the way in which the sessions are conducted, and even in the detail of the talk. In

addition, appropriate procedures and behaviour are explained in guides and handbooks.
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These documents are written by those who already have experience in conducting such

sessions, and so are written in their ‘language’.

The hope of those within the school or training centre is that in this way the transmission
of expertise and experience ensures stability and the maintenance of standards within the
institution. What also results is a type of self-perpetuating discourse, or way of talking,
which all those within the institution learn and come to have in common. The discourse,

in turn, transmits and reinforces the institutional values.

This is especially so if the initial training is followed up by a scheme of monitoring and
evaluation set up and administered by people within the institution. Evaluation and
appraisal of the way the less experienced trainers give feedback offers further
opportunity for the discourse and values of those most entrenched within the institution
to be expressed, internalised and reproduced. As they rise within the hierarchy these less
experienced people become those with the most experience who, in their turn, influence
the behaviour of the newer trainers. In this manner knowledge and practice is passed on

through the talk, from one generation of trainers to another.

I have reason to think, from discussions I have had with trainers (for example, with
Sonya below), that new trainers also rely on their memories of feedback sessions in
which they themselves were trainees or teachers. They model their behaviour on the
assessors who gave them feedback - especially if] as is likely, the experience was a
positive one and they liked and admired their trainer or Director of Studies. Limited
experience can result in inappropriate modelling. For example, DOS4 (Sonya) was a
new Director of Studies at the time of the study. The way she conducted feedback is
more typical, in some ways, of the pre-service than of the in-service session: for example
in the balance of negative and positive evaluation. I believe this is because, at the time,
her experience of in-service training and development was limited and she had recently
completed a course (a Diploma in ELT) in which she was a trainee. When I spoke to her
recently (in June 1998) she remarked that now that she has more experience she
conducts in-service sessions very differently from the way she did in the ones recorded

for the study.
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12.2.3 The reciprocal relationship between discourse and the institution within the
feedback session: conclusions

Throughout the literature on institutional talk there is a recurring theme: the two-way
relationship between the talk and the institutional roles played by the participants; the
view that “the recursive features of both talk, and its organizational context, matter - to
the talk, as well as to how the organization is created and sustained through talk” (Boden

1994:75).

In Section 12.1 1 gave examples of recurring routinised sequences and language within
the feedback sessions. Section 12.2 has provided additional compelling evidence for the
view that certain ways of behaving and talking have become so common within the
context of ELT training and development that they can be described as institutionalised.
Also, in Section 12.2, 1 have argued that, through the language used in the training and
development of its trainers, and the talk employed to carry out its everyday procedures
and practices as manifest in the feedback session, the institutions are created and re-

created.

In sum, in addressing my third and final aim, I believe that I have provided evidence to

support the claim that:

e the feedback session can be counted as an example of the way in which “discourse
identities and institutional roles are ... instantiated through talk” (Boden 1994:77), and
that the relationship between the discourse and the institution can be described as

reciprocal and self-perpetuating.
To what extent this reciprocal relationship, and the resulting routinisation and

institutionalisation, is generally positive or negative in nature is one of the subjects for

discussion in the final chapter, Chapter 13.
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CHAPTER 13: OVERALL CONCLUSIONS

13.1 Summary of Research Findings

In this study I have described and compared the behaviour, as exhibited in the talk, of
participants within two sets of feedback sessions, and offered explanations for this
behaviour. The findings can be summarised as follows:

¢ Both sets of feedback session can be said to belong to the type of discourse described
as ‘talk at work’. They contain features typical of other conversations identified in the
literature as institutional talk, and they differ significantly from informal or non-
institutional conversations.

e The details of the discourse and the differences between the two types of feedback
session are created largely as a result of the way the participants perceive their roles
and the function of the sessions. In turn, these perceptions and the resulting discourse
are, to a significant extent, shaped by the institutions within which they operate.

¢ In recursive fashion, the discourse serves to reinforce the perception of the roles and

functions so that they become further institutionalised.

13.2 Evaluation of the methodology

The research perspectives explored in the study were both etic and emic in type. The
etic perspective depended on observation and analysis of the conversations, while the
interpretation of events as perceived by the participants provided the emic perspective.
My role as a researcher also changed, depending on the perspective. The Conversation
Analysis was undertaken from the standpoint of an outside observer. Patterns and
regularities were identified, and comparisons made with conversations described by other
researchers in the field. The findings, as a consequence, are largely descriptive and
comparative in nature. Any interpretation put on the findings relies on a body of
knowledge and set of interpretations already established by others in the field. By
contrast, the conclusions I drew from the data provided by the participants depended
much more on my own understanding and interpretation. In respect to this data, not

only is the inside view of the participants elicited but, in addition, my perspective can be
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described as that of an “insider’, someone who has experience and knowledge of the

situations, the institutions, and in some cases the people, under scrutiny.

I believe this two-pronged approach has considerable advantages. For the most part the
description afforded by the Conversation Analysis was confirmed by the data obtained by
questioning the participants. This was especially true in respect to the understanding and
acceptance of the roles and power relationships of the participants, and of their
relationship with the institutions. This enabled me to draw on more than one type of
evidence in order to formulate explanations and conclusions. I also felt able to put

forward arguments with more confidence than if T had relied on only one set of data.

On the other hand, where the descriptive analysis resulted in findings not expected and/or
not explained by previous research, the data obtained from the participants pointed to an
explanation not evident from observation and a study of the transcripts alone. For
example, the description of how the two sets of sessions were different, in terms of the
degree of positive as opposed to negative evaluation present, was provided by the
Conversation Analysis. The explanation for the difference, however, depended on data
obtained from the participants, and on my knowledge of the context within which the

conversations took place.

13.3 Limitations of the study

I am aware of a number of limitations of this study which result from the methodology
and the restricted scope of the research. The study was undertaken at a particular point
in time: data for the pre-service sessions was collected over an eight-month period in
1992-3, and that for the in-service sessions collected over a six-month period in 1995.
The sessions took place within only one organisation - that of the Bell Educational Trust,
although the pre-service and in-service sessions took place in different schools or

departments.

Because of the limited provenance of the data the question must be asked: can the

findings be taken as typical of training and development within ELT? It may be that the
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phenomena observed are peculiar to either that place and/or time, and that if the study
had been conducted within a different organisation, or at a different time, then the

findings themselves would have been significantly different.

Although the scope of the study did not permit detailed research within a range of
institutions and over a longer period of time, I am confident that the findings can, for the
most part, be accepted as typical of feedback sessions still taking place both in the Bell
and in similar ELT organisations. The following personal experiences are given to

support this claim.

As an assessor for the RSA/Cambridge CTEFLA scheme I had occasion to be present in
a large number of feedback sessions, in a range of different schools, from 1985 until
1995. Although I did not undertake the type of detailed research described in this study,
I observed the feedback sessions and, through discussion with the participants, learned a
great deal about their perceptions of the process. The feedback sessions themselves and
the views of the participants were remarkably similar, and my observations lead me to
believe that the feedback sessions taking place at the Bell School, Cambridge, on which
this study is based, were typical of those taking place at the time in many institutions
throughout the UK. The institutional influence exerted by the examination board (of
which, as an assessor, I was part) seemed to be of great importance in determining the

general shape of the conversation and even, to some extent, the detail of the discourse.

I also have reason to believe, from a (very) personal communication, that the feedback
sessions that currently take place within the new RSA/Cambridge CELTA pre-service
course (which replaced the CTEFLA course) are very similar to those described in the
study. My daughter took a CELTA course in May 1998 at Newnham Language Centre,
Cambridge (i.e. not a Bell School, though located in the same city). When I asked her to
describe a typical feedback session - who spoke, how the session started, what questions
were asked etc. - the similarity was striking between her description of her feedback
sessions and my description of the pre-service sessions in the study. Although such

anecdotal evidence cannot have the same status as that obtained from a rigorously
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researched study it serves to indicate that the findings in respect to the pre-service

sessions are generalisable.

I also feel that the in-service sessions described in the study are not untypical of many
held as part of in-service training and development, in ELT schools and colleges
throughout the world. In October 1997 I held a workshop on the topic of lesson
observation and feedback, with academic managers (Directors of Studies) from schools
and institutions based in a number of countries. When they were asked to list what, for
them, was the main purpose of the practice they mentioned a number of functions, noting
that it depended on the circumstances and the people being observed: to support and
boost the confidence of the teacher; to identify skills that the teacher is performing well,
to assure the teacher that the organisation for which s/he works cares about standards; to
maintain and improve the standard of teaching in the classroom. These functions are
very similar to those voiced by the Directors of Studies in the study. The ensuing
discussion also provided evidence that the Directors of Studies were very aware of their
responsibility to, and the influence from, the clients, the institutions for which they

worked, and the wider institution of the profession.

13.4 Implications for further research and action

I hope that the findings of this research will be of interest to teacher trainers and to those
concerned with in-service training and development within the ELT profession - both in
the UK and overseas. The study may even contain some points which are relevant to

those interested in the training and development of teachers of other subjects.

My findings might encourage trainers in different institutions to conduct similar research
into their own practice and procedures. I feel that it is important to have insight into the
practice of lesson observation and feedback - if possible from the point of view of the
outsider/analyst, and from that of the participants (especially those receiving feedback).
This insight can be used to question present practice and help those who give feedback,

and the institutions that authorise the practice, to decide whether they are employing the
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most efficient, effective, and humane methods in order to achieve their objectives. It

may be that other methods could be used instead, or in addition.

There are particular areas of interest to me, that arise from the present study, and that

justify further research. The following questions suggest themselves:

e Can trainers/Directors of Studies improve their practice by analysing their own
behaviour and that of their trainees/teachers, and by eliciting the perceptions of those

who receive feedback?

e What are the similarities and differences to be found in feedback sessions held
between different combinations of native-speaker and non-native speaker
trainers/trainees and Directors of Studies/teachers, particularly in countries where
English is not the first language? How do institutional pressures and prejudices

operate in these situations?

e How can change be managed within institutional settings?

The first two questions are concerned with more practical, pragmatic issues. The third is
more wide-reaching in scope and has more general implications for a range of social
contexts. One of the most important findings of this study has been that there is a
remarkable degree of stability and consistency exhibited in feedback sessions conducted
between different people within the same institutional context. Roles, procedures, even
language patterns, are repeated and perpetuated. This stability can be viewed as being
positive or negative in nature. As noted in Section 12. 1, institutions plan the induction,
briefing and up-dating of its members with the express purpose of bringing about
standardisation of good-practice. The danger lies when practices are passed on and
adopted in an unthinking manner; when there is no evaluation of the function or
effectiveness of routinised behaviour. The challenge for those involved in training and
development is to keep the benefits that agreed practices and routines can bring in terms
of efficiency, consistency of standards, and feelings of security and, at the same time, to

prevent unthinking routinisation or ‘fossilisation’.
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Undoubtedly change does take place, even within genres viewed as inherently stable
(Kress 1990:5), and change management is a topic of current interest in the ELT
profession as in many others. As recently as November 1998 a conference organised by
the TATEFL Teacher Training Special Interest Group was held with the theme of
‘Changing Teacher Behaviour’. It is interesting that the conference focused on changing

the behaviour of the teacher, not that of the trainer!

Through this study I feel have gained a better understanding of the relationships between
role, function, discourse and institutions within the context of ELT training and
development, and in particular an appreciation of the stable nature of such relationships.
The next step is to take this investigation further, into an examination of how change can
take place within a stable institutional framework. This, of course, assumes that further
investigation of the reciprocal relationship between behaviour and the institution does

not confirm Karr’s (1849) claim: Plus ca change, plus c’est la méme chose.
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APPENDIX 1: Transcript of Pre-Service Feedback Session

Session 1:

Participants: TR1 - male teacher trainer. Trainees: Cath (female), Andrea

TR1

Cath

Cath

Cath
TR1

Cath
TR1
Cath
TR1

Cath
TR1
Cath

TR1

(female), Polly (female), Lara (female).

Cath, having talked to Andrea. You were on first - how do you =
[
Umm
= feel about your lesson?
There were lots of bits and pieces which weren’t quite right - er, you know, like
the recording at the beginning wasn’t clear enough er
[
Oh I rather liked it.
Did you like 1t? I wasn’t sure whether they could really hear it. This is F’s =
It was excellent.
[
= acting skills
It was excellent
So it livened them up. It got them interested.
It was a lovely introduction to the reading actually, a nice idea, but what’s the
most important thing you’ve got to think about in terms of deciding whether we
are happy with the lesson?
Erm the achievement of aims.
OK
I was reasonably happy that they were looking into the text deeper and deeper
and using, like in the talk at the end, and I felt it was perhaps a bit rushed cos I
would have liked to have some more time to discuss more.
What were you prompting Andrea? What were your questions? Were they

relevant ones?

AndreaErm I was saying about the role-play at the end. Erm what was the purpose of it?

What what in their minds, was the purpose of them actually doing the role play?

277



27
28
29
30
31
32
33
34
35
36
37
38
39
40
41
42
43
44
45
46
47
48
49
50
51
52
53
54
55
56
57

58

TR1
Polly

Cath
Polly
TR1

Cath
TR1

Cath
TR1

Cath
TR1
Cath
TR1
Cath
TR1

Cath
TR1

Cath

I felt somehow it was a bit up in the air and they needed somehow more
characterisation or a bit more structure or a reason for doing it? It was
interesting because they must have thought, “Why on earth did he spend 56 years
in bed”, so they immediately started asking the right questions, but I just felt they
wanted to sort of, yes it was nice, having a chat about it, but what’d they actually
achieved in the lesson doing that?

(2 secs)

Polly? Lara? Polly, what did you think about it?

Maybe they could have had some more prompts, just to give them some idea of
what to say.

Perhaps write something down (nods)

Erm, yes.

I think what we’ve got to think about today is your change from a high level to a

low level =
[
Yeah (nods).
= and what you can get away with at a higher level =
[
Yeah (nods)
= you can’t necessarily =
[
Right

= get away with at this level. Yeah?

Yeah (nods)

I thought the role-play as a response to the text was a lovely one.

( nods)

Yeah? The idea of it was wonderful because it is something you’ve got to have a
personal reaction to.

Yeah (nods)

And in that way it was a lovely idea =

[
Yeah
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60
61
62
63
64
65
66
67
68
69
70
71
72
73
74
75
76
77
78
79
80
81
32
83
84
85
36
87
88
89
90

TR1 =but I think at this level they need a lot more support =
[

Cath Yeah

TR1 = than you gave them. Yeah?

Cath Right, right. So something written down, like prompts?

TR1 Yeah

Cath Yeah, “You are a doctor™.

TR1 Yeah, “You’ve got strong views on =

[

Cath Yeah (nods)

TR1 = people working hard” and so on, and things like that. So actually give them a
role to play =

Cath (Nods)

TR1 =and so on. They’re working much less on their own sort of language ability.
Give them some guidance to direct them.

Cath Yeah (taking notes during above)

TR1  So that they can work a little bit.

Cath Yeah

(1.5 secs)

TR1  Anything else?

(1 sec)

TR1 Right.

[

Andrea That was the main thing that we were discussing just now. Another thing that
I thought we should all be doing in this group, perhaps with a warmer, something
at the beginning, actually get them moving straight away. It seems to be a bit
static.

TR1 Mmm, it’s good because the other thing that I was worried about really - was the
pace.

Cath Yeah. Mmm (nods).

TR1 Yes? The thing seemed a bit dead.

Cath Yeah.
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91

92

93

94

95

96

97

98

99
100
101
102
103
104
105
106
107
108
109
110
111
112
113
114
115
116
117
118
119
120
121
122

TR1

Cath

TR1
(1 sec)
Cath

(1 sec)
Lara

TR1

Can you =
[
Yes I felt that.

[

= can you identify why?

Erm, yeah it was quite slow moving. I found it quite difficult. I was saying cos
erm they’re such a different standard. I just noticed today these two over here are
very very slow at working things out - whereas this lot over here, mean, the
true/false they’d done it, you know, in about two minutes. I was kind of

wondering how long to give them to do something and when to stop.

I found that as well.
Mmm, what can we do about someone who answers every single general

question?

(laughter)

Andrea Stop them and nominate the other students.

TR1

Cath
TR1

Cath
TR1
Cath
TR1
Cath

I think we need a lot more nomination. That means you’ve got to know their
names a lot better. Yes? But basically cos you haven’t got time to ask a question
and then go “Erm” then answer. You’ve got to really =

[

Yeah
= focus - because at the moment you’ve got one person who answers every
single question. The others - they know she’s going to answer.
Yeah
So if you nominate people then slowly she’ll catch on - she’ll participate more.
Yeah
I think we’ve got to keep it polite still.
Yeah
But er I mean we can just say “Just a minute, Swava, let’s see if anyone else
knows” because er, you know, the others aren’t really even being given a

chance=
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124
125
126
127
128
129
130
131
132
133
134
135
136
137
138
139
140
141
142
143
144
145
146
147
148
149
150
151
152
153
154

[

Cath  Yeah
TR1 = to think if they know it.
Cath Yeah

TR1 They are fairly mixed ability but I think that can be quite good actually - mix
them up a bit.

Cath Yeah

(2 secs)

TR1 OK, where were we?

AndreaPace.

TR1 Pace, yes. How are we going to introduce pace here?

Andreal think contrast very different activities one after another.

TR1 Yeah

Andrea And really trying to make it student centred.

TR1 1 think I think your task didn’t move in intensity.

Cath Yeah

TR1 The thing became more intense in terms of reading, but they were similar ones.
You had a skimming task which was sort of - they had to look at quite carefully
to do, and then they had the ‘true/false’ one, which really were actually two very
similar activities. What happened in your lesson plan? You had erm a jumbled,
er you were going to jumble it. We talked about it before.

Cath Yeah.

TR1 You changed your mind on that?

Cath 1did cosI just thought if they use it afterwards they’ve got all these pieces of

paper (laughs).
(1 sec)
TR1 You can give them the complete text afterwards but
[
Cath Yeah, but we’re trying to save

paper (laughs).
TR1 Yeah, I'm contradicting myself here aren’t I? Erm yes.

Cath Yeabh, I just thought - yeah (making notes).
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156
157
158
159
160
161
162
163
164
165
166
167
168
169
170
171
172
173
174
175
176
177
178
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180
181
182
183
184
185

186

TR1
Cath
TR1

Cath

TR1
Cath

TR1
Cath
TR1

Cath
TR1
Cath
TR1

Cath
TR1

Cath

It’s just such a different activity.
Yeah
It’s got the sensory mobility skills =
[
Exactly, yeah.
[
= that come into play =
Yeah
[
= are very enjoyable ones, you know =
Yeah
= and it becomes very much a problem-solving activity =
| [
Yeah
= rather than a reading activity.
Yeah
And that change of activity brings back interest, brings back motivation and
changes the classroom atmosphere and, you know -
Yeah.
You know, you can see - I think it might have been nice to have actually done
that but

[
Sodol. Yeah.

(1.5 secs)

TR1

Cath
TR1

Cath
TR1
Cath

I think if we’re going to think in terms of your achievement of aim and =
[
Mmm
= we’ve said so far that you did achieve your aim.
[
Mmm
I think on one level you did. You had a well-staged skills lesson =
Mmm
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187 TR1 =which led up to a much greater understanding at the end than we had at the
188 beginning.

189 (1 sec)

190 TR1 Ifyou were to - describe that text =

191 Cath Mmm

192 [
193 TR1 =to me, or to one of these, how would you describe? What kind of text was
194 it?

195 Cath (1 sec) Erm it was quite

196 [

197 TRI1 Think of your first activity it terms of political =

198  Cath Yeah

199 [

200 TR1 = and things like that.

201  Cath Yeabh, it was quite sensational, shocking.

202 TR1 Sensational, shocking. Amusing? Humorous?

203 Cath Yeah

204 TR1 1It’s got quite a humorous style actually - it’s supposed to be anyway.
205 Cath Yeah

206 TR1 Erm, to what extent do you think you really got that out of the text?
207 Cath Ididn’t think I did very well, no.

208 TR1 Yeah, that’s what I felt. Yeah. I felt here we’ve got a fantastic text

209 [

210  Cath Yeah. I felt that at
211 the end

212 [

213 TR1 It’s really, you know, can you imagine being on the same sheets for 56 years,
214 you know, it’s absolutely disgusting. Yeah? And there’s quite a lot of humour in
215 there =

216 Cath Mmm

217 [

218 TR1  =you know, how much of that did the students get?

283



219
220
221
222
223
224
225
226
227
228
229
230
231
232
233
234
235
236
237
238
239
240
241
242
243
244

246
247
248
249

250

Cath

Cath
TR1

Cath

TR1
Cath

TR1

Cath
TR1
Cath
TR1

Cath
TR1
Cath
TR1

Cath
TR1
Cath

TR1

Cath

TR1

I know. I really felt that was lost actually. At the end I was quite disappointed.
That’s what I’d like them to have got from reading it.

Mmm

I’d like them to have gone out with not only that this man stayed in bed for 56
years =
Mmm

[

= surrounded by tins of baked beans and things =

Mmm

[

= but that, you know, this was in fact a very funny piece of writing, but perhaps
even more, this was a shocking piece of writing.
Mmm

How would you feel if you had to go into his room?

Mmm

Yeah? Get it beyond these factual questions of how many years he was there,
who looked after him.

Mmm

Get on to the supposition questions.

Mmm (making notes)

You know, the work in the reading comprehension =
[
Mmm

= gession, Ann talked to you about levels of question.

Yeah

So what we are trying to do here, even at this lower intermediate level, is, you
know, what’s the style of this text? So raising their awareness in English.

I think - yeah, I was really looking forward to them getting into the discussion
more. Towards the end I think it was a problem of trying to fit too much in, and
at the end there was just this five-minute slot where it would have been really
good - when they got into their role-play.

Yeah I think the basics are there =
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252
253
254
255
256
257
258
259
260
261
262
263
264
265
266
267
268
269
270
271
272
273
274
275
276
277
278
279
280
281

282

Cath

TR1

Cath
TR1

Cath
TR1

Cath
TR1
Cath
TR1
Cath
TR1
Cath
TR1

Lara

TR1

Lara

Cath
Lara

TR1

Yeah

[

= and I think we did achieve our aims in the sense that many classroom teachers
all over the world achieve their aims.

Yeah

You know, basically, that’s what most people do - most people concentrate on

the factual, the ‘yes/no’ question, the ‘wh’ question =

[

Mmm
= and so on, but what about, you know, what about “What is this text really
saying?”
Yeah

“Why did 1t make the newspaper?”
Mmm
“Why did the people choose the text and put it in the book?”
Yeah
Apart from the fact that it’s got the present perfect in it.
(laughs)
So
[
Would you put in a bit more in because of their age? If they were elementary
would you look at the style of the text?
If T could, yes.
Even so
[
Because 1t personalises it doesn’t it, “What do you feel about 1t?”
But, but if they were really young?
I think we’ve got to say there’s a cognitive element if this - but but children, I
mean, my daughter’s eight and she recognises what’s serious and what’s
humorous and things like that, so I think we mustn’t undervalue them in language
terms - well we can undervalue them in language terms in the sense that they’re

not capable of certain things - we can limit what we want from them in terms of
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283 their language ability but we mustn’t limit what they’re intellectually capable of.

284 It’s very easy to talk down to low level adults when they’re physicists and

285 goodness knows what else and intellectually very - OK. Funny, it seems to be me
286 talking.

287 (to general agreement)

288

289

290
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APPENDIX 2: In-service Feedback Session

Session A:

Participants: Director of Studies - DOS1 (female) and teacher Sue (female)

DOS1

Sue

DOS1

Sue

DOS1

Sue

DOS1
Sue

DOS1

Sue
DOSI1

Sue

DOS1

Sue

DOS1

So how did you feel the lesson went?

Erm, generally quite well, yes. Erm, I felt that they understood. I mean,
obviously they had prior knowledge, they had prior knowledge of the passive
initially, the way they were able to click straight onto it and were able to find
examples of it.

Mmhuh

I don’t think they were overly confused by the end of the lesson. I think they
seemed to reach the concept well and recognise it. They could use it. I'll take erm
the writing bit they did, I'll take that in erm tomorrow.

Right. That was their homework?

They’ll finish it off for homework, yes. Erm, so I’ll make sure that’s OK
tomorrow.

Mmhm

Yes, I think it erm generally went OK.

Yes, and it seemed to fit in with what you’ve been doing in the last couple of
lessons as well.

That’s right.

And the fact that you wanted to write the report afterwards.

That’s right, and I particularly chose the passive because I thought it was relevant
for erm =

Mmhm

= erm, you know, what they’ve got to do next, which is, as soon as we’ve
actually got all the results tables together, they’ve got to write the report of the
results. So it’s obviously important for that particular style of writing.

Right. And you felt that by the end of the lesson they’d got to grips with it,
they’d revised what they knew, and they could actually produce it quite quite
well? (Sue is looking at DOS1 and nodding)
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29
30
31
32
33
34
35
36
37
38
39
40
41
42
43
44
45
46
47
48
49
50
51
52
53
54
55
56
57
58
59

Sue

DOS1

Sue

DOS1

Sue

DOS1

Sue

DOS1

Sue

DOS1

Sue
DOS1
Sue
DOS1
Sue

DOS1

Sue

I think so, yeah. Obviously I’ll have my final proof tomorrow but I felt that they
they would be able to, yes.

Mmhm. OK, and the other points that you put down there (referring to Sue’s
self-evaluation sheet) - ‘communication’, ‘rapport” and so on - how do you think
the class works together?

11 think they work very well together. I think they they work quite well with me.
Erm.

Yes

I T mean they never, I mean, they’re never afraid to ask questions if there’s, you
know, a word they don’t know or what - or anything like that.

Mmhm

They never feel they can’t ask me, so I think, generally, I have quite good
rapport with them.

Yes no. They work they work well together as well and they worked hard as well
during the lesson too.

Yes, they did work hard - seeing it was nine o’clock or nine fifteen on a Thursday
morning, yeah.

Yeah they do. There’s a nice atmosphere - I’ve written that down. (DOS1 refers
to her evaluation sheet) They work well together and I had a look in their files
and so on and they’ve done lots of grammar, lots of vocabulary and they seem to
have done a lot of skills work and so on - authentic materials - you’ve exploited
that as well and I mean they’re they’re good, they are very good. =

(laughs)

= They didn’t seem to have a lot of problems with it at all.

No, no, that’s right.

Mmhm

Yeah

OK, what did you put on the other side, (referring to Sue’s sheet). Yes, that you
changed variety.

Yes, I tried I tried to give a variety. Yeah, I mean - maybe we could have done
more oral stuff but I thought the oral stuff was really needed more at the start and

plus =
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DOS1

Sue

DOS1

Sue

DOS1

Sue

DOS1

Sue

DOS1

Sue

DOS1
Sue
DOS1
Sue
DOS1

Sue

DOS1

Sue

DOS1
Sue

DOS1

Mmhm

= what they’re actually going to do with it - it’s going to be a written piece of the

passive =
Right
[

= as opposed to oral, so I thought it better that we if they had a little more of a

text to transfer into the passive, to give them (gestures)
Mmhm

I mean - OK it’s slightly artificial, cos it’s they’re obviously not creating it, but I

thought it’d be reasonable written practice just to finish off.

Yes, yes. And the material (referring to Sue’s sheet) - you felt that was the right

level and so on for them.
Yeah, I mean er this was maybe the, you know, the gap-fill was maybe slightly

below their level but

[
This one or the
[
This, this I thought served the purpose as a basic
introduction.
Mmhm

When they first starting producing the sentences they weren’t in the passive.
Right
They did actually grasp, you know, they followed the sort of model.
Mmhm
The gap-fills, I think gap-fills are erm generally a kind of an easy way just to
reinforce the point.
Yes
Just to start. I’d never finish with a gap-fill but I think they’ve =
[
Yeah yeah.
= got their own role.

The gap-fill? You mean this on the other side of - the exercise?
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100

101

102

103

104

105

106

107

108

109

110

111

112

113

114

115

116

117

118

119

120

121

122

123

Sue

DOS1

Sue

DOS1
Sue
DOS1

Sue

DOS1
Sue
DOS1

Sue

DOS1
Sue
DOS1

Sue

DOS1

Sue

DOS1

Yes. But then, but then again, because it was because it was doing because it was
using all the tenses not just sort of =
[
Mmhm

= you know, the basic present perfect and simple past, the fact that erm they had
things like ‘is being built” or =

[

Yes
= things like that.
No, Imean, I thought that was, yes that was good. That was about their level.
And also the “get’ as well. Cos it’s important that they know sort of idiomatic
language that they never
Mmhm
So, yeah, yeah it was
Mmm
Yeah. Mmhm. And then obviously that’s that’s an article that came from the
Guardian.
Right, yes.
So it’s an authentic newspaper article, so
Uhuh OK. Erm (pause - refers to her notes) Yeah, I think I just wondered
whether you could have used this as a warmer at the beginning of the class, just
to get them speaking - cos it was quite a heavy grammar lesson and, as you said,
they use the passive mainly for writing more than anything else - erm whether one
of them could have had picture A, one of them have picture B. They could have

talked together, found the differences between the two pictures = (Sue is

nodding throughout)
Uhuh
= and then you could have elicited the passive after that =
[
Yeah
= from them.
(1.5 secs)
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124
125
126
127
128
129
130
131
132
133
134
135
136
137
138
139
140
141
142
143
144
145
146
147
148
149
150
151
152
153
154

155

DOS1

Sue

DOS1

Sue
DOS!1
Sue

DOS1

Sue

DOS1

Sue

DOS1

Sue
DOS1
Sue

DOS1

Sue

DOS1

Erm, but erm, you wrote everything up on the blackboard. You gave them the
meaning, the form. Erm, do you try to use the students sometimes, to get the
form and the meaning out of them?
Mm yeah.
Just to elicit the difference, you know, erm the different tenses and the different
.2

[

Yeah, the descriptions of what grammatical things are.
Yeah
(inaudible) Yeah, I do often do that. Yeah.
Yes, I mean, I think with this one, erm I wondered whether you could have
maybe put the erm the passive, you could you could have highlighted the form
first, erm and got them to give you the different tenses. Then maybe ask them
using an example sentence, ask them whether they could gi tell you the difference
-between the active and the passive - = (Sue is looking at DOS1 but not
nodding)
Uhuh
= from there rather than just write it on the board - this is the meaning, and then
you know =

[
Yeah, yeah, yeah.
“Could you give me an example?” =
[
Yeah

= then and involve them a bit more in the actual rules. Yeah?
Yeah yeah. Well, I’ll do that again another
Yes, erm (refers to Sue’s lesson plan/materials) with this one, I mean, this is this
is good. I liked the worksheet and the fact that it was it was it was definitely at
their level.
Uhuh

Cos you can spend quite a long time looking around for exercises =

[
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156
157
158
159
160
161
162
163
164
165
166
167
168
169
170
171
172
173
174
175
176
177
178
179
180
181
182
183
184
185
186

187

Sue

DOS1

Sue
DOS1
Sue

DOS1

Sue

DOS1

Sue

DOS1

Sue

DOS1

Sue

DOS1

Sue
DOS1
Sue

DOS1

Sue

DOS1

Sue

Mmm

= that are quite advanced and actually erm require them to produce =

[

Mmm
= a certain amount of vocabulary =
(Nods)
= and this here - they had to come up with quite a lot of words by themselves that
wasn’t just, it wasn’t that straightforward.
Yes, exactly.
And I thought that was that was, that was good. That was really at their level and
they had to think about it.
(Nods)

Erm, (pause - refers to notes) I just wondered with this, instead of maybe just

reading through =
(Nods)
= it erm whether you could have gap-filled =
[
Yes. Right.
= this? Just to erm make sure that they really knew what the different forms =
[
Right
= were.
(Nods)

Because here because here, yes it’s obvious they know the the active, but maybe
if you had gap-filled the

[

As an introduction to the other tenses. Yeah.
Yeah and if you’d gap-filled those and they had to just put it in and you would
have been able to check then that they really were sure that the present
continuous of ‘are washing” is “is being washed’, ‘had washed’, ‘had been
washing’.

Yeah
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188
189
190
191
192
193
194
195
196
197
198
199
200
201
202
203
204
205
206
207
208
209
210
211
212
213
214
215
216
217
218

219

DOS1

Sue
DOS1
Sue

DOS1

Sue

DOS1

Sue

DOS1

Sue

DOS1

Sue
DOS1
Sue

DOS1

DOS1

Sue

DOS1

And then using the future and the modal verbs =
[
Mmm. Yeah.
= which sometimes present problems, even for the advanced ones.
Yeah
But no, I mean, it was, they they were referring back to it =
[
Yeah
= afterwards and they were working well together - they were asking each other
questions.
Yeah, I thought it was handy to have a sort of list like this, you know, where it
was just sort of
Yes, I mean, it’s
[
It’s not just dealing with the present perfect.
Yeah, yeah, exactly. And then because they’ve got it in front of them as well then
they can look back and they can work on their own and they don’t have to
continue to ask you for the for the answer. They can work together. They can
look back. (Sue nodding throughout)
Uhuh
And you can just point it out to them.
Yeah
So that was that was fine. It was good.
(1 sec)
And erm but you were going round. You were monitoring what they were doing,
and that was nice, and they er could ask you the questions - no problems at all.
And you went over there and you dealt with all of their problems very efficiently,
and but they do work well together, and they are they are good. (Sue nodding
throughout)
Mmm

And they do use each other. They’re not continually running to you for

[
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220 Sue - They will

221 ask, yeah, correct each other, which is good.

222 DOS1 Uhuh. And

223 [

224 Sue I was trying to encourage them, to kind of, you know, check answers
225 with each other first before always coming to a group feedback.

226  DOSI1 Yeah, yeah, yeah. And erm with this one here - erm what was your main aim in
227 using this this newspaper article?

228  Sue  Erm to provide them to provide them with an authentic example of how it’s really
229 used in English.

230 DOS1 Uhuh

231  Sue Imean, rather than, you know, these sort of things which as I say, they serve

232 their purpose very well, but they’re quite sort of artificial, I mean this is the sort
233 of thing that erm they will see in the in the British press, and also from the point
234 of they’re going to be having to write in this sort of register when they do their
235 reports. So I thought it would be good for them to see it in in that sort of

236 setting.

237  DOS1 Uhuh
238 Sue  And also to show that they do actually, they can actually identify it =

239 [
240 DOSI1 Right
241 Sue =in atext setting.

242 DOS1 Uhuh and you didn’t think of using it erm for some form of skills practice er as

243 well? Maybe giving them erm a few gist questions to read through so that
244 they =

245 Sue Yeah

246 [

247  DOSI1 = so that they actually had some er some understanding of the passage before
248 they went through and underlined the passive?

249  Sue  Yeah. I think that would be more a sort of time constraint =

250  DOSI1 Uhuh

251 Sue = the fact that we’ve got an hour and that we’ve got the notices to do at the
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252 start.

253 DOS1 Yeah

254 Sue  Yeah, certainly. If I had if I had an hour and a half lesson I would do some sort of
255 introduction to the text.

256  DOSI Yes, yes. Because I did wonder whether maybe they could’ve erm used the text
257 to write a few questions. I don’t know - maybe written a few questions where

258 examples of the passive would have come out.

259  Sue Uhuh

260 DOS1 And they would have been using it more productively.

261 Sue Right

262 DOS1 Each of them could have written four or five questions about the about the text,

263 and then er with a different partner, er turn the piece of paper over, asked a few
264 questions and see whether the others could remember the text and give an
265 answer. (Sue nodding throughout)

266 Sue Uhuh

267 DOSI I just wondered whether you could have exploited it maybe =

268 [

269  Sue Mmm

270  DOS1 = a bit more

271 Sue Uhuh

272 DOS1 But yes. I see what you mean - the fact that you’ve only got an hour, and then
273 the lesson was rapidly coming to an end, and so they actually couldn’t do very
274 much more.

275 Sue Yeah

276~ DOS1 But erm no. But, I mean, I thought that as far as the lesson went it was it was

277 great. They worked a lot. They worked together. They seemed to have covered a
278 lot of work in class as well. They’ve done a lot of grammar, a lot of vocabulary,
279 and erm by the end of the lesson they really had did seem to have got to grips

280 with the passive. And you gave them some homework so that you can then check
281 whether they’ve erm whether they really have er grasped it or not. And then

282 when they actually come to writing their reports they’ll see that it’s useful = (Sue
283 nodding throughout)
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284  Sue (Laughs)

285  DOS1 = and so, and they they’ll be able to produce it and you can then see if they really
286 have got to grips with it or not.

287 Sue  That’s right. Yes.

288  DOS1 But no they’re a nice class, really lovely.

289  Sue Iknow. I'm very very lucky.

290 DOS1 OK
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APPENDIX 3: PRE-SERVICE FEEDBACK SESSIONS -
TRAINERS AND TRAINEES

Details of the participants

The participants in the pre-service sessions were taking part in teacher training courses
leading to the CTEFLA (Certificate for Teaching English as a Foreign Language to
Adults). The courses were held at The Bell Language School, Cambridge. The trainers
on the courses were employed by this school. The awarding body for the qualification

was UCLES (University of Cambridge Local Examinations Syndicate).

There are eight trainers (three men and five women), and thirty two trainees (twenty
women and twelve men) in the data sample. The sessions took place between August
1992 and March 1993, in eight periods of 40-60 minutes. There were two sessions in
each period: Sessions 1 and 9; 2 and 10; 3 and 11; 4 and 12; 5 and 13; 6 and 14; 7 and
15; 8 and 16. Within each period the same trainer and the same four trainees were
present. In each of the sessions one trainee was given feedback on his or her lesson. The
feedback given to five male and eleven female trainees was recorded, transcribed and

analysed - see Table 1.

The sixteen pre-service sessions are numbered 1 to 16. Trainers are identified by TR1- 8.

The trainees are referred to by names (which are not their true names).
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Sessions | Trainer | Gender | Age | Trainee Gender Age
land9 | TRI male 42 Cath female 24
Polly female 27
2and 10 | TR2 female 28 Fran female 23
Ruth female 27
3and 11 | TR3 male 35 Sandra female 41
David male 37
4and 12 | TR4 female 34 Alice female 28
Frank male 32
5and 13 | TRS female 38 Dawn female 30
Dina female 26
6and 14 | TR6 female 32 | Roger male 28
Yasmin female 39
7 and 15 | TR7 female 29 Jill female 43
Alex male 24
8 and 16 | TR8 male 46 Naomi female 25
Graham male 24
Table 1.

Immediately after each session the trainees who were given feedback in the recorded
session were given a questionnaire to fill in and return within a week - see Table 7.

Within a few days of the feedback session the trainers were interviewed.
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Interview questions asked of the trainers

These are the main questions asked of all the trainers whose feedback sessions had been

recorded.
1 How did you decide which points to focus on?
2 Do you think the feedback you gave on this lesson was generally
positive or negative? Why?
3 Do you think the trainee showed a positive or negative attitude to the
feedback you gave?
4 What were your aims for the feedback session? What did you want to
happen?
5 To what extent did you feel you achieved your aims? Did you do what
you wanted to do?
6 Do you feel your relationship with the trainee to be ‘special’ when you
are giving feedback? How would you describe the relationship?
Interview 1.

Summary of responses given by the trainers to the interview questions
There follows in Tables 2 - 6, after each question, a summary of the responses given by
the trainers to the questions I asked. The responses to Question 4 and 5 have been

combined in Table 5.
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Q1  How did you decide which points to focus on?

Session

Trainer

Trainee

Summary of Comments

1

TR1

Cath

Aims - as this is important to get for all lessons and
Cath is not very strong in this area. She wasn’t sure
why she was doing the activity. I find if you can get
them to understand aims then they are half way

there.

TR1

Polly

As it was a listening lesson - checking that she had

the basic procedures - which she had.

TR2

Fran

It was difficult to decide as the whole lesson was not
very good . I tried to focus on the speaking activity

as it was not well set up.

10

TR2

Ruth

The presentation of the grammar because this was

the main aim of the lesson.

TR3

Sandra

Setting up the activities and structuring it so the
students get on with it on their own. Sandra doesn’t

like to let go.

11

TR3

David

Classroom management as it followed on from
Sandra’s lesson - David also needs to hand over

more to the students.

TR4

Alice

Alice is not aware that her manner with the students
is too authoritarian . I was trying to get her to see

how she could be more sensitive to individuals.

12

TR4

Frank

I was just checking on board work and presentation

of materials as Frank is fun but untidy.

TRS

Dawn

The points Dawn needs to focus on if she is going to

get a ‘B’ - less of her and more of the students.

13

TRS

Dina

Dina might fail so I’'m trying to help her get the

basics without destroying her confidence.

TR6

Roger

Nothing specific today as it was a good lesson - just
making sure he doesn’t go off at a tangent.
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14

TR6

Yasmin

Yasmin gets anxious so I try to concentrate on the
good points as she is going to pass - she has the

basics.

TR7

Jill

The points she needs to get right before she can be
sure of passing - particularly needs to work on

understanding the grammar.

15

Alex

Alex is struggling to reach a pass standard - I needed
to point out why the students were confused. He

didn’t really understand what he was doing.

TRS

Naomi

Naomi is a weak pass at the moment - I needed to
point out the way the structure of the lesson could

have been improved - it was not well-planned.

16

TRS

Graham

No specific points - just small ones to do with
instructions. He’s basically sound and will pass

easily.

Table 2.
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Q2 Do you think the feedback you gave on this lesson was generally positive or

negative? Why?

Session | Trainer | Trainee | Comments

1 TR1 Cath Generally positive - I tried to make her see the good

points of her lesson.

9 TR1 Polly Positive - there was not much wrong with this
lesson.
2 TR2 Fran I hope it was positive though there were a lot of

things to say so it may have seemed rather critical.

10 TR2 Ruth Positive - there were a lot of good things about the
lesson.

3 TR3 Sandra | Positive I think - she needs her confidence boosting.

11 TR3 David Positive - though 1 hope certain things I wanted to

say got across.

4 TR4 Alice Not sure - I was trying to raise Alice’s awareness - it
may have come across quite negatively but she’s got

to take those points on board if she is going to pass.

12 TR4 Frank Positive in general - just a few points to make.

5 TRS Dawn Positive - this was a good lesson on the whole.

13 TRS Dina Positive - she needs her confidence boosting.

6 TR6 Roger Positive - no need to be otherwise.

14 TRé6 Yasmin | Positive - Yasmin responds better - she’s self-critical
enough.

7 TR7 Jill Positive - though there was a lot to say.

15 TR7 Alex Positive - though I had to be quite critical so he is in

no doubt where he stands.

8 TRS Naomi Positive I hope, though there were points about the

structure of the lesson I had to make.

16 TRS Graham | Positive - no problems.

Table 3.
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Q3 Do you think the trainee/teacher showed a positive or negative attitude to

the feedback you gave?

Session | Trainer | Trainee | Comments

1 TR1 Cath Positive

9 TR1 Polly Positive

2 TR2 Fran Rather negative
10 TR2 Ruth Positive

3 TR3 Sandra | Positive

11 TR3 David Posttive

4 TR4 Alice Positive

12 TR4 Frank Positive

5 TRS Dawn Positive

13 TRS Dina Positive

6 TR6 Roger Very positive
14 TR6 Yasmin | Positive

7 TR7 Jill a bit of both

15 TR7 Alex Generally positive
8 TRS Naomi Positive

16 TRS Graham | Positive

Table 4.
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Q4  What were your aims for the feedback session? What did you want to

happen?

QS  To what extent did you feel you achieved your aims? Did you do what

you wanted to do?

Session

Trainer

Trainees

Comments

1and9

TR1

Cath
Polly

Q4: At this stage I want them to have good idea of
where they are up to and what they have to do to
pass or get a ‘B’ if they can. I try to pick up on
points that are useful to all the people in the group
but make sure that they understand any real

problems they have.

Q5: I think I managed to do what I wanted to do.
We ran out of time a bit with Cath’s feedback but
she seemed to get the main points, she was making
notes, and was quite cheerful at the end.

Polly was fine - she took on board the small points I

made and showed good self-awareness.

2 and 10

TR2

Fran

Ruth

Q4: We have to let candidates know whether they
are reaching the right standard and this is quite
tricky if they don’t seem to be making any progress.
Fran may well fail and I was trying to make her
aware of her basic problems. With Ruth it’s a
matter of just picking up on small points as she is

basically OK.

TR2

Q5S: T don’t think I was very successful in helping
Fran understand where she is going wrong. She’s
not very forthcoming and I don’t think she took in
much today. Ruth was fine so I felt that I gave her

enough guidance.
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3 and 11

TR3

Sandra

David

Q4: Often it’s a matter of getting the trainees to
have more confidence and trust themselves to relax
with the students. At this stage I try to pick up on
major points only, unless there is a real problem - if

the trainee is not making the grade.

QS: I feel quite happy about how things went -
Sandra is getting more confident and should be a
safe pass. I hope I convinced her she’s going OK.

David is not a problem and I don’t need to say too

much - just not let him get complacent.

4 and 12

TR4

Alice
Frank

Q4: Alice and Frank are quite different people and
in the way they teach - particularly in the way they
treat the students. It’s difficult to take a common
theme without seeming to praise one and criticise
the other. But I do have to make Alice understand
why she can’t deal with the students the way she
does. I was concentrating on ‘rapport’ in the

session today.

QS5: I'm not sure how well T managed to get my
points over with Alice - she thinks her manner is
fine but I think that if she doesn’t improve I can’t
recommend a pass. It’s basically a difference of
opinion and she doesn’t understand why what she’s

doing is wrong,.

Sand 13

TRS

Dawn

Dina

Q4: My aims in this session were to encourage
Dina to see where she is going wrong without
making her give up. With Dawn it’s a matter of

honing her skills so she can realise her potential.

Q5: I’'m not sure I was successful with Dina as it
was another weak lesson, especially in comparison

with Dawn’s. It’s difficult to get her to see where
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she is going wrong precisely.

6 and 14

TR6

Roger

Yasmin

Q4: As both lessons were good I planned to build
on their performances and suggest ways in which

they could be improved in small ways.

Q5: This was a successful session - both trainees
were receptive to suggestions and the observing
trainees came up with some good ideas too. I just
had to make sure that everyone had a chance to

make their contributions.

7 and 15

TR7

Jill
Alex

Q4: Neither of these two are strong candidates so 1
planned to spend quite a lot of time going over
some of the basics - both for a grammar lesson and
a skills lesson for this level of students (beginners).
They are both going to have to improve quickly to

be sure of passing.

Q5: Not a very satisfactory session as 1 probably
tried to cover too much of what they should already
know from the input sessions. Everyone gets very

tired at the end of the day.

8 and 16

TRS8

Naomi

Graham

Q4: T aimed to help Naomi see why her lack of
planning resulted in a rather confused lesson. With

Graham I wanted to point out a few small additions.

QS5: I think I was fairly successful in helping Naomi
though it took a long time sorting things out. The
session with Graham was fine as he is quite self-

aware and took on suggestions cheerfully.

Table 5.
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Q6 Do you feel your relationship with the trainee/teacher to be ‘special’ when

you are giving feedback? How would you describe the relationship?

Trainer

Comments

TR1

Yes, it’s special in that I’m the trainer in charge. I know what they need to do
well in the course and I am the person who can help them succeed. I'm their
teacher but also a bit of counsellor - trying to see what will motivate and help

them.

TR2

Yes, as a fairly new trainer I am conscious that I have to get a lot across in a
very short time - my problem is probably trying to get in too much rather than
letting them come to it themselves. There’s quite a lot of pressure to make sure
the trainees know where they stand so they can’t say afterwards that they didn’t

know they were failing.

TR3

Obviously T am the person with more experience in the business and I know
what they need to do to pass. I'm both trainer and judge. But I hope they also

see me as a friend who they can talk to if they are worried.

TR4

Yes - during TP I’'m their tutor so the relationship is different in that way. We
have to be quite up-front about how they are doing as we are accountable to the

scheme - to be objective. So it’s an ‘official’ role as well as friendly helper.

TRS

I’'m conscious always of playing two roles - that of adviser and helper - friend,
and that of examiner. At the end of the day it’s my opinion that counts towards

them passing or failing.

TR6

Yes, its still being a teacher in the usual way but it’s difficult not to get
emotionally involved because it’s such a short, intensive course. A lot of the
trainees are paying for the course themselves and it’s very important to them.
It’s important to stay professional and objective at times - especially if the

trainees are similar in age and could be friends in other circumstances.

TR7

It is a special role in that I am the trainer and they are just starting on this career.
But I can remember when I was in their position - it doesn’t seem so long ago. 1

try to be approachable but not let them get too dependent.
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TRS

Yes, my job is to give them as much professional help as possible. To give them
what they need to succeed and get value for their money. I’'m also responsible
to the Bell to keep up the standards of the course and to make sure we make
proper recommendations to UCLES about grades - not to get carried away

because we like the people and want them to pass.

Table 6.

Questionnaire given to trainees on pre-service course

I am doing research on feedback. Could you spend a few minutes completing this
questionnaire. I promise that your remarks will be received in the strictest
confidence. I will not pass on any of the information you may give individually, to

your tutor or to any other member of the teacher training team.

I would like your opinion of the feedback on your lesson that you received during

this session. Could you please tick/complete these statements as appropriate.

(o) NV T N UL N\

Any other comments?

I found the session as a whole useful.

I did not find the session, as a whole, very useful.

I found the feedback given by the tutor on my lesson useful.

I did not find the feedback given by the tutor on my lesson very useful.
While the tutor was gtving me feedback I felt ...

Now, after feedback, I feel ....

Questionnaire 1.
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Trainees’ responses to the questionnaire
The following responses were received from the trainees whose lessons were observed,

and who received feedback in the sessions which were recorded. For the questions see

Questionnaire 1, immediately above.

Session

Trainer

Trainee

Trainee’s comments

1

TR1
(male)

Cath

Ticked 1 and 3

5. a bit sensitive.

6. ... encouraged, determined to do better next
time.

We have just changed TP tutors. The present is
much more helpful because he encourages us and
gives very constructive criticism e.g. future
strategies, rather than dwelling on the things that

went wrong.

TR1

(male)

Polly

Ticked 1 and 3.

5. .... that he was understanding and I appreciated
the suggestions which were made for improvement.
6. .... glad that the lesson and the feedback is over
because I wasn’t very happy with my lesson plan
before I started.

I look forward to doing a better lesson next time.

TR2

(female)

Fran

Ticked 1 and 4.

5. ....Quite upset about my lesson.

6. .... depressed.

Although the criticism given was in the main
constructive, I felt much of it was discouraging - it

won’t help me do a better lesson.
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10

(female)

Ruth

Ticked 1 and 3.

5. .... that I should have known exactly what was
wrong with my class.

6. .... fine. I'm glad I've got something to work on
in my next lesson. I would have been happy to have
had some more criticism at some stage. I didn’t

think I was being led in the right direction.

TR3

(male)

Sandra

Ticked 1 and 3.

5. .... encouraged.

6. .... very clear about where I’d gone wrong.

As usual with (TR3) - he’s very understanding and
helps us feel good as well as helping us. The
feedback sessions have always been extremely
useful. Sometimes, at the end of the day, we need a
word or two of encouragement and also we need to

know what went wrong.

11

TR3
(male)

David

Ticked 1 and 3.

5. .... reasonably confident. OK. Relaxed - able to
focus on mistakes.

6. .... I know what I did right and wrong. Able to
reconcile faults with aims of lesson.

I feel quite good about the feedback we’re getting. 1
personally never object to constructive criticism
when in a relaxed atmosphere and pertinent to what

you’re trying to achieve.

TR4

(female)

Alice

Ticked 2 and 4.

5. .... frustrated.

6. .... ’m still not very happy with the way feedback
went.

I don’t think feedback was very helpful tonight - too

negative.
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12 TR4 Frank Ticked 1 and 3.
(female) 5. .... fine.
6. .... fine.
No problems. I feel we’re getting good guidance.
S TRS Dawn Ticked 1 and 3.
(female) 5. ... fine at first. Later I realised quite a lot of
things weren’t right.
6. .... OK I think. I know what I’ve got to work on.
(TRS) is very encouraging and clear.
13 TRS Dina Ticked 1 and 3.
(female) 5. .... abit down because I know I timed it badly.
6. .... still a bit angry with myself.
As usual (TRS5) was very good at picking up what
we need to do for the future.
6 TRé6 Roger Ticked 1 and 3.
(female) 5. .... good. The others are very supportive and
helpful
6. .... fine. I was reasonably happy with my lesson.
(TR6) came up with some very good suggestions
which I'll use in the future.
14 TR6 Yasmin | Ticked 1 and 3.
(female) 5. .... a bit apprehensive.
6. .... quite happy.
I like this tutor much better than last week’s.
7 TR7 Jill Ticked 1 and 3.
(female) 5. .... vulnerable, and not very happy. Ididn’tdo a

very good lesson.

6..... OK.

I know what I did wrong - I’ll do better next time. I
think this feedback is essential to learning how to

teach properly.
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15 TR7 Alex Ticked 1 and 3.
(female) 5. .... OK, though (TR7) had quite a few comments
to make.
6. .... OK. I wasn’t very successful today but (TR7)
made some good points.
8 TRS Naomi Ticked 1 and 3.
(male) 5. .... quite good at first, not so happy later.
6. .... a bit down, the criticism was a bit much, but
good for me I suppose.
16 TRS Graham | Ticked 1 and 3.
(male) 5. .... fine.
6. .... quite good.
I got lots of useful tips.
Table 7.
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APPENDIX 4: IN-SERVICE FEEDBACK SESSIONS - DIRECTORS OF
STUDIES AND TEACHERS

Details of the participants

The in-service sessions in this study are those in which academic managers (Directors of
Studies) observe and give feedback to teachers on a one-to-one basis. All the Directors
of Studies and teachers in this study were employed by the Bell Educational Trust, to
work on short courses for children and teenagers (age range from 8-17) who were
studying English in the UK. Six Directors of Studies (two men and four women) and
nine teachers (three men and six women) were recorded between March and August
1995. Nine separate complete feedback sessions were recorded, each on average 25
minutes long. The nine in-service sessions are referred to by letter: A - 1. The DOSs are
referred to by DOS1-6, and occasionally by (fictitious) name. The teachers are referred

to by names which are not their true names.

Session | DOS Gender | Age | Teacher Gender Age
A DOS1 female 29 Sue female 26
E DOS1 female 29 | Adrian male 33
B DOS2 male 48 John male 25
G DOS2 male 48 Anna female 24
C DOS3 female 28 Judy female 30
D DOS4 female 35 Jack male 56
F DOS4 female 35 Donna female 37
H DOS5 male 34 Wanda female 29
I DOS6 female 42 Clare female 27
Table 8.

Immediately after each session the teachers who were given feedback in the recorded
session were given a questionnaire to fill in and return within a week - see Table 14.

Within a few days of the feedback session the Directors of Studies were interviewed.
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Interview questions asked of the Directors of Studies
These are the main questions asked of all the Directors of Studies whose feedback

sessions had been recorded.

1 How did you decide which points to focus on?
2 Do you think the feedback you gave on this lesson was generally

posttive or negative? Why?

3 Do you think the teacher showed a positive or negative attitude to the
feedback you gave?

4 What were your aims for the feedback session? What did you want to
happen?

5 To what extent did you feel you achieved your aims? Did you do what

you wanted to do?
6 Do you feel your relationship with the teacher to be ‘special” when

you are giving feedback? How would you describe the relationship?

Interview 2.
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Summary of responses given by the Directors of Studies to the interview questions
There follows in Tables 9 - 13, after each question, a summary of the responses given by
the DOSs to the questions I asked. The responses to Question 4 and 5 have been

combined in Table 12.

Q1  How did you decide which points to focus on?

Session | DOS Teacher | Teacher’s Comments

A DOS1 Sue I asked her what she wanted me to focus on. She
(Amy) did not ask me to focus on material but I thought it

important to do so.

E DOS1 Adrian | I asked him what he wanted me to focus on. We
(Amy) also had the feedback form as a checklist.

B DOS2 John John is doing well so nothing in particular - I
(Richard) wanted to see how he perceived the lesson.

G DOS2 Anna I wanted to focus on the good points as Anna is a
(Richard) new teacher and needs some support.

C DOS3 Judy To give support to Judy with her group of all
(Rosie) Japanese. Talk about the advantages and

disadvantages.

D DOS4 Jack To focus on ways he can get this monolingual
(Sonya) group more involved and contributing more.

F DOS4 Donna | To go through the checklist and discuss together
(Sonya) what worked for the students.

H DOSs Wanda | I decided to focus on pair work as it was the only
(Gerry) weak part of the lesson.

I DOSé6 Clare In retrospect I didn’t really focus on anything
(Jackie) specific.

Table 9.
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Q2 Do you think the feedback you gave on this lesson was generally positive or

negative? Why?

Session | DOS Teacher | Teacher’s Comments

A DOS1 Sue Posttive - I focused on the good parts of the lesson
(Amy) first before I made a few suggestions about how she

could have used the article. Being negative would
be counter-productive.

E DOS1 Adrian | Positive - I try to support good practice.
(Amy)

B DOS2 John Positive - it was a good lesson.
(Richard)

G DOS2 Anna Positive - she needs encouragement.
(Richard)

C DOS3 Judy Positive - Judy is a good teacher so there were
(Rosie) many good points to make.

D DOS4 Jack I think it was positive though we seemed to get
(Sonya) bogged down in quite a bit of nit-picking detail.

F DOS4 Donna | Positive - I think. Donna can be quite defensive so
(Sonya) it’s best to be positive as much as possible.

H DOS3 Wanda | Positive - though I did have some points to make.
(Gerry)

I DOS6 Clare Positive - perhaps a bit too much. I think I’m rather
(Jackie) afraid of upsetting teachers sometimes.

Table 10.
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Q3

the feedback you gave?

Do you think the trainee/teacher showed a positive or negative attitude to

Session | DOS Teacher | Teacher’s Comments

A DOS1 Sue Generally positive though she can be a bit resistant
(Amy) at times.

E DOS1 Adrian | Very positively. Adrian is always easy to talk to
(Amy) and takes up suggestions in a positive way.

B DOS2 John Positive - he is confident enough to be able to take
(Richard) suggestions quite well.

G DOS2 Anna Positive - she is more like a trainee than a teacher as
(Richard) she’s so new. Very anxious for feedback.

C DOS3 Judy Positive - although I had no real criticisms to make
(Rosie) as Judy is very experienced.

D DOS4 Jack Positive - he is very anxious to improve - he asked
(Sonya) if he could have the video so he could go over the

points we’d discussed.

F DOS4 Donna | A bit anxious or defensive.
(Sonya)

H DOS5 Wanda | Positive - didn’t seem to mind the critical points
(Gerry) much though did argue the toss at times.

| DOS6 Clare Positive - but then I didn’t make many critical
(Jackie) comments.

Table 11.

317




Q4

What were your aims for the feedback session? What did you want to

happen?
QS  To what extent did you feel you achieved your aims? Did you do what
you wanted to do?
Session | DOS Teacher | Teacher’s Comments
A DOS1 Sue Q4: 1 wanted to make Sue feel confident about
(Amy) what she’s doing and to make a few points about
how she can improve. It was not a wonderful
lesson but I think generally Sue is a popular teacher
who with support will continue to improve.
QS: Generally it went as planned. Sue was
receptive and I managed to make the points I
wanted.
E DOS1 Adrian | Q4: I wanted to make Adrian feel he is doing a
(Amy) good job - which he is. I’d like him to feel he has
my support.
Q5: The session went well - Adrian is an easy
colleague to work with and very conscientious so
open to any suggestions in a non-defensive way.
B DOS2 John Q4: I was aiming to let John know I thought his
(Richard) lesson was fine and that he is doing well in his first
teaching post with Bell.
QS5: It went as planned - John was confident and
easy to talk to.
G DOS2 Anna Q4: I wanted to give Anna confidence as she is not
(Richard) doing too well with what is quite a difficult class.
Q5: I hope I was positive enough to make her feel
more confident with her class till the end of the
course.
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C DOS3
(Rosie)

Judy

Q4: My aim was to conduct the session in a
‘professional” way - to effect a fruitful exchange of
views.

QS5: 1 think I achieved my aims - we had a very

good discussion.

D DOS4
(Sonya)

Jack

Q4: I was trying to help John get to grips with this
group of Thai students. There were a number of
small points he needs to be aware of.

Q5: He was very receptive and keen to pick up any

ideas, so I think I did achieve my aim.

F DOS4
(Sonya)

Donna

Q4: As a new DOS I was anxious to get through
the checklist so I would have a good record for the
files. My aim with Donna was to make her feel
good about her lesson as she’s a bit anxious.

Q5: Generally it was fine with Donna taking on

board suggestions.

H DOS5
(Gerry)

Wanda

Q4: Mainly I wanted to appear supportive.

Q5: It’s was quite easy with Wanda as she is very
happy to receive feedback. It was a lot more
difficult with Lynne (another teacher) ‘cos I think
she thinks she should be DOS and isn’t really

interested in anything I have to say.

I DOS6
(Jackie)

Clare

Q4: 1 don’t think I’d thought out my aims well
enough in advance except to be supportive to Clare.
QS5: The lesson was not very well managed and I
should have picked up on that. As it was I don’t
think my feedback was very helpful - except to

make Clare feel quite good about her lesson.

Table 12.
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Q6 Do you feel your relationship with the trainee/teacher to be ‘special’ when

you are giving feedback? How would you describe the relationship?

DOS

Teacher’s Comments

DOS1
(Amy)

Yes, I feel it is a special relationship - unique really. I think that my main role
is to support the teachers and I have to do that at the same time as developing
them as teachers. It could be quite difficult as a new DOS with people such as
Adrian who I was a teacher with last year. But it’s fine - because I’ve been
well-briefed with the briefing sessions and the Handbook etc. I feel I know
what I’m doing and the teachers are very nice. It feels a bit strange and formal

but it’s fine.

DOS2
(Richard)

Yes, I feel that I am there to support and make sure that the teachers -
especially new ones like John and Anna are doing a good enough job. In a
way our first priority is the students and we have to make sure the teachers
do as good a job as possible. At the same time you don’t want to destroy a
weak teacher’s confidence - they have to be supported till the end of the

course for the students’ sake.

DOS3
(Rosie)

I am very conscious of being the ‘DOS’ and I try to keep the feedback session
as professional as possible. It’s quite tricky with someone like Judy who’s a
bit older than me and though not technically as well-qualified has a lot of
experience. I still think I have things to contribute and my job is to make sure

that overall on the course the academic programme is as good as it can be.

DOS4
(Sonya)

Yes, very different in some ways. I’'m very aware of my role as the one in
charge of the programme and I’'m obviously keen to help my teachers do the
best they can for the students. I consciously try to be a bit more formal than

usual but I hope I am also approachable.

DOSS
(Gerry)

Yes, I’'m very conscious of my role as DOS, especially with very experienced
teachers. I see my main role as supporting the teachers and making sure they

are doing everything Bell expects them to do.
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DOSé6

Yes, it’s quite a responsibility to keep the teacher well-motivated and feeling

(Jackie) | supported and at the same time making sure that the classes are good and that
the children and their parents are happy. It is through the feedback sessions
that I have the chance to monitor and, I hope, raise standards. So for those
reasons it 1s a special relationship.

Table 13.

Questionnaire given to teachers in the in-service sessions

I am doing research on feedback. Could you spend a few minutes completing this

questionnaire. I promise that your remarks will be received in the strictest

confidence. I will not pass on any of the information you may give individually, to

your DOS or to any other member of the course team, and you will not be named

in any published work.

I would like your opinion of the feedback on your lesson. Could you please

tick/complete the following statements.

BOWN

I found the feedback given by the DOS on my lesson useful.

I did not find the feedback given by the DOS on my lesson very useful.
While the DOS was giving me feedback I felt ....

Now, after feedback, I feel ....

Any other comments?

Questionnaire 2.
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Teachers’ responses to the questionnaire
The following responses were received from the teachers whose lessons were observed,
and who received feedback in the sessions which were recorded. For the questions see

Questionnaire 2, immediately above.

Session { DOS Teacher | Teacher’s Comments
A DOS1 Sue Ticked 1.
(Amy) 5. .... positive - she was very encouraging,

6. .... that it was helpful. She gave me some good
ideas which I will use the next time I do this lesson.
Amy is always extremely approachable, and is
always willing to give us enough time as we need.

She is also prepared to listen to our opinions/views.

E DOS1 Adrian | Ticked 1.

(Amy) 5. Ifelt Amy was aware of what I'm like as a
teacher and knew my students quite well. We
discussed the lesson and how I felt about it, so I
could express whatever I wanted to say.

6. Amy evaluated the lesson fairly and discussed
with me how I felt the lesson had gone. She praised
what was good and suggested ways of making my
lessons better.

Amy is a sound DOS - she knows her job and will
go out of her way to help you. I have worked with
Amy on two courses. Last year we were fellow
EFL tutors and this year she has been my DOS. So,
obviously a friendly working relationship has been
established and I have total respect for Amy as she
is the total professional, and I have no problem

asking for help in and out of the feedback session.
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DOS2
(Richard)

John

Ticked 1.

5..... fine. I think it was a fair exchange of views.
6 ..... fine. I feel that Richard and I have a different
way of working now we are colleagues. I see
observation as my chance to prove myself as a

professional teacher.

DOS2
(Richard)

Anna

Ticked 1.

5. .... the points raised during the feedback session
will be very helpful for future teaching.

6. .... I received constructive criticism which meant
I went away feeling positive about my lesson but
having learnt how I could improve.

Feedback sessions give you another person’s
perspective and make you think about points you
wouldn’t otherwise have thought of. I also felt able

to express myself.

DOS3
(Rosie)

Judy

Ticked 1.

5. very comfortable. Rosie has just done the
Dip. and so has a lot of fresh ideas to bring to the
discussion.

6. ... we had a chance as fellow professionals to talk
about what was best for the class. I think she
appreciates my efforts in the classroom and feels I

am doing a good job.
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DOS4
(Sonya)

Jack

Ticked 1.

5. .... credit was given me for the things I achieved in
the lesson. Several critical comments were made
and, what’s more, were followed up with positive
suggestions about what I could do to improve.

6. .... it ended on a positive note. It was conducted
in a pleasant way.

There was no rush. We used the observation sheet
as a framework and it is very thorough, often
covering similar points twice over so nothing could

be missed.

DOS4
(Sonya)

Donna

Ticked 1.

5 .....generally positive with concrete suggestions for
improving my technique. For example with the game
which wasn’t so successful Sonya had ideas on how
to improve it and was very careful to say it had
potential and I shouldn’t scrap it.

6. It was helpful because of the suggestions made by
Sonya and also because it gave me a chance to
rationalise and say why I did what I did. I feel able to
express my feelings and point of view because Sonya

is quite approachable.

DOS5
(Gerry)

Wanda

Ticked 1.

5. .... totally able to express my feeling and Gerry let
me do a lot of the talking which helped me clearly to
see the faults and how to change them as well as the
good.

6. I came away from the session feeling generally
happy about my teaching and inspired to improve.

I think the feedback was generally helpful as Gerry

was very complimentary about the lesson and
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encouraged me to say - not what was wrong with it

but how I could have improved it.

| DOSé6 Clare Ticked 1.

(Jackie) 5. .... fine, Jackie was very encouraging.

(I felt rather fake under camera - I was filmed).

6. .... the session was very helpful. It is interesting to
hear different approaches to the lesson. Jackie is

always open to suggestion.

Table 14.




APPENDIX 5

@ The Bell Language Schools

Lesson Review Form

TEACHER'S NAME: Observed by:
Course: Level of Class:
Date: No. of Students:

Main focus of lesson:

. Planning

. Did this lesson fit within the Scheme
- Of Work?

Aims & Objectives

Were they clear?

Aims & Objectives
Were they achieved?

Communication - Was it clear when:

- giving and checking instructions

- explaining and responding to students'
questions

- presenting new language

Rapport

Classroom Management

Variety and Pace

Was it appropriate for this class?
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8 | Resources/Materials

% Were they appropriate for this class?

|

"Flexibility

“ If it was necessary, the lesson plan was modified
| in response to student reactions and
~ circumstances.

10

} Motivation/Participation
\

Were the students motivated and given an
opportunity to participate?

11

Language Awareness/Error Correction

When necessary, a high level

of language awareness in grammar, vocabulary
and phonology was demonstrated and errors
corrected as appropriate.

Other Points

Summary
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