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ABSTRACT

Government Language Planning and &efi (LPPs) have affected how English is learned and
promoted in South KoreaOne result has beemquiring university students to take English
conversation classesHowever, it was through personal interactions with these classdbdhat
focus seemed to ben general English proficiency rather than on conversation learning.
Additionally, it seemed that conversation classes were not guided by any acknowledged goals or
an evaluation process of those gpalkich seems to have generatadch divergence across
theseclasses. This led to an examination of what conversation classes are in a local Korean
university. Five research areas were investigated: the standards which teachers are to meet ir
conversation classes, the role of these classes, the teackers/efsation, the expectations of
conversation classes as held by students, teachers, and administrators and the construct c
conversation. Three questionnaires were designed to gathditatie and qualitative data in

these areaslt was found thathte observed divergence is caused by a lack of standards to meet,
an economically driverrole, a levelingsystem based on receptive skill testirdiffering
expectations and a simplistic understandifighe converg#on construct. Muclawarenesand
discwssionis needed to create a conversalEsrning environment in university conversation
classes if that ido bethe goal.The limitations are aclowledged in this sty as well as

recommendations fdurther research
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CHAPTER 1
INTRODUCTION

English conversation classes became a requirement for university graduates in South Korea in the
1990s (Kim and Margolis, 2000: 30) and it is in the Korean university context that this research
takes place.These mandatory classes are a result of government language plkamhpudicies

(LPPs) that strongly encourage the development of English oral communication skills, which
promote fluency over accuracy (Kwon, 200Ricento and Hornberger (1996: 404) stétat
linguistics is rarely the primary agdsn of LPPs but rather societal issues such as globalization,
cultural values and traditions take preced&¥hife et al, 1991: 17). Therdore, LPPs can be
idealistic and inherently problematic if framed aimgplemented without consideration of its
implications and affects on the stakeholders limed (Nunan, 2003: 591). Nunan (2003: 590)
argues that descriptive data is needed to docueglish relatededucational plicies SOELT
(English Language Teachipgrofessionals can understand what govermisy bureaucracies and
industrieswant to achieve and in turn help them realistically achieve their policy mandates.
Therefore, it becomes necessary for ELT professionals to understand the need for English anc
how English is used in nenative English speaking countries. In this case, the researcher took
government policies into account when investigating the need and use for Enghkghnsation

classes in theesearch setting

This study developed as a rasofl the researcher beiragsignedEnglishconversation classes in

a Korean university After some classroom exposure, | realizedt OconversationO was not
necessarily the outcome. There seemed to be a mismatch between the course title and th
learnirg context. The context was characterized by the followihlylow Englishproficiency
levelsamongst many student®) class sizes of 25 or more, hedulectlass times of two 50

minute sessions. week or one -Bour session once a week, 4) a designajederal English
textbook and 5) the wideenvironment where English tends not to be used socially among
Koreans Park and Oxford, 1998108; Jeong, 2004: 34) Therefore, English is learned in a
Otarget language (T4@moved contextO (Graves, 2008: 155hjctv means that English is
acquired in classrooms that are separated from English using contexts. Thisesettnudifies

how policy rhetoric of making communicative competence can be problematic when the



classroom reality is not consm@d (Nunan, 2003:589). The previously mentioned factors
affected my English conversation classes by putting the focus on general English proficiency
rather than conversational competence. The conflict between the course title and the reality of
the classroom generateoh investigation to fid out what teaching conversation means, what
university standards are in place for conversation classes, what role do these classes have at th
university, who teaches these classesl what is expected in these classes. As a rdsalstudy

looks at whether or not English conversational competence can be achieved in this context.

The purpos of this study is to answéwe research questions in order to understand the academic
institution and in turn be able to make better andemaformed teaching decisions in my
conversation classes. Without this descriptive data, the present situation will continue to focus on
general English proficiency rather than on conversational skills, which negates the perceived
intention of teachingral learning conversation in classes tited OEnglish ConversationO. There
are other factors that inhibit conversational competence besides idealistic language policies anc
the aforementioned contextual characteristics. They are: 1) textbooks and appribeathe
misrepresent claims of producing conversational competence, 2) lack of interactional time and
exposure to @hentic English conversation) the lack of need foEnglish conversation within a

target context of Englishse, 4) lack of goalstandards and directidor conversation learning,

5) mismatched expectations between students, teachers, and administrators, and 6) the
contradiction between the nature of the classroom and the nature of conversation. This is not ar
exhaustive list butather an illustrative list. These factors will not be the primary focus of this
study, however their consideration give reason to the mismatch between the course title and the
course content. Brown asserts that to understand complex issues, askigbttqeestionds

more valuable than Opossessing storehouses of knowledgeO (2000: 4). So in thie light,

research questions for this study on conversation are:

1. Is thereastandard for English teachersm@etwhen teacimg conversation in

the researchediniversity?
2. What role d@onversation clagshavein thiseducationatontext?

3. Which teachers are assignamhversatiorclasse®



4. What are the reasonsrfthis assignment?

5. What arethe universityOs administraOr th@ative and nomative English
teachersO and the studeexg@ctations of conversation classes lamal do they

comparé

The study begins with Chapter 2 addressing the background of English language policies in
Korea and the changes made towards promoting communicative language skills. Additionally,
how these changes have affected Korean universities will be addressexl.thAlsonstruct of
conversation and conversation teaching will be reviewed. Chappeesgnts how a mixed
methods approach in interviews and questionnaires are used to gather thiordties
investigation | took a thre-perspective approach to enbam wdl-rounded point of view of the
researched setting Administiators, native and nemative Englishconversation teachers and
students in conversation classes participated in the questionnaires designed for thiglséudy.
results of the data colleon are discussed in Chapter £hapter Sontainsa full analysis and
discussion of the implication®if teaching conersation in the researched contextich can be
applied to the wider EFL profession in Asidere English conversation is widely praem The

final chapter summarizes the findings of the research questions and concludes the study with ar

overview of its implications.



2.1

CHAPTER 2
DIVERGENCE IN UNIVERSITY CONVERSATION CLASSES

This review will examine English conversation apéttains to English Language Planning and
Policies (LPPs) in South Korea ands construct to better understand what it is hod it tends
to be taught in the research oaxtt LPPs are government mandates that outline how native and

foreign languages shild be used and learned within a country.

English Language Planning and Policies in South Korea and Their Relation to the
University Context

2.1.1 From Elite Access to Common Access

Since 1883 and 1884 when the Koreamerican and BritiskKoreanTreatieswere signed with
America and Britain, respecely, English has become a way to diversify trade relations,
modernize theKorean government, upgrade technology and science, and participate in
internatonal affairs (Dustheimer and Gillet1999 2; Jeong, 2004: 40Yim, 2007 37; Kim,
2008ar, 2009a, 2009b). From the first English LPP to commission gyeaetranslator program

to advise King Gojongn 1884 several English language policies have contributed to making
English the most significant feign language in Korea (ShiandBaik, 2000 182; Kim-Riveria,

2002 263; Kim, 2008c). This can be seen in the private akehool industry where English is

the most popular subject offered.

The Ministry of Eduction (MoE) has overseen seven NationauEation Curriculums (NEC)
since 1954(Skim andBaik, 2000 182 which is theprimary source of English LPP mandates

At first, English was an extracurricular subjeathich became mandatory for middle and high
school in 1969 to presently including elemery grades 3o 12 (age 9 to 18ince 1997.The
English curriculumsetsthe amount of English vocabulary, sentence types and grammatical and
functional structures for each grade that is represented in authorized textbooks and activity types
(Kwon, 2000. Kwon (2000) states that current high school graduates should have mastered 3000
English vocabulary words through 1,216 classroom hours with the expectation to engage in and
thrive at learning conversation in universitin sum, English was first accgBle to elite groups
such as translators and government officials, but now every high school student is encouraged tc

be become communicative in English as a foreign languwéitfeén university conversation



classes. The question isre hese university alsses doing what is expected of tRerire they

producing conversationally skilled university graduates?
2.1.2 Policies That Contributed To Mandatory Conversation Classes in Universities

Three major policy changes in the 19%@4 the stage for making English conversation classes
compulsory for university studentdhe first change wasitiated by the sixth NEC (1992) It

stated that interpersonainteraction skills be developethrough a communicative language
teaching metbdology with a focus oeveryday functionakEnglish (Kwon, 2000, Nunan, 2003

600; Butler, 2005: 427 The second change was a national mandate to globalize Koreai(1995)
orderto become a competitive and a central player in international affairs.m@ihdatedor
studentsvere to become proficient in English whikeepinga strong sense of national identty

they canteach the world about Kore&t{in, 2003 18; Yim, 2007 38). The third change was to
increase English communicative competence byhiagdEnglish through English as stated in the
seventh NEC (997) (Jeong, 200441). Thesecommunicative themegolicies impactedthe
university entrance exam, tl@ollege Scholastic Ability Tes{CSAT). An English dialogue
listening componentvas addedn 1994, which claims to indirectly asseg®aking abilities
(Kwon, 200Q. However, his indirect testing method tends to create an overreliance on a
receptive skill, which is no guarantee that speaking, a productive skill has developed
correspondingly.This is because language skills tend not to develop simultaneously if they are
not learned integratively (Hinkel, 2006: 113).Therefore,this method might be an unreliable
indication of speaking abilities. Nevertheless, the C3&vision was the strongemitiator of
change becausé is the gatekeeper into prestigiousiversities and therefore higlaying jobs
(Gray, 199947; Choi, 2008 41). The policy changes encouraged English learning as a national
endeavor and refocused from linguistic compe¢eto communiative competence, which has
involved teaching rtborms from grammatranslationaudiolingual methods to CLT methods.
This requires drastic changes in teacher and student roles, classroom expectations, materials
testing and beliefabout learning and teachingiwon (2000) claims that changes are gradually
happeningas the government fids various programs to strengthée infrastructure necessary

for successful English LP&utcomes



2.1.3 How These Policies Have Affected Universities

Communicative ompetence in Englishmandatd in the aforementioned policies and so
universities started to implement severgianges to build this competence within students in
order to stay relevant and competitive. First, English conversatiosesldg®came a aptuation
requirement (Kin andMargolia, 2000: 30). Three out of six administrators in this study stated
that these classes have been compulsory for all majdrss universitysince 1996. However,
conversation classes are not meticulpusbanized like the NECNo documentation was found
regarding national or institutional comgation course curriculumi-our out ofsix administrators
stated that there is no set curriculum for conversation but rather it is the teachersO resgonsibility
develop the& own content. Consequently, conversation classes tend to be seen as titles rather
than content which makes these classes highly interpretafiiés leads to divergence in
conversation classes, which will be discussed in chapteNé&xt, Native English Speaking
Teaders NESTS) are primarily hiredo teach conversation, as it is widely believieat NESTs

have the best insight into the English language, especially in a communicative sense (Holliday,
2006: 385). The Korean governmentmuesthis ideology by recruitin@®A-holding NESTsto

help fulfill English LPPs(Dustheimer and Gillet1l999: 5) This university job advert requires

any BA with sane teaching experience. Alsmany universities have set an English proficiency
level requirement for graduation (Kwon, 2000). One administrator commented that this
university does not have a proficiency requirement because it has been too difficult to determine
how to test English proficiency and they are undecided on what departmeladt lshoesponsilel

for administering this testUniversity studentsre encouragedo write these in English to be
published in international refereed journalsereas l professorsare encouragetb teach their
subjects in Enigsh (Yim, 2007: 40) Lasly, creatingresearch environmenge encouragetb

attract collaboration with oversea acadentizsncrease the quality of academic research and
English education (ibid).However, vihat seems to be missing in the literature is evaluations on
how far uniersities have comia their Englishdirected mandatesAre these changes helping to
make university students communicatively cetemt in English? This studgigs to answer this

by investigating the standards, the role and the expectations of cororecdasises specifically.

2.1.4 Communicative Use of English in Korea



2.2

Interestingly, English is not used for social interaction among Koreans, therefore, they do not
have much opportunity to use English and this leads to a lack of communicative Englésh skil
(Park and Oxford, 199&08;Jeong, 200443; Choi, 2008: 42 Rather, Englishest takinghave
become a vital skill in Korean society as CSAT and TOEIC scores have become the gateway to
social and economic advancement and stgl{iGray, 1999 47; Choi, 2008: 39).The business

sector has increased job competition by demanding Ergftiibd emplyees Jeong, 200440)

so English proficiency tests or TOEIC score® ancluded in recruitment and used for
promotional incenves {Yim, 2007 41). Universities now offer various test preparation courses
and proficiency classes to help graduates with employment (Park and Potts in Graves, 2008:
165). This is true for the university under study as indicated in their promotional booklet.
Consequently, anversation classes tend to besource oflanguage exposure for TOEIC or
company test preparation. Therefore, to raise communicative competency, testing must be
developed to directly evaluate sféng rather than indirectlihrough listeningests However

English is mostly used to gain a competitive edge in Korean societyntimal needfor
genuine English communicationThis raises the question, what would conversation classes be

needed for in everyday Korean life?

In summary, conversation ckesare a result of Eglish LPPs which encourage Koreans to
become more communicatively cpatent in English. However, thgoal is inhibited by several

social congtints. The testing methods, a yousgglish teaching infrastructure and a lack of
social irteraction in Englishprevent much progress in developing English conversation skills.
So, are goveimentLPPstoo vague or idealistic to implemé&niNunan (2003) and Butler (2005)
address this gquestion in their studies, which include South Korea, citindeagap between the

intent of these policies and the reality that lacks the infrastructure and direction to implement
them. Nonetheless, ot know how to become conversationally competent, the nature of
conversation and conversation teaching must be @etmio better inform university
conversation classes if the goal of these classes is to make students more conversationall

competent. This will be discussed in the following section

Conversation Defined



Conversation is a multifaceted constr: Thornbury and Slade point out that this complexity
derives from conversation being so ubiquitous in our daily language usage (2006:dher
words, conversation is so intertwined with daily interactions ithiatdifficult to define. Also,
various fidds of study have informed conversation: linguistics, psychology, anthropology, and
socidogy (Gumperz, 1999: 98)So t becomes harder to compile a concise yet comprehensive
definition of conversation. It is necessary to define conversation by its attarsstics, its

functions and its conditions.
2.2.1 Conversation Characteristics: Conversation is . ..

Conversation is type of speech eventO(Hymesin Richards, 1980: 14) that is distinct from
lectures, discussions, interviews and courtroom trials. Conversatioopis-atively constructed

which is based on contributions, assumptions, expectations, and interpretations of the
participantsO utterancéRichards, 1980414; Gumperz, 1999101). Awareness of differing
assumptions, expectations and interpretations would be vital for learning conversation in a cross
cultural classroom.Since conversation is cooperative, it becomes a negotiatedegdited
process(Van Lier, 1989 499; Nunan, 1999226; Sayer, 200517) that is segmentally created
through short, frequent turns consisting of phrases and clauses (Cook51988ornbury and

Slade, 2006: 13) Active monitoring isalsoneeded to link wérances tgether (Brazil, 1992: 4

and is maintained through active listening (Carter, 1998. This interactionmeans that the
participants have equal rights to produce utteza Sayer, 200516). However, this feature has
cultural implications forKorean students as the Korean language is based on hierarchical rules.
It has been observed that any varying levels known among students sucll@sico/ear or age

differences, tends to inhibit conversational flow.

This cooperative discourse &iven by interactive rules and routines (Dornyei and Thurrell,
1992 3, 1994 42) where these structures guide how silence, volume, intonation, conventional
language, information and norms of interaction are used (Applegate, 19786)gdnize
conversation. This organization is culturbound as conversational routines are implemented
differently in dfferent countries (TayloandWolfson 1978 272;Richards, 1980419). Dornyei

and Thurrell (1992 and 1994) highlight the features of conversational rousifeEsng openings



and dosings, turataking mechanismand adjacency pairs such as greetings and apologies. Also
conversational language enables various situations such as coming into a conversation, holding
listener interest, subject changing, and gettingof a conversation smoothly. These routines are
signaled through specialized words and phrases to make conversation cohesive which means the
conversation igade up of linguistic features (Richard andSukwiwat, 1983114). Corpora data

of authenticspoken language has informed the linguistic characteristics of conversation, which
have revealed distinctive grammatical and lexical feat(@ester and McCarthy, 199%arter,

1998 Thornbury and Slade, 20080; OOKeeffe, et al., 20021). Some exanips include

ellipsis (deliberately omit chunks of language), head and tail slots (prospectively and
retrospectively topical commss), deixis (referential language afshared environment), lexical
repetition, vague language, and fillers (words and phrdsasfill in pauses or buy time).
Conversation is also topically unpredictable (Sinclair, 1992: 81) and therefore native speakers
tend to have a Olinguistic repertoireO of regularly usedgshGumperz in Yorio, 1980: 434)

that help engineer variousrogersations. Therefore, these rules, routines, and linguistic features

would be valuable to highlight in a conversation class.

Conversation isocial, meaning it establishes rapport and mutual agreement, engages in phatic
communication, maintains and odlifies social identity and involves interpersonal skills
(Richards, 1980420 Thornbury and Slade, 20067). This social element is expressed through
wishes, feelings, attitudes, opinions and judgmemlsch can clash wittheformal nature of the
classroomwhen teaching conversatiorCook (1989 32) illustrates how politeness and keeping
face are important social aspects of conversathkdeo, amnversation ignulti-sensory (McLuham

in Cane, 1998: 32). This entails paralinguistic features sucheasoatact, facial expressions,
body language, tempo, pauses, voice quality charageb pitch variaion (Thornbury, 2005: 9)
which affect conversational flow.It seems that culturés integral in how conversation is

constructed which has implications fuww English conversation taught andearned.
2.2.2 Conversation Functions: Conversation is a way to . ..

Conversation is a way toerbally communicate for mostly interpersonal and somewhat

transactional purposes (Nunan, 1999 228. Interactional language engages people for social



reasons as illustrated previously. Transactional language is for service encounters like buying
tickets or ordering food. However, these purposes are usually intert@inechbury and Slade

2006: 20)and so the distinction between interactional and transactional langusegms to be

used for language learning awareness. Conversation is a waytitke actions through
linguistic means such aspeech acts or functions (apologizing, promisarg inuting) (Dornyei

and Thurrell, 1992). Functional language is used directlyndirectly in various waysand
contexs and therefore functional language is neither exhaustive nor complete (Richards, 1980
417; Cook, 1989 28). Conversation is a way tmark relationships, which suspends social
distance, status, and powgRichard and Sukwiwat, 1983: 117) through linguistic neutrality,
equality, sympathy, and antipathy (Cook, 1989: &9.b generte conversation, these funct®n

must be preserand practicedh a conversation class.
2.2.3 Conversation Conditions: Conversation happens...

Conversatiorusuallyhappens when people giee-to-face (Van Lier, 1989: 492, which makes

it highly interactional and social.However, Thornbury and Slasl (2006: 23) point out that
Ocomputemediated communication® (CMC) shares many conversational characteristics where
faceto-face may not be the only way to have a conversation. Conversaii@ens when there

IS a small group of people (Cook, 1989 51) with a minimum of two It happens withinhared

contexts such as insituational,institutional, social and cultural enviroents (Thornbury and

Slade, 200615). Conversation happews real time and demands spontaneous decisiaking

and improvisationdadirg to a very dynamic discour§€anLier, 1989 493;Nunan, 1999226).

In summary, conversation & specific spoken discourse thapimarily social and engaged in
for social purposes and in social contexts. Conversation entails the knowfetigelanguage
system and the factors that create socially cohesive discourse (Cook, 1989: 116). So in languag

teaching, Applegate stresses how

communication can only be effective when the student is sensitive to the social and cultural aspects of
language use and how these differ between his first and skoanhge.
(1975: 271).

10



2.3

Conversation classes must be guidedtly elements of conversation as previously mentioned
and the means to generate genuine conversation. This isptegdmask as will be demonstrated

through the teaching approaches in the next section.
How Conversation Tends to be Taught

How conversation is viewed impactewvh it is taught (Richarsland Sukwiwat 1983 124). This
meansif conversation is seen as amal information exchange then it will be treated like a
product. Conversely, if conversation is depicted as social interaction it will be treated as a
process. Conversation classes then range from free OdggndiscussionsO to constrained
drilling exercises (Brown 2001: 67) and tend dobscribe to one dahree approaches: 1) the
indirect approach, 2) the direct approach, and 3) a combination of the direct and indirect

approaches.

2.3.1 Three Approaches to Conversation Teaching

The indirect gproachis based on the idea that conversation competence will emerge from
participating in interactive activities such as discussions,-plalgs, information gaps, and
problemsolving asks Qornyei and Thurrell, 199441). Some methods that may be considered
indirect approacheare the Oral Approac¢hthe Audiolingual Method, Community Language
Learning, and Communicative Language Teachifighe interaction is meaningful, conversation
competence will be acquired peripherally (Brown, 20076. However, Nunan (1999 240
claims that interactive activities tend to elicit reproductive language rather than meaningful ideas.
The indirect approach has been seen as unstedci{Taylor and Wolfson 1978 31),
linguistically deprived ohow to engage in authentistéraction(Cane, 199833) and favorable
toward stronger studen{arrington, 1981241). Despite the criticsstudents may feel that their
need to practice speaking is being fulfilled througgstricted and unrestrictethteractive

activities.

The direct approach is basedn a systematic conversation program of miskdls,
communication strategies, language input and processes that lead to fluent conyerisatiois

informed by Conversation Analysis, Second Language Acquisition and Discouedgsi®\n

11



(Dornyei and Thurrell, 199440). Explicit instruction on conversational aspects combined with
speaking opportunitiess fundamentalTaylor et al., 197834; McCarthy, 1991 212; Brown,
2001 277. This approach includes recording conversattonecognizestudentdeficiencies in
observing real conversational transcripts (Carter, 19982; Sayer, 2005: 15 good
conversationalists (Cane, 19986), and the differences between rnumative and native
conversation (McCarthy, 199121). The directapproach has been seen to enady on skills
and strategies at the expense of linguisticsthateachng of unnecessary functional language in
particular corgxts (Skehan in Thornbury and Slade, 2006: ;22@rio, 1980 441). Cook adds
that not everytimg about conversation can be taught, as some mechanisms are only
unconsciously accessiblike pausing, overlapping, and pitch rise to signal -taking (1989:
117).

The third approacks a combination ofearnercentered training, language exposumégractional
activities and teaching conversatias aspokendiscourseas sen in Thornbury and SladeOs
Oindirect teaching plusO (2006: 295), edloeia et al.Os Oprincipled communicative approachO
(CelceMurcia et al, 1997 148 and Jane WillisO(199@)tasbased approachd. They are
characterized as highlighting specific language input and exposure to real conversation with
consciousnesgising time in systematically sequenced activities. Explicit teaching is punctuated
at strategic points in thedson. Rearrangemandf exposurejnstruction and practice ailies
underlyingelements. Teaching starts with teaesteident collaboration on concerns, needs, and
abilities that generate the conversational content. This approach is seen to demarehaohech t
practice and skill nurturing (Giblbe in Thornbury and Slade, 2006: 313@arnercentered
training andmuchmotivation to colaborate in classroom decisioridowever, Thornbury (1998

110 remarks that classrooms and textbooks are still wigedynmardriven which makesny

conversationahpproactdifficult to apply.

In the researchedorean university context, conversation classes are assigned general English
textbooks that claim to promote communicative skilist include tasks sinat to NunanOs list of

tasks found in popular textbooks (1999: 240). For example, Olisten to a model dialogue anc
repeat, interpolating own nameO, Oread a model dialogue and have a similar conversation usil

cues provided@nd Olisten to the interview arstk and answer simélr questions with a partner.O

12



These tasks may be great trainingeels for speakingut they do not attend to conversational
characteristicsfunctions and conditionsAlso, the
scripted dialogues rarely reflect the unpredictability atyhamism of conversation, or the features and
structures of natural spoken discourse, Bnstudents who encounter only scripted spoken language have
less opportunity to extend their linguistic repertoire in ways that prepare them for unforeseegdaiiange

outside the classroom. B
(OOKeefe et al., 2007: 21).

It seems that the indirect approach is primarily usédch subscribes to the idea that any
interaction will eventually lead to conversational competence. My observation is similar to
CaneOs assessment that Othe techniques for developing conversation skills in language textboc
still remain remarkable cre® (1998: 33) despite the research done on conversation. Plus,
conversation cannot be sufficiently learned without rich language exposure, seleicts to be
missing inan indirect approachNor can foreign language proficiency be learned in 2 hours of
Otassroom instruction and inputO eew Hinkel, 2006: 114).Attention must be drawn to what
makes conversatica specific spoken discouras

learners are generally aware that direct transfer of lexical and grammatical features of their L1 [First

Language] may not always result in communicative success, they are often unaware that patterns of

interaction may be differently structured in other cultures, and find it harder to accept, therefore, that

transfer of their L1 norms can be the sourceomfimunication failure
(Thornbury and Slade: 2006: 227).

The fact that an indirect approachused in this context hasplications for how conversation is
perceived in randatory conversation classePerhaps general English classes may be viewed as
adequate conversation classes because no distinction has been made between conversatic

learning and general English learning.
2.3.2 Conversation Testing and Its Reflection on the Goals of Conversation Classes

The evaluation techniques Oreflect better than any lengthy statement of aims and purposes th
true objective of instrumnO Yalette, 1973: 407). This means the test is the Inefstator of

what is intended im class. For example, oral inteawis have been the most comnvaay to test

oral proficiency (Van Lier 1989) however this evaluation lacks the integrity of testing
conversation competence. Interviews involve an unequal relationship, unequal chances for

construction, topic constraints, darthe absence of routines. This means that conversation
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abilities are primarily assessed on linguistic structures, which becomes amata@ssessment
of their conversationatapabilties (Valette, 1973). This tendency is a result of communicative
teding methods failing to provide precision in what conversation compeisnSavignonin
CelceMurcia et al, 1997: 143). Van Lier (1989) says that conversation can be tested but it is
difficult to attain validity and reliability in its evaluationThevariation involved in conversation
could be a major reasomde suggests that teachers

must also become serious students of natural conversation so that we can distinguish the trivial from the

fundamental and tasks necessary tosueaskills fromunfair demands.
(ibid: 505).

Additionally, when the construct of conversation is explicit, students and teachers will know the
specific foci for the class and thest Moritoshi, 2001: 17).Therefore:
any language teaching approach mhbet accompanied by language tests that adequately measure the
learning outcomes promoted by the particular program; otherwise thebaekleffect of tests drawn from

other approaches or methods will undeventhe programOs effectiveness
(Cdce-Murcia, et al., 1997: 143).

It becomes necessary to match the test with the goals of the conversatiosoctass the

integrity of learning conversation can be maintained
2.2.3 The Dichotomy in Conversation Classes

There are severdignificant reasons for ambiguitin conversation classes this university
First, communicativased textbooks are used to indirectly focus on conversation (Cane, 1998),
which tends to substitute interaction tasks for conversation learning. FuoplexMoritoshiOs
(2001) study on conversation classes found that the assigned textbook did not develop
conversational capabilities within his Japanese students despite the dialogue practicing and free
conversation activitiesConsequently:

just because aiven task calls for the students to engage in conversation, it does not mean that it will

necessarily generate OnaturalQ interaction.
(Sayer, 2005: 21).

Second, an unclear definition of oral poidéncy (Van Lier, 1989: 492)leads toan obscure
Odefinition of what constitutes Ocommunicative competenceO for fongjgagéa learners,O

(Butler, 2005: 441 This may have a role in why no proficiency levblavebeen set at this
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university 6ection 2.1.8 This then makes it difficult tdhave measurable outcomes for
conversation classes. Thirdonversation classes tend have vague goals lik©promoting
learner fluecyO $ayer, 2005: 14), which geratemultiple interpretations and outcomes based
on personl views of what conversatioclasses should be. Conversation classes then might
become a misnomer for general proficiefiogused classes, in which case, changing the course
titte would be beneficia(McGregor, 1974 349. Lastly, mismatched goals and expectations
between teachersd students constrain speaking opportunities, making it difficult to get students
talking (Folland and Robertsori978 281; Hofstede, 1986303 Torps, 1991 Peacock, 1998
Littlewood 1999. Contributing to this is the conflict betwe#re nature of thelassroom and the
nature ofconversation (Cook: 1989: 116)The classroonhas a very specific and controlled
discourse (SinclaiandCoulthard, 1992), which tends not to be conducive to socially interactive
conversation.Conversation is free, spontaneous, socialeaql among participants wherdhe
classroom involves order, planning, and an asymmetrical teatid@nt relationship, which

usually makes the discourse enay.

This section revealed a continuum oniethcanversation is taught which illustratekew complex
conversation learning is in a classroom. Learning conversation in a first language is nurtured
within a socielinguistic rich community over years andays (ightbown and Spada, 20062)
whereas darning conversation in dFL classroom lacks the same intensity of language input.
Therefore, theclassroom seems to be a place for conversational awarenesasdoeneersation

is developed and practiced in the wobldyond the classroamAlso, thereis a needo define
conversation classes through valid and reliable testing which must benomevidespread

within Korea Until then, conversation classes will continue todbsergent The following
chapter outlines the method bbw conversation class were investigated in thissearch

setting.

15



3.1

CHAPTER 3

THE QUESTIONNAIRE DESIGN AND ADMINISTRATION

A crosssectional study was implemented through -seffort questionnaires to answer the
research questions outlined in chapter 1. In other wordsnatpoint in time participants
commented on their beliefs and opinions of conversation classes in a questionmaat fo
(Dornyei, 2001: 194, 207).

The Areas of Research

The five researched areas:

1. Conversation as apostruct:It was necessary to ask the three groups how they define

conversation to assess how similar or different their interpretations of conversation are.
The respondents wrote key words or phrases to describe conversation as a type of spokel
discourse. The rpsnse was so extensive that the most frequent words were counted to

observe a collective understanding of conversation.

2. Standards forconversation classe#: standard is used to mean Oa level of quality or

achievement, especially a level that isutiot to be acceptable® (Collins COBUILD
English Dictionary for Advanced Learners, 2001).

3. Role of conversation classe$he reasons for having conversation classes were

investigated to gain an understanding of the rokhede classes

4. Teachersof conversation classe3his area examinetvhat native and nenative

English teachertend toteachand the reasons for their assigned clasSdss seems to

have implications for what is taught in conversation classes.

5. Expectations oftonversation classesDirect questioning of expectations and belief

items were used to assess what is expected in a conversation class. The belief items wer

used as an indirect reflection@fpectations, whicinay or may not have a correlation.

3.2 The Research Participants
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33

This study was carried out in a large and wed#ipected Korean university, where data was
collected from administrators, ELT teachers and university students. Six adminis{dators
Koreans, 2 foreignerg)articipated in this stly. Twelve out of sixteemative English teachers
and three out of ten Korean English teachetanteered. This means that S/ ®f the English

teachers in the English Language Department participated in this study.

The university students are requireo take four oneredit English conversation classes over
their first and second years in addition to two English elective courses: reading and writing,
listening, speech or movie English. There are three levels of proficikwveyBeginner), mid

(Falee Beginner) and high (Pdatermediate/Intermediate) levels. The students are level tested at
the beginning of their first year, which is based ogranmar and listening test. THeveling
process is problematifor conversation classeas there is nalirect speaking assessment,
therefore resulting inmixed-level classesThe mid and high levels are assigmednmunicative
basedextbooks whereas the low levels usangmar textbookand are taught in KorearSo the

mid and high level students were chosen for #iigdy, as thee classes are known to be
speakingfocused and more conversationally orientethere were98 mid level and 109 high

level first years with 90 mid level and 85 high level second yst@dent respondents The
studentsample accounted for 11.9% of the total student population enrolled in first and second
year conversation classes (3201) in spring 2009. The aim was to collect a minimum 60 and
maximum 100 student samples from each levdlyaar to increase the representativeness of the
first and second year population since large rensilhave a greater probabilit§ making the

data more signifiant (Henerson efl., 1987: 86; McDonough and McDonouydtD97: 160).
However, he noninclusion of the low levelgan be seen aslimitation in this studws they are

labeled conversation classdsspite their grammdocus
The Research Materials: Self-Report Questionnaires

Three seHreport questionnaires were designed to be simdaeach other so that the three
groups, the students, the teachers, and the administrators could be accurateteccoonpae
another (Appendices I, Ill, IV Each questionnaire had a quantitati@&ection I)and a

qualitative (Section II)component to increase richer data and expression oifoopirpornyei,
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2001: 193; Henersort @l., 1987: 61 McDonough and McDonoydt®97: 176). An Opost hoc
item analgisO Dornyei, 2001: 202) was regrettably not conducted on the questichaire
prevent unnecessary or contentious items from being used, whichothea limitation in this
study. The quantitative section contained between 17 and 25 opinion itemsohaskikert
scale from OStrongly DisagreeO to OStrongly AgreeO. The student qirestontained an
addiional Likert scale option of Ol donOt know@rtbancevalid data as students may not have
been aware of the differing elements in a conversation class. The qualitative section of the
questionnaires contained betwegrand 13openended opinion items. The quantitative and
qualitative items were based on 12 themes (a. through I. in Table 3.1), which were derived from
The themesti@if) GextbooksO@onversation studen@deliefsO

@oalsO and Oneedsfdevadded to the 5 research areas to further inform the researcher of the

the 5 researched areas.

nature of conversation ckess in the researched contexXtable 3.1 depicts how the 12 themes
were distributed in the three questionnairisalsoshows that research questionthfbugh 4 can
be answered without reference to the students whereas quesitailgddirect and indirect

investigation of expectations through responding to beliefs about conversation classes.

Table 3.1: The themassed in the three questionnaires

Research Q. Theme Item Student Item Teacher Item Administrator Item
1.Is there a a.Standards in a Section | #20, Section| Section | #19Section Il #1
standard for conversation class Il #2
English teachers to . . i i i _
meet when teaching b. Testing Section Il #2 Section | # 21, Section| Section | #20, Section Il

.. Conversation Il #7,9ac #2,12
conversation in the
researched c. Textbooks Section Il #11
university?
2.What role do d. Role of Section | # 15,18 Section Il # 6 Section Il #3,4
conversation Conversation Classeg
classes have in this
educational e.Who takes the Section | #22 Section | #21, Section Il #
context? conversation classes 8a,b, 9a,b
3.Which teachers f. Who Teaches the | Section | #11 Section | #5, Section Il Section | #5, Section Il
are assigned to conversation classes #la #10a
teach
conversation?
4. What are the g. Reasons for Teache Section Il #1b Section Il #10b
reasons for the Assignment
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assignment?

5.What are the
university’s
administrators’,
the native and non-
native ELT
teachers’ and the
students’
expectations of
conversation
classes and how do
they compare?

h. Expectations of a
conversation class

Section Il #1

Section Il #5

Section I1#5

i. Beliefs about a conversation class

Teaching Culture

Section | #13

Section | #2,14,18

Section | #2,14,17

Conv. Approaches

Section | #4,11

Section | #4,11

Textbooks Section | #1,6,7 Section | #1,6,13 Section | #1,6,13
Topic Selection Section | #3,9 Section | #8,16 Section | #8
Authentic Conv. Section | #14 Section | #19 Section #18

Interactional Roles

Section | #2,4,5,8

Section | #7,10,12,15

Section | #7,10,12,15

j. Goals for a
conversation class

Section | #10,16

Section | #9,17,23

Section | #9,16,22

k. Students Needs in g
conversation class

Section | #12

Section | #3,24

Section | # 3,23

|. Definition of
Conversation

Section | #17, Section
Il #3

Section | #25, Section
Il #8,10

Section 1#24, Section Il #1

Section Iwas used so that the three groups could respoadiitcersity of beliefs on conversation

classes which were not addressed in the opemded items Knowing their beliefs on what

should happen in a nwersation classight indicatewhat is expected in themSeveralbeliefs

about cowmersation classes were examine#Birst, cultural awareness is an important factor in

having successful communication so teaching Western culture was addressed.

conversation teachingvas exploredas it pertainedo teachingapproaches, textbooks, topic

selection, and generatiragthentic conversation. Last, how studesmisl teachershould interact

in a conversation claswas investigated. The qualitative responses fronsection | of the

guestionnaires were designiedhelp interpret thequantitative answers from section However,

some qualitative and quantitative questions were not-iatatable, making it difficultto

compare the resultsvhich was another limitation in the study (Creswell, 2009: 214).

example, section |, statement 3 on the teacher and administasiionnaire:

Students are unaware of spoken grammatical features such as vagueness, ellipsis, and head and tail slot

fillers.
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3.4

could not be interpreted by any opended itemsso i could onlybe a stanglone number.
The Student Questionnaire and Its Administration

The questionnaire was written in English with a Korean translation to prevent any
misunderstandings of the questions being askdtk sfidents were asked to write Englistily
responses becautiee researcher did not have the resesiror the funds to translate any written
Korean responses\onetheless, theritten feedback proved to be insightful despite the studentsO
limited abilities. The student questionnaire was piloted on 77 students who were similar to the
student sample. he pilot was used to improve the questionnaire and taigeabe procedure of

the questionnaireadministration. The pilot data revealed some inconsistemnd confusing
answers so somgtylistic and weding changes were made goestions to enhae clariy and

response accuracyonce these were amended, the questionpainger wasadministered.

The student sample waased on a voluntary procedure. Five classes déaxh level and year
totaling 20 classesvere then selectedvhich means a conveniensampling technigue wassed
(Nunan, 1992: 12; Creswell, 2009: 148). This techniquevga large enough sample so that
there wouldnot be an overeliance on one teacherOs class approach. To increase the return rate
native and nomative English teachersvere asked to voluntarily administer the student
guestionaires during their class time.inSe the teachers endorsed the questionnaire during class
time, the studestwere encouraged to participate but were not forceeh native teachers and

one nonndive English teacher volunteered to give the questionnaire. From the 467
qguestionnaires that were distributed, 3®@dents responded Table 3.2 gives a breakdo of

the investigated classes. It also shows the student sample and the teachers who administered tl
questionnaire. For example, T1 represents one teacher who gave the questistmairgasses.

One class was a mid first year with 26 studentsphlyt 17 studerst took the questionnaire while

the other was a mid second year with 21 out of 22 respond€&atprevent an overeliance on

one teacherOsrwersation class approach, 45talifferent teachers were asked to administer the

guestionnaire teach class level.

20



3.5

Table3.2: Student questionnaisministration by volunteer teachers

Conversation Mid First High First Mid Second High Second
Class Level Year Year Year Year
Teacher T1 (17/26) T2 (29/31) T1 (21/22) T8 (21/26)
Volunteers
with Student T2 (20/25) T6 (21/27) T8 (18/23) T5 (17/18)
Sample and
Class Size T3 (17/25) T7 (11/15) T9 (20/23) T9 (22/26)
T4 (25/28) T5 (28/30) T10 (16/23) T11 (8/14)
T5 (19/25) T5 (20/22) T2 (14/15) T11 (17/24)
Return Rate 98/129 = 75.9% 109/125 = 90/106 = 84.9%| 85/108 = 78.7%
87.2%

Since eleven teachers partgipd in the questionnair@dministration, a stdent questionnaire
procedure (Appendix Jlwas written to maximize the uniformity of the administration across the
twenty classes. After each class was finished, the teacher was debriefed on how the questionnair
went, how closely they followed the procedure, and if there were any problemsfosicn

during the administration. The consensus was more time was needed due to student limitation ir
writing Englishonly responses to the opended questions. The teachers were able to give
between five and fifteen more minutes after the allottedhttyveninutes. In the questionnaire
procedure, it was unclear whether a strict adherence to the twenty minutes was to be followed or
whether more time could be given. In this case, the teachers gave more time to increase adequa
andcomplete answers forelterresults. The time to complete the student questionnaires would

need to be amended to allow for extra time if needed in future studies.
The Teacher Questionnaire Administration

An email was sent to each university English teacher informing tiidhe research project that
would involve heir help. The questionnaire (Appendix) Was attached to the email so they
could look it over in advance. Aiptout of the questionnairas put on each teacherOs desk to
make it easily accessible as wall encourage a response. To enhance dmrifality, the

completed questionnaire@gere placed in a manila envelope, which was located on the conference
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3.6

tables in the teachdbsffices. Nine days were allotted to fill out the questionnaire. Three more
emails were sent as a reminder and as an encouragement to participate in this prbgct.
response rate was 59612 out of 16native English teachers and 3 out of 10 Korean Ehgli
teachers responded. 9%50f the native English teachers could be consillex representative
sample, howver, only 30% of the KoreaBnglish teachers volunteered. This sample size was
not large enough to gain a representative sample of the Korean teacher perspective, which woulc
be needed to sufficiently answer research qoieshi. Due to this limitation, the results for

question 5 cannot be conclusive but rather suggestive at best.
The Administrator Questionnaire Administration and Their Interviews

The administration questionnaire was given to 6 administrators. Vaey chosen because of
their English fluency and their influence on English conversation classes. There is an
institutional and a cultural hierarchy that should be followed so the Foreign Head teacher was
consulted on how to proceed with administrating #uiministrator questionnaire and interview.
The questionnairand interview guestions (Appendix)IWere attached to an explanatoryail

to the Foreign Head teachewho then @tributed the questionnaire® three of the six
administrators Through [m, three appointmerg were arranged fortwenty-minute Gemi
structured interviesO(McDonough and McDonougli997: 183). The other questionnaires were
hand delered by the researcher aiderview appointmentsvere made withthe three other
administratoes. The administrators were open, honest and willing to participate in this research.
An interview method was chosen for two raaso First, there were few administrators so
interviewingthem individuallywasa manageableption and second, to be alteask fdlow up
guestions to gain further insighttd the nature of English conversation classes. The guantitative
section of the questionnaire was filled out individually and sent back tarthksh department

office for collection. This would ensutkeir anonymity. During each interview, extensive notes
were taken to enhance accurate data collection. Once the interview was finished, the notes wer:
reviewed and revised to ensure the sifamin words were accurately transcribed. The interviews

took place over a thre@eek period.
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4.1

CHAPTER 4
THE RESULTS OF THE THREE PERSPECTIVES

This chapter outlines the dataset. The data was calculated to gain percentages rather tha
averages as this most accurately representetintiegs (McDonough and McDonough997:
141). The calculations were double checked by adding the numbers to see how close to 100%

they were. The percentages were within an accurac.86.
The Construct of Conversation

The top ten frequentords and their frequency counts elicited from the students and the teachers
are shown in Table 4.1. The student levels and years are indicated at the top of the table. The
decision to use the top ten words was made after observing the student daliaw ffeguency

words (1, 2, 3, 4 frequencies) made any kind of description convoluted. So the top ten words
were used to form a common core for the description. The students® and the teachers
frequencies were compared because their sample sizes wege daough to observe
commonalities. The words in capital letters represent its lemma. This means that TALK
included wordforms such as Otalk,0 Otalks,0 Otalking,0 OtalkedO or in the case
COMMUNICATE, it included Ocommunicate,0 Ocommunicating,0 Gcativeyd® and
Ocommunication.O heT lower cased words represétst one woreform. Thewords in bold
indicate the commonalities shared betweed withthe students. The students skareout of

10 words whereas the teachers sti&rgvords with the studgs.

Table 4.1: Student and teacher top ten word &aqies to describe conversation

# Mid 1% Year High 1* Year Mid 2™ Year High 2" Year ELT Teachers
1. | TALK (22) TALK (28) TALK (23) EXPRESS(22) INTERACT (13)
2. | SPEAK (19) COMMUNCATE COMMUNICATE | TALK (17) interesting(8)
(15) (18)
3. | UNDERSTAND SPEAK (15) SPEAK (15) COMMUNICATE | informal (7)
(16) (15)
4. | LISTEN (15) dialogue (12) EXPRESS(11) dialogue (12) FLOW (6)
5. | THINK (15) LISTEN (12) LISTEN (11) THINK (12) guestion and answe
(6)
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4.2

# Mid 1% Year High 1* Year Mid 2" Year High 2" Year ELT Teachers
6. | COMMUNICATE | EXPRESS10) THINK (11) SPEAK (10) shared(6)

(14)
7. | dialogue (7) THINK (9) UNDERSTAND (8) | UNDERSTAND spoken(6)

(10)

8. | FEEL(6) UNDERSTAND (9) | dialogue (7) mind (7) THINK (5)
9. | say(6) rapport(8) languag€(7) SAY (7) spontaneou$t)
10. | opinion(5) opinion (6) say(7) LISTEN (5) communication (3)

The students mainly used synonyms to describe conversation whereas the teachers did not. Fc
example, the students focused on the act of speaking as in Otalk,0 Ospeak,0 Osay,0 Ocommt
and OdialogueO whereas the teachers used OspokenO to dmeamtpaisspeakingA list of the
administratorsO description of conversai®rshown below The boldedwords indicate the

words shared with the studentsThe administrator list: interactive, participating, personal,
accurate, express ideas, communicdion, give and take, topic-driven, listening to each other, fun,

fluent, andcommunication is more than words.

The three groups showedsample butuniform description of conversati. Their description
indicated conversation as verbal communication thatails thinking, understanding, and
listening between at least two people as illustrated through the studentsO use of Odialogue,O
teacherOs use of OsharedO and the adminiBsatse of Oparticipating.O Interestingly, the student
questionnaire revealed uncertainty about the interactive nature of conversation, as 36.1% of the
students were neutral or unsure of whether English conversation could be practiced alone. 21.1%

agreel that it could whereas 42.5% disagreed.
Standards for Conversation Classes

It was found that there are no management instantiated standards for teaching conversation
Teachers are expected to set their own standards for students to meet imdiveual

conversation classes. There are assigned textbooks for conversation classes that try to matc
each proficiency level. The textbooks are decided by teacher committees, which are initiated by

the foreign head teacher. When asked if a univestdpdard should be met when teaching
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4.3

conversation classes, 4 out of @.6%)administrators and 6 out 46 (40%) teachers agreed
while 1 (16.6%) administrator and §53.3%) teachers were undecided and13.3%) people

disagreed.
The Role of Conversation Classes
The administratorand the teachers offered three main possible roles.

» First, conversation classes are seen to further globalization policies. Improving English
conversational competence is viewed as helping Korea become more lyglobal
competitive. Conversation skills are observed to be the biggest challenge for Korean
students.

» Second, conversation classes are thought to help improve TOEIC scores and help student:
acquire a job.

» Third, these classes are viewediaancial investments where one administrator said that
government funds are granted for offering English courses and that conversation classes
are the chapest credit offered. Sonteachers added that conversation classes are seen to

attract more studés and prestige.

When asked if conversation classes should be optional for university students, 5 out of 6 (83.3%)
of administrators and 6 out of 15 (40.0%) teachers disagreed whereas 1 (16.6%) administrator

and 7 (46.6%) teachers agreed ar{@i23%) tachers were neutral on this issue.

The students were asked to rank why they were learning English conversation to further
observations about the role @fnversation classes. Table fr2sents these rankings. It shows
that the majority of students atearning conversain for their future jols. This finding is
supported by some quantitative daa89.8% ofthe students felt that speaking English will be
important after grduation More specifically, 42.6% would like a job that requires them tokspea
English while 27.8% do not want this requirement in their future joibe other students

(29.3%) weraunsure.
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Table 4.2 Student ranking of reason for studying conversation.

Please rank the following statements from the most important (1) to the least
important (4) for yo!"

a. l am learning English conversation for my degree requirement.
b. I am learning English conversation for my future job opportunities.
.1 am learning English conversation to improve a test score like TOEIC or TOEFL.

d. I am learning English conversation for personal satisfaction.

Ranking | Mid 1% Year High 1* Year | Mid 2™ Year | High2" Year | Total
a 2 3 2 3 2
b 1 1 1 1 1
¢ 3 4 4 2 3
d 4 2 3 4 3

4.4 The Teachers of Conversation Classes

It was found that both native and npative English teachers are given opportunities to teach
conversation classes if they have TESL/TEFL certification. This certification was not specified.
The administrators expressed that naspeakers tend to teach the mid and high level classes
whereas Korean English teachers teach the low levels. It was mentioned that this system
supports the strengths of the teachers and the students. Some administrators and teachers felt tt
low levels bcused on grammar and were taughtoreanwhile mid and high level®ad a
speaking focus, which wetaughtin English One administrator added that conversation classes
are by title only. This means that conversation classes tend to encourage rakimegseher

than focus on gaining conversational competence.

When the teachers were asked why they had been assigned to conversation classes, 10 out of :
(66.6%)responded it was due to being a native speaker where five others said it was due to their
qualifications such as having a TESL/TEFL certificate and teaching experience. One teacher

stated that being newly employed meant that easier classes were assigned to him, referring tc
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conversation classes as being easier and writing classes being hardestudents, thieachers
and the administratorgere asked if native English teachers were preferred to teach conversation
classes. The majority in all three groups agreed. 65.0% of students agreed whillis@giéed
and 25% were unsure9 out of 15 (60%) teachers agreed while (26.6%) disagreed and 2
(13.3%)were neutral. 4 out of §6.6%)administrators agreed while (33.3%)were neutral.

These numbers seems to affirm the system currently in place.
The Expectations of Conversation Classes

Observations will be made on how matched the expectations are of conversation classes betwee
the administrators, the teachers, and the students in the following chapter. Presently, examples ¢
the feedbek will be illustrated. Te administratodata showed no commonalities among what
they expect to see happening in conversation classes. lllustrated below are the comments mad
by the members.

“Ideally, there should be a 15 or less student ratio to 1 teacher. Also teachers need many

approaches in the classroom and should be able to use multi-media to provide better lessons and
materials.”

“For students to get grades and run the classes like a classroom. Really, there are no
expectations apart from making the customers happy.”

“For the upper 10% of students to be challenged and prepare for TOEIC and for the other
students to have exposure to diverse classes.”

“For students to speak English fluently.”

’

“For students not to have fear of talking and to not be intimidated by foreign teachers.’

The teachersO data expressed three main themes in their expectations: 1) to teach, 2) to gi
speaking opportunities and 3) to build student confidence. Belowegrasentative samptef

the teacher feedback, which illustrates the elements within kaxtet

To Teach:

’

“Present material in an appropriate manner.’

’

“Teach class.’

“Provide an overly structured set of lessons and thoroughly prepare students for exams, to
fairly yet subjectively assess students.”
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“Present vocabulary and conversation structures in an interesting and fun way so students
can practice and develop those skills individually, in pairs and collectively.”

“To give minor explanations, point out universal mistakes everyone makes and tailor
corrections for individual students.”

“To help better students’ understanding on how to interact in English.”

>

“To help students learn to build correct sentence replies.’

To Give Opportunities for®aking:

“I expect to give opportunities to talk and give basic vocabulary, grammar, pronunciation,
and sentence structure information for speaking.”

s’

“Provide opportunities for conversation and interact with students.’

“I expect to give students the opportunity to learn some vocabulary and some language chunks
and I expect that some of them will take that opportunity some of the time.”

“I expect to let students use English to express what they feel and think in a meaningful way.”

“To facilitate English conversation but realistically go through the book and make it
meaningful and entertaining.”

“To build them up from semi-controlled activities to free practice as students seem to want free
talking but it generally lapses very quickly into L1.”

To Build Confidence:

“I expect to help build confidence, to be relaxed, be able to laugh and enjoy the class as they

”»

progress.

“To improve student confidence and have a positive impact on them.”

1)

“I expect students to enjoy class.’

The studentsO data revealed the greatest number of expectatiohss depicted in Table 4.3
The slashesepresent the absenckaoparticular theme within elass level. The students shate

tenexpectations across all classes. The ranking from most common to:least is
1. Improveconversation competence (36.1%)
2. Havespeaking opportunities (13.4%)
3. Meet and talk with a foreigner (11.1%)

4. Improve confidence (8.8%)
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5. Improve OveralEnglishAbility (7.8%)

6. Talk freely on any topic (4.8%)

7. Reach personal goals (2.4%)

8. Improve pronunciation (2.2%)

9. Increase vocabulary (2.3%)

10. Get a grade (1.4%)

Table 4.3 Student expdations of conversation classes

Student Responses Mid 1* Year | High 1* Year | Mid 2" Year | High 2" Year
Improve Conversation 34.4% 27.1% 45.6% 37.5%
Competence
Meet and Talk with a 13.9% 16.2% 7.6% 6.7%
Foreigner
Class Activities
Have Speaking Opportunities 19.3% 17.8% 4.3% 12.5%
Talk Freely on any Topic 5.3% 3.8% 7.6% 2.8%
Access Real Conversation / / 1% 1.9%
Cultural Awareness 1.0% 3.1% / 4.8%
A Positive Class Atmosphere / / / 6.7%
Have High Level Instruction / / / 1.9%
Increase Vocabulary 1.0% 1.5% 1.0% 5.7%
Improve Pronunciation 4.3% 1.5% 3.2% 0.09%
Improve Reading Skills 2.1% / / /
Improve Grammar / 1.5% 1.0% 0.09%
Play Games / 0.07% 1.0% /
Improve Confidence 5.3% 8.5% 14.1% 7.6%
Improve Overall English 6.4% 11.6% 8.6% 4.8%
Ability
Have Fun / 3.1% / /
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Student Responses

Mid 1% Year

High 1* Year

Mid 2™ Year

High 2" Year

To Reach Personal Goals

3.2%

1.5%

2.1%

2.8%

To Get a Grade

2.1%

1.5%

2.1%

0.09%

Incomprehensible Response

15%

4.6%

3.2%

2.8%

No Response

2%

1.5%

1%

0.09%

Olmprove Conversation CompetenceQ indicates the studentsO desires to improve their speak

skills or raise their conversation ability. Many stated that they want to become flueribeor to

able tofreely talk in English. OMeet and Talk with a ForeignerO exemplifies how students expect

to have a native English teacher who they can interact with. Olmprove Confidence® exemplifie

their expectation to rid their feaf epeaking and of forghers ando become selfonfident in

their English ability. OTo Reach Personal Goals€ teféndividual studentsyho eachhad

different goals to achieve in a conversation class, for example, to prepare for a trip to Europe, to

discovery something abbtheir personality, and to get ready for a job. The other categories are

self-explanatory.

4.5.1 Beliefs about Conversation Classes as an Indication of Expectations

The responses to the quantitative section of the quesiiencouldbe a reflection o the

expectations otonversation classes. Table 4liplays the three groupsO responses.

OAd.O

indicates the administratorafswers while OT.0 and 0S.0 refertéather and student answers

respectively. Since the questionnaire itenfer each grap differ slightlyin number and wording

Appendix V shows theamalgamation of thequestiomaire statementsthat are organized

according toTable 4.4 The slashes repsent the absence of the statemarda particular group.

The categories arerganizedby the research themesFor exampleStandards (1) include

OTestingd wherda€ulture®, OApproaches@tbodksO, OTopic Selectiéd@ass Interactigfs

ONeedsO and OGaats® reflectiomn Expectations (4) of conversation classes.
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Table 4.4 The results of section | dfi¢ questionnaires

Questionnaire Agree Neutral Disagree Unknown
Item

Ad. S. Ad. S. Ad. S. S.
1g) Standards 66.6% / 16.6% / 16.6% / /
1b) Testing 50.0% / 0.0% / 50.0% / /
2a)Role of Class | 16.6% / 0.0% / 83.3% / /
2b) / 2.9% / 4.8% / 89.8% | 2.2%
2¢c) / 42.6% | / 23.2% | / 27.8% | 6.1%
3) Conversation 66.6% 65.0% | 33.3% 17.5% | 0.0% 9.7% | 7.5%
Teachers
4) Expectations
4d) Culture 16.6% / 0.0% / 83.3% / /
4aii) 83.3% / 16.6% / 0.0% / /
4aiii) 83.3% 76.1% | 16.6% 13.3% | 0.0% 6.4% 3.6%
4bi) Approaches | 16.6% / 83.3% / 0.0% / /
4bii) 16.6% / 66.6% / 16.6% / /
4biii) 16.6% / 50.0% / 33.3% / /
4biv) 0.0% 18.7% | 16.6% 28.1% | 83.3% 46.8% | 6.1%
4bv) 83.3% / 16.6% / 0.0% / /
4bvi) / 22.4% | / 11.2% | / 59.0% | 7.1%
4d) Textbooks 50.0% 13.6% | 16.6% 20.1% | 33.3% 61.7% | 4.3%
4cii) 16.6% 21.7% | 50.0% 22.3% | 33.3% 19.6% | 36.1%
4ciii) 83.3% 49.6% | 16.6% 21.6% | 0.0% 16.8% | 11.7%
4di) Topic 50.0% 48.8% | 50.0% 31.1% | 0.0% 17.4% | 2.4%
Selection
4dii) / 5.5% / 18.7% | / 72.7% | 2.8%
4d) Class 83.3% 56.8% | 0.0% 24.5% | 16.6% 16.1% | 2.3%
Interactions
4eii) 33.3% 49.5% | 0.0% 30.4% | 66.6% 16.7% | 3.1%
4eiii) 50.0% 39.9% | 50.0% 35.3% | 0.0% 19.6% | 4.9%
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Questionnaire Agree Neutral Disagree Unknown
Item

4eiv) 16.6% 35.8% | 16.6% 26.5% | 66.6% 33.3% | 4.1%

4fi) Goals 16.6% / 50.0% / 33.3% / /

4fii) 83.3% 48.1% | 0.0% 28.7% | 16.6% 15.9% | 7.0%

4fiii ) 33.3% / 16.6% / 50.0% / /

40) Needs 100% / 0.0% / 0.0% / /

5) Construct / 211% |/ 27.9% | / 42.5% | 8.2%

Check:

The significance of the results presented in this chapter will be analyzed and discussed in the
following chapter while observing the implications of what conversation classes mean in this

university.
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5.1

CHAPTER 5
DISCUSSION AND ANALYSIS OF THE CONVERSATION RESEARCH

This chapter looks dhe significance of the data loyscussingts implicationsand answeringhe

research questions.
A Uniform Perspective of Conversation

The administrator, teacher and student data revealed a uniform yet simgdistept of
convasation (Table 4.1 and the administrator word).lisAll three groups defined conversation

by using words and ideas closely relatedinguistic research(section 2.2). Words such as
OTALKO an@PEAKO revealed that many responddefined conversation as a speech event.
Other words such as OLISTENO, OTHINKO and OUNDERSTANDO revealed an understandin
conversation as a cooperative event. Another highly used word was OCOMMUNICATE
However, this did not indicate whether they undemttiee function of conversation as being
social, phatic or to maintain friendships (Malinowski, 1999: 302).ial@jde,38hared® and
Oparticipating@id indicate the communicative aspects of conversation anddtsdition as a

shared context withwo or mae interlocutors. The primary types of words that were used were
verbs and adjectives with some nouns. The verbs highlight the actions used in conversation suct
as Otalk,0 Olisten,0 OunderstandO and Ocommunicate® while the adjectives and heuns desc
atmosphere of conversation as in Qinformal,® Ointeresting,® Opersonal,0 Ofun,0 Orappo
Oopinin,® Thornbury and Slade 2006: 20,21). This simplicity is understandable as conversation
is such an everyday common event that while they know hoso tib, they have not thought

about what it exactly is.

The studentseened to have the most simplistidescription of conversation as they disee
synonyms to describe the act of speaking as in Otalk,0 Ospeak,0 Osay,0 Ocommunicate
OexpressO in their tem frequent words. Also, a strong uncertainty of the conditions of
conversation was revealed, as over half the students were neusgitead that conversation
could be practiced solitarily whilthe othersdisagreed (Table 4.4). This split suggests that
English conversation may be viewed as an academic endeavor rather than a social practice. |

was previously stated that Koreansrdi tend to use English socially with each other but rather

33



5.2

to gain high test scores (Park and Oxford, 1998: 108, Gray, ¥999eong, 2004: 43, Choi,
2008: 40). Therefore, it would be valuable for teachers and administratalisctess and
collectively establishthe concept of conversation and bringstmto the classroom to generate
conversational chacteristics, functions andonditions. A consensusreached amonghe
teachers and administratgosior to the start of the course on what conversasprboth as a
construct and as a course, would also help to clarify things for the teadhavsig a locally
inspired definition rather than assuming windlhers know about conversatiavould inform
student knowledgesourse standards, goals and outcemehis would also create more cohesive
learning, especially in a loosely defined class such as conversdtiis.consensug/ould also

help define what conversation classes really are.
The Standards to Meet in Conversation Classes

It was found tht no universitysanctioned standards are in place for conversation classes, which
means that there is no universal level of quality, skill or ability to maintain attressclasses.

This leaves conversation classes with limited consisten@cawuntability within the English
language department. One of the only consistent characteristics is the general focus on speaking
However, what Ospeakingd means to both teachers and students has heenbghdifferent.

The results on expectatiorfsection 4.% reveaéd that students see conversation classes as a
means to improve their conversation skills whereas the teachers and administrators see thes

classes as something mgeneral.

Due to inconsistency and unaccountability, one very bigtepre is left. When conversation
classes are associated with fulfilling government policies, how can a policy mandate be met
without a way to measure its success or failure? This answer involves the important issue of

having expressed or acknowledgedgmses and goals for conversation clasges.

their chief value is in helping teachers identify more clearipr o instruction, the kindsf changes which
should be promoted in learners.
(Popham, 1974: 69).

The other vital issueequires having measures in place to assess the extent to which those goals
have or have not been met. Without stated purposes, goals and an evaluation process fo

conversation classes, these classes can become meaningless. Consequently, thereeseems to t
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wide gap between what language policies want and what is actually interpreted and implemented
in an institutional context. It would seem that the national Korean mandate of becoming
conversationally competent in English (Kim and Margolis, 2000: 29%rKw000) is lacking in
specific goals and direction which leaves local teachers with the task of figuring out what
conversation classes are, theirgmse, their outcome anassessent of them Ricento and
Hornberger, 1996: 417).

Within this research ap the data presented a desire from the teachers and administrators for
standards. However, the observed split between agreed and undecidede®sftbnfew
disagreeingsee Table 4,41a) shows that open discussionwlmat standards aréhe intention

for them, what they could be and how they could be implementeatl ewaluatedwould be
required to make any changeStandards can have a negative connotation for teaakdisey
may feel thattheir creativity may be stifledr that they might be forced into Oan unyielding
straightjacket where spontaneity is scorned and rigidityreeN@Ropham, 1974: 69). It might be
seen thastandardization does ntake into account thdifferences inteaching styles, ways of
learning,andstudent needs, abilities aimterests What is needed in this researched context is a
balance between having freedaamd creativity with accountability and consistency across
conversation content and assessnsenported by a defined course with mgable goalghat
reflect student needsln this way, standards caave a positive effect by bringing organization
to conversation classes yet keep teacher initiatives and creatiHigwever, a supportive
atmosphere, collegiality and cooperation amatagff are vital (Park and Oxford, 1998)o

establishand maintairstandard for conversatiortlasses

Having implicit or explicit course standards, goals and assessment criteria, seem to be a part of ¢
cultural system (Holliday, 1992). Being a foreiga@d an outsider in this context means having

no access to the lorgganding, culturally accepted way of doing things. Therefore, a reliance on
personal experience and informally gathered information is needddaching conversation at

the researchedniversity. This ultimately leads to presuppositions and the implementation of
individual standards, goals, outcomes and assessments. Thus much diversity in conversatior

teaching is createand continue@cross conversation classes.
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5.3

The Roles of Conversation Classes in the Research Context

The data showed that the primary role Bhglish conversation classes is not to build
communicative competenceThe data did show that the main role of conversation classes is
more related to econac factors. Administrators and teachers felt that conversation classes help
Koreans advance economically as a nation. Learning to speak English facilitates integration into
the global market because English is viewed as a global language. Havind Elagises also
provide certain economic benefits such as financial support from the government. Moreover,
since TOEIC scores are the primary requirement for domestic high gabsdrim, 2007: 41),
these classes are seen to help Korean students becomecampetitive in pursuing future
employment. Thus, securing a job is the most important endeavor for Korean graduates and
therefore, conversation classes help facilitate job opportunities. This financial role then seems to
reflect of the uses of Englisin Korea as mentioned in section 2.1 and is an indication of the
context where:

the purposes of learning a language inrémoved contexts are varied, but the thrust is to learn language

to communicate, to improve oneOs economic prospects, to expadd barizonOs both literally and/or

figuratively to be a global citizen.
(Graves2008: 156).

Students ranked securing a job as the top reason for le&ngigh conversation (Table 4.3A

high percentagef students also felt thapeaking English would be imgant after graduation

and aidin gettirg a job (Table 4.4, 2b). Many studemtant a job with an Englishpeaking
requirement while somare undeded or donOt know yet (Table,&24). This observation has
implications formaking English conversation classes mandatory rather than optional as these
classes may increase graduate employment. Even though teachers were split on the idea c
making conversation classes optional, the majority of administrators felt they should be
mandatory (Tabl&.42a). So one must ask, what should Korean students be learning in English
conversation classes if their main reason for learning is to get a job in Korea? It should be
considered how English speaking is used in the Korean job mar#tehen classes should be
tailored to address those needferhaps these classes should become more specialized for
specific majors that use English. This would seem more beneficial and productstedents,

as they would have a target use for English outside of the classroom.

36



5.4

5.5

Teachers of English Conversation Classes

The data showed that native teachers felt that they are assigned to teach English conversatio
classes based on two factonghetherthey are a native speaker whether they have experience

in teaching English. The Korean English teacher data expressed the second factor as the primar
reason. The administrators reported that they assign low and some mid level conversation classe
to Korean English teachers and mid to high level classes to nativeskngiachers. It was
through thee statemergthat conversation classes were questioned on what they reallycave.

level classes were said to be gramifim@mused whereas mid and high legkdsses were speaking
focused. Low level classes might not be considered conversation classes whereas the other
might be viewed as speaking classes without specification to conversaiiiitionally, it was
mentioned that conversati@asses are bytle only. So it seems thateebping conversational

skills is not the outcome in these class€onsequently, since no standard exists for mandatory
conversation classes, it is difficult to know what these classes really are and what is to be
accomplisked in them. This issue demamusich neededliscussion among the administrators

and teachers especially, as they are the implementers of nationally influenced university policies.
Staff discussions are necessary for stating what conversation classds ea@h devel and
possibly need to be redefined if thentent does not match the title. Perhaps titling these classes
English Speaking or Interactional English would be more suitable. The emphasis cowdoh
verbalexchangesrestricted spoken activiseand pronunciation This type of course could be a
steppingstone for eventually learning English conversation. It would help students gain
confidence in the simple act of speaking English while encouraging them to try spe&Ming.

course, defining what Engligpeaking is and how to test it woulded to be considered.
Three Perspectives on Expectations of Conversation Classes

When investigating expectations, it was observed that the administrators did not share any
commonalities with each other while the teachers shared three commuesthad the students
shared tenthemes across the class levels (section 4.5). It is interesting to note that the
administrators were so divergent in their expectations, which seemefidct why conversation

classes are seen in such a diverse way. Conversation classes have simply not been defined at t
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top management level even though they are a graduation requirement. It also seems that th
administrators are disconnected frontleather where their duties may not involve discussing

particular course expectations and therefore course standards, definitions, goals, and evaluation:
Further study into the management structure and style of this university would be needed to make
any definitive connections here. The teachers and students on the other hand had more cohesio
in their groups, which may show a collective understanding of these classes as they directly

participate in them.
5.5.1 Mismatched Expectations

A major contrastn expectations was evidenced in the data. Between the administrators and the
teachers, there were no expectations to develop conversational competence but rather to us
various methods, provide English exposure, give grades, teach lessons, build cenfiddn
provide speaking activitiesThis may reflect an important factor being that the reality of student
proficiency levels may not be at a level to engage in English conversation as a socially
cooperative discourse among seen equdlkis may refute e claim that high school students

graduate at a prmtermediate level in English (ShiandBaik, 2000: 184).

Contrastingly, the most commatudent expectatiors to increase their conversational skills
where many want to become fluent English speaksestion 4.5) In fact, their top three
expectations focus on begirable to practice conversationclass There seems to be a mismatch

in expectations between students, teachers and administrators, which has serious implications fo
language learningeacher/student motivation, class satisfaction, and course outcomes (Peacock,
1998). Therefore, discussing and making teacher and student expectations explicit is the key tc
increasing class cohesion and positive omtes {Torps, 199: 115; Peacock, 199845;
Littlewood, 1999: 244; Nunan and Lamb, 2001: 29, 45). However, the teachers may feel that
pursuing conversation skills is an expectation too high for what actually can be accomplhed in
hoursclas®s perweek (Hinkel, 2006: 114) The kearning icals and the reality of the context
must be reconciled between the teachers and students which first comes from defining these
classes, their goals, outcomes and assm®s Popham, 1974; Graves, 2008: 165). Then

expectations can be bridged between teached students.
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Few administrators and mogtachersagreed that most students are unable to have simple
conversations upon course completiamereas 3 administrators ard teachers disagreed,
showing asplit in opinion (Table 4.4, 4fiii). This may katributed to how administrators are
removed from these classes while the teachers are directly involved inltdssss @and therefore
have firsthandnsight into student capabilities. Conversatyost administratorsfew teaches

and nearly half of thetudents fi that conversation classes prepare students to speak well with
native speakers wheretew students anthanyteachers expressed their uncertaifitgble 4.4,

4fii). This shows a split between the teachers and the administrators with theynodjstuidents.

Why do thestudents and administrators feel that these classepreparinghem well to speak

with foreignerswhenthe teacherseem to feel the oppositeDoes this reveal differences in how
successful conversation is interpreted ohow English conversation competence is viewed?
These contrasting opinions shalat conversational competence has not been defined nor
accurately measured and therefasenot expected in conversation classes as most teachers and
few administrators felthat students could not demonstrate this competence to begin Sath.
focusing on general proficiency and completing the assigned textbook then seem to be more
attainable outcomes, which is the root of this investigatidbonsequently, it seems that

university graduates temibtto beas conversationgliskilled as govaimentLPPsintended.

Through investigating expectations from three perspectives, it can be observed that
commonalities do exist between administrators, teachers and students, yet more divergence i
present in this case. Students seem to have a more detailed account ofewreatpttt in
conversation classes, which can be insightful for teachers and administrators. Their expectations
also reveal how they view English conversation classes as an opportunity to talk with others, as &
way of learning language and culture and @y W earn certification to further their personal
achievements. The teachers and the administrators express their expectations in general term
which can lead to mismatched ideas of what conversation classes really are, what should be don
in them and \wat can actually be accomplished. With the studentsO specific expectations and the
teachersO general expectations, open communication and discussion would be a valuabl

endeavor to bridge the gap between their expectations.

5.5.2 Matched Expectations
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The teachers anithe students along with a commdrdm one administrator share one common
expectation, to improve student confidence in speaking, in language learning and in interacting
with a native speaker. It seems that low-selffidence is a crudiassue as all three groups
expect to improve it. This can be seen as an indicator of where English learning presently is in
Korea. Section 2.1.1 mentioned that government policies began to focus on communicative
language skills over a decade ago. Todhgse policies seem to still be in an underdeveloped
state, as testing practices have not incorporated direct speaking assessment. This is exemplifie
in the level testing at this university. Also, there seem to be social pressures that inhibigspeakin
skill development as Koreans tend not to use English with each other raretsadion teaching

or speakingocused classes tend to be taught by native English teadtbes than Korean
teachers These factors then demonstrate that confidence in speakist continue to be

nurtured, a it is an important element in language learrfBigpwn, 2000: 146).

The teachers and the students both expect a high frequency of speaking opportunities in
conversation classes yet, what this means needs to be claf@de teachers commented that
speaking opportunities involve sharing feelings and opinions, using new vocabulary words or
phrases, or participating in pair or group work while some students felt that speaking
opportunities are just being able to use Esiglipracticing real or natural conversations with a
partner, or just talking with the teacher and other students in pairs, groups or freely with. anyon
The nature ofnteraction is similar for students and teachers but the content or topics seem to be
different. The students were vague on topical focus. For example, one teacher mentioned tha
students want to talk freely but when given the chance, they donOt seem to take advantage of it ¢
they quickly revert to speaking Koream this case, the caus@ght bea confidence issue :as

One of the major obstacles learners have to overcome in learning to speak is the anxiety generated over the

risks of blurting out things that are wrong, stupid, or incomprehensible. Because the language ego that

informs people that Oyou are what you speak,O learners are reluctant to be judged by hearers.
(Brown, 2001:2269).

Many students expect to have free conversation opportunitiesutvidatbook direction (Table
4.3) however, there seems be confusion about what that really means and entails. So again,
studentteacher discussion is necessary to address activity types and the reasoning for them ir

addition to what content or topics are to be covered in conversation dlaesesck, 199845).
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The next section furthers this investigation in an inferential manner by trying to extrapolate
expectations from stated beliefbout conversation classes. There are some significant findings
that can inform conversation teaching as well as gtheyeommonalities between the involved

groups.
5.5.3 Beliefs about Conversation Classes

The three themes researched were: 1) teaching culture, 2) teaching conversation as it pertains t
approaches, textbooks, topic selection, and generating auth@miersation, and 3) interactional

roles of students and teachers. These themes address some of the issues in teaching conversati
which try to ascertain what students, teachers and administrators believe or expect should be

happening in a conversatiolass.

First, teaching culture is felt to be very importantesch group strongly agreed that knowing
Western culture is necessary and relevant for leargimglish conversation (Table 4.4aiii)

while the administrators and the teachers strongly felt that teaching socially appropriate, culture
bound language is an importgr#rt of these classes (Table,444i and 4aii). A smibpercentage

of studentsactually expect to learabout Westrn culture (Table 4)3 This commonality is
significant because it has implications for learning English conversation as it may contrast with
Korean conversation. Also, since language is culbawend, learning the cultural linguistic
relationship may tsengthen learning or help students become more effective communicators if
that is the goalof conversation classe@aylar and Wolfson, 1978: 33, & Richard and
Sukwiwat, 1983)

The next issue deals with teaching conversation. There was no conseasgdiaerteachers on
whether conversation should be taught directly or indirectly where the percentages were nearly
evenly spread across agreeutral and disagree (Table 44bi and 4bii). This suggests that
much diversity and uncertainty continue togrsesent in conversation classes and that there tends
not to be an exclusive way to teach conversatidns also shows that:

If difficulty with Oconversation classesO is widespread, so too the desire of students to converse successfull

in the languagéhey are learning.
(Cook, 1989: 116).
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This may also reveal the tension that tends to exist between the nature of conversation and the
nature 6 the classroomSinclar and Coulthard 1992 Thornbury and Slade, 2006: 343The
administraors werestrongly neutal on either approachillustrating the differences between

administrative and teaching roles or the distance between their duties and the classroom.

A divergence was present when asked if studying textbooks is the best wawy toolegersabn

in an EFL context (Table 4.4ld). The teachers had no consensus on this issue kdifl¢he
administrators agreed amwbststudents disagreed. This suggests a strong mismatch between the
groups on how conversation should be taught whdther or not textbooks should be used.
Since textbooks are the primary content for contenseaclasses at theesearchediniversity,

there seems to be a need for discussion on the role of textbooks in the classroom and the differing

ways toteach andearn conversation.

Strikingly, most students, teachers auministrators agreed that students could learn authentic
conversé#on in the classroom (Table 4.4biv), suggesting that despite textbook use, genuine
communicatio can be generated in a clasadditionally, the administrators were strongly
neutral whereas the teachers and the students expressed no consensus on whether textbo
dialogues are how native English speakers converse, however, each group felt that these
dialogues are useful models fiearning comersation (Table 4,44cii, 4ciii). So discussing the
nature ofnative conversation with students would be beneficial in order to make the lesson a
valuable opportunity to learn conversatiomhis requires a direct approach to teaching English.

It was also felt by nearly all of the teachers and administrators that increasing exposure to
authentic caversation was needed (Table 4.4)).4gThis would help validate classroom
opportunitiesto ercourage feelings of naturalness conversation learning, which follows
McCarthyOs advic&é991: 145.

Interestingly 5%% of students feel that there is no correlation between their confidence in their
grammar level and confidence iheir speaking abily (Table 4.4 4bvi). This suggests that

student confidere involvesmore than possessing linguistic knowledge.

Topic selection was a neutral issue for the teachers whereas the administrators and the studen

showed a slight desire for teachers to claibs conversation topics (Table 44d). This may
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suggest a preference for traditional teadafiezcted classes but the division also suggests that
there may be openness to stuedinécted classes. This suggestion is supported by 72.7% of the
studens showing a dislike of studying tharse topics year aftgear(Table 4.4, 4diijps the first

and second year conversation textbooks cover the same topics. Creating a moreahbeleat

class may bridge student and teacher beliefs and expectationgamhdo a more cohesive
learning enviroment (Nunan and Lamb, 2001; Thornbury and Slade, 2006: 316). Interestingly,

6 teachers also demonstrated a desire to have topic variation whereas 6 were neutral on the isst
and 3 do enjoy teaching the saropitsyear after year (Table 4.4di). The numbers suggest

that teachers need to be aware of studentsO dislike of topic repetition and discuss their possib

topical mismatched expectations.

The last issue addresses interactional roles. Who should intéttasthvom has the potential to

be greatly mismatched between the teashand the students. First, most teachers and
administrators anthe majority ofstudents agreed that students should talk more than the teacher
in a conversatiorlass (Table 4.,44ei). However,the majority ofstudents expressed that they
should maly talk with the teacher whereathey were undecided about studstiudent
interaction being predominant ia conversation class (Table 44eii)). Also the students
showed no consensa® whether sitting in groups was an important w@yearn conversation
(Table 4.4, 4eiv) while theedichers and administrators both felt that studrmdent interaction
should be exploited iconversation classes (Table 44&ii, 4eiii and 4eiv). Thiglemonstrates

that many students seem to be unsure as to what type of interaction is the best for gaining higt
levels of English conversational ability. As previously mentioned, most students expect to
improve their conversational competence but many $edra unsure as hotw best achieve this.
Also, moststudents demonstrated that they preferativa English teacher (Table 4.3) but

many donOt know how to develop their skills witlative English speakerTherefore, learner
trainingand Qearnerself-directiorOwould be a valable and beneficial endeavor to hefpdents

develop their language abilities in and outside the classroom (Oxford, 199): 1

It is my assumption that these beliefs further informed the student and the teacher ergectati
The administratorsO responses mostly matched the teachersO responses and therefore are inclt

here with the teacher commentary. Many of the teachers expect to teach Western culture througt
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various approaches withossible textbook use, which cganerate authentic conversation. The
students expect to increase themneersation skillswhich invioves learning Western culture,
however it may not be attainable if textbooks are used and topics are recycled. Both teachers ani
students expect speakirapportunities yet how this can be maximized remains uncertain as
students expect to interact primarily with the teacher and the teachers expect sbtibart
interactions. In conclusignthe expectations and beliefs discussed here simowe open
communcation and sharing expectations and beliefs are needed between students and teachers 1

maximize conversation learning

This study shows thatin the researched Korean univeysicontext, gaining conversational
competenceseens to be an ideal endeavorGovemment LPPs mandateat, but do not have
detailed goals on how it can be achieved Many studentshave come toexpectto gain
conversational skills yeEnglish conversatiortends to be wwed as an academic undertaking
used intest takingas indicated in sectisn2.1.4 and 5.1 Sq realisticaly, general English
proficiency tends to be the focus conversation classes there is an inefficacy such limited

contact time (2 hours per week)Therefore, teachers and administratiensd b have more
general expectations for conversation classes where a more attainable outcome is for students t
participate in speaking activitieso improve general proficiency rather than to attain
conversational skills.So if English conversation skillseanecessary for university studenthey

must seek other opportunitiés this development outside of the university context.
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CHAPTER 6
CONCLUSION

This study originated from the observation that the researcherOs English conversation classes in
Korean university were not generating conversational learnng rather general English
learning Severalobservedcontextualfactors seemed to be involved in why this was. For
example,many low English proficient students, large class sizes, minimal class, tjeeral

English textbooks, and the absence of a context for using conversational English outside of the
university classroom. To further inform what conversation classes seem to be in this sBuation,
research questions were prepaaed an examination of the Korean context was revieWwadee
questionnaires were dgsied to obtairthe three perspectivesvolved in conversation classes

the students who todkem the teachers who taugiiemand administrators whisave influence

on conversation classes. Bothlantitative and qualitative questionnaire items were ueed
enhance the insight into the opinions and beliefs held by the questionnaire resgponde

Percentages were used to represantanalyz¢éhe data.

The data in thisnvestigation showethat conversation is a title used to encourage speaking in
class that may or may not be conversational in nature. This is because the main role is to prepar
graduates for future employment where a TOEIC score tends to be requitedmeans that
knowing how English is used in the Korean job market becomes necdssaufprm what
conversation classeanbecomewhich would work towardsan English language context outside

of the classroom There are no standards to maintairthes researchedonversation classes,
therefore much diversity results in what these classes become for individual teachers where the
universityleveling systemand who is assigned to teach conversation cldssesmplications for

what is focused on.What people might assume from the title OconversatiomOspeaking
expectation so many studemaveassumd that conversational competence is phignary goal,

yet teachers@nd administratorséxpectations differ as they tend to focus on general language
learning and completing the assigned textbook rather thath@rtonstruct otonversation as
detailed in sectiam2.2.1 to 2.2.3. The striking theme throughout thisaesh is that discussion
between administrators, teachers, and students must be inibateake these classes count for

something whether it is indeed English conversation or preparation for how English is most
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likely used inKoreanemployment. At present, there is a high level of unstructured speaking

related English themed classes with little accountability and immeasurable outcomes.

This study illustrates that conversation classes will continue to be divergent unless a consensus
among ELT teachers and administrators is reached on defining these classes. This definition
must be informed by details of government mandates that influence English language policies,
the knowledge of constructs usedomlicy rhetoric, the uses of Engh in the Korean job market,

the needs of the students, and the context that these classes are placed in. Once a definition h
been established, then more consistency can be generated through goal setting and its assessme
valid testing, and appropratcourse content. These considerations will affect the success or
failure of these classes and therefore will determine how worthwhile, relevant and applicable they
are for students and teachei$.studentsexpect to improve their convatson skills ina class

titted OenversatiorQit becomes the teacherOs responsibility to use the construct of conversation
to guide the content and iBssessment so that this class becomes what it is titled as. As a
teachefresearchr, becoming informed on whatrteas to teach conversation and what English

convasation is needed fan Korea generates betténformed teaching decisions these classes.

More questions have been raised throughout this study, which means further research is needed t
answer them.These questions relate to the evaluation and the assessment of conversation classe

that have originated from govenentLPPs. Thequestions are
What is the context for English use in Korea?
What are conversation classes needed for in everyday Kofean li

How can government Efish LPPs become more realistic and appropriate to implement

throughout Korea?

Are English LPP directives for universities helping students become

communicatively competent in English?
Are university conversation classdsing what is expected of them?

Are conversation classes producing conversationally skilled university graduates?
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This study has brought an awareness of the state of conversation classes in a Korean .university
The next step would be to evaluate how to mesrversation learning more attainable or to
reassesthe needor English conversation skills and create more realistic and purposeful English

classes that can be attainable within the university context.
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APPENDIX I
THE STUDENT QUESTIONNAIRE

A Questionnaire on English Conversation: A Student’s Perspective

a ~

O "% A ™mMa ™'7Z:R8D |¢

5

The purpose of this questlonnalsato research studentsO beliefs and expectat|ons of Engliskrsation classes
offered at thisuniversty. | ., ™‘ZD ~x7 RA?2 Ex O % a,A a Ba\D (>—

Y 3 ‘Zbx S#al

| would like to ask you to help me by answering the following questions about English converS&i®isnot a
test so there arao right or wrong answersAlso your name is not neede®lease give youanswershonestly as

this will ensure the success of this questionnaiféank you very much for your hel® "% A a 1:D
O™\A ¢*d 0¢ =&Y AEAT . I ,™‘Zx &=+1 faY¥Y x™A &S 02 ul Sx jl
teat . nA2 147 xN <5E( o, 1 ,™'ZD ,/¢8 $¢c2 ¢, ugg *&Y
AEat .| _™‘'ZA =¢ *E2 EZ&ail

~

Section I: Beliefs About English Conversation Classes O ~% 0 , A a (»

5

Please indicate your opinion by choosing a response (1 through 5as below) and ertlng the number in the space aftel
the statementPlease use the whole of the scal®@. % o, Ne Ar A a EbP D D|8 &x
O™Qai.tbD '3 S Eb D D|8 ay ? ™ OAD=+A .1a~5aéN ZS 7 ¢

+&a AEail

1. Strongly DisagreeJbq e«afl

2. Disagree. *afl

3. Neither agree nor disagrees (  Ue«( f4&fl
4, Agree.2D aftl

5. Strongly Agreey x5y 2Daftl

6. | donOt knowA }Ow1

For example @: Summer is the best season. E41 >b @7 ...zI7 . 1

This means that I strongly disagree that summer is the best season. 1j7 E 41 >b @7 ...z | Ax
D|IA Jbq +afix -Qaft

1. Studying textbooks are the best way to learn English conversa@on® —23 « bx jI O % 3
O x >b 7 Neli
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1. Strongly DisagreeJbq e«afl

2. Disagree. *afl

3. Neither agree nor disagrees (  Ue«( f4&fl
4, Agree.2D aftl

5. Strongly Agreey x5y 2Dartl

6. | donOt knowA }Ow1

2. In a conversation class, students should talk more than the tegkhed., A 2 Ra\7 ®Z 1 Fl
«Yg¢ aft .

3. The teacher should choose the conversation tog#cg. > D ++3 ZA ai.

4. Students should mainly have conversation with the teadRer\7 +y ® Zi 3 ¢ af
5. Students should mainly have conversation with other studéhts)7 +y O ED 12 Ra\— 3
¢ aft.

6. Textbook dialogues are useful models for learning English conversaior-2A ai S x N™\7
O % 3 O x P+, a 7“7

7. Textbook dialogues are how native English speakers talk—2A a & N™\7 BERY Z bx
la N™\IT
8. Sitting in groups isot a very important way to learn conversation. 0y Sx jl % 3 O x =+

o a Ne7 faf

9. | enjoy talking about the same topics year after yeirR ™ M7 ++\ A ¢ «Ybx j8 cetal.

10. Conversation classes prepare me for speaking well with native English spe#kefs, | r> 1—
«Y3 \b(p 3:&/& 31

11. A native English teacher is the best person to teach me conversatidh. aAgq % 3 >0-x >b
7 ZEIT

12. Being confidenin my grammar level means | am more confident speaking English. ™ & A W (|
Six j7 r> HPYA( W(l Six j8 D-af

13. Knowing about Western culture is necessary for learning English coiiwers@ "% 3 O x S
2D ™ 3 fx jI U pbi

14. | cannotearn real conversationinaclassm d ® *A2 *exK O % 3 O 0 11
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15. After | graduate, speaking English will not be important for fle. 1Ax, O~ HPY> aAq
o pbN <8 jIi

16. | want a job that requires me to speak English. 0~ HPY3 Uy bx 0.8 >NS 07 .
17. | can practice English conversation by myselfalal W2 O % 3 E#& 0 ST.

18. Please rank the following statements from the most important (1) to the least important (4) foDyD
&@~\A EbP I >b ° piS§ a?2bx j (1) >b ° piS a?bx j(4)éN y$3
Ry A

| am learning English conversation for my degree requirement. aD RB$,Y8 $¢ O % 3
O S si.

| am learning English conversation for my future job opportunities. ©%7 Y%3 $¢

O % 3 O S si.

LY

| am learning English conversation to improve a test score like TOEIC or TOE#FL7J ,70 aD
K&+ |03 \ EY $PE O % 3 O S Si.

| am learning English conversation for personal satisfactd WYE’8 $PE O % 3 O S
ST.

* -

Section II: Expectations of Conversation Classes O "% 0O, A a Y

5

I+
p>
H*

Please answer the following questions by writing a personal respdnBeD O ™M A KD D|8 x~

1. What do you expect from an English conversatiass?0 "% 0 ,A2 -°8 3Y3 Dba

-~

2. How are your conversation skillssted? Ep D O % EA2x % *A8 ~f Neés5y * _3
ba ?
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3. What is conversation? Write up to 5 key words or phrasedédbatibe conversation, as opposed to another type
of speaking, for example a speech or anaent. &£ -°Lé ?HPY ~x 3 au 0Sx 12
i\8 m 5PéN D +A

Again, thank you so much for yourlpd EZ&aat !
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APPENDIX II
THE PROCEDURE FOR ADMINISTERING THE STUDENT QUESTIONNAIRE

Student Questionnaire Procedure

Please follow the steps as closely as possible as this will ensure consistent results.

Step 1: Introductionb Please tell the students what they will do and w@y.course, the students
have a choice to participate in this projeStated below is what | told my classes.

OToday weOre going to do something a little different. A teacher is doing a research
project on what students think about English conversation classes. Your honest opinions are ver)
important for this researchSo this teacher hasked me to give you a questionnaodelp with
the research. 1 think this is a good chance to help as it may help English teachers and students i
future conversation classe¥.ou have a choice to participate in this researslow, | amonly
the messenger of the questionnaifehat means that | will not read yoguestionnaires | will
just give you the questionnaitellect them and give them back to my colleague.O

Then hand out the questionnaires.

Step 2: Instructionsb Briefly show the students the five sections of the questionnaire and give
brief instructions as everything is translated in Korean. Please highlight that the sthdsints
answer_the open-ended questions in English. They can use their cell phone dicties or
electronic dictionaries. If they canOt write a sentence, ask them to write key words about wha
they want to say. | do not have the resources to allow for Korean written answers. Feel free to
answer any questions that the students may haverytBing should be clearly laid out. In
piloting the survey, the only question | got was, OCan | use my dictionary?O So, | donOt anticipat
any confusion. However, if there is any confusion, please make a note of it and please let me
know. Also, highlght that the students shouithswer everv _question. DonOt leave any
questions blank!!

Step 3: TimeDbThequestionnaireakes 20 minutes to fill out.

Step 4: Collectionb Collect the questionnaires and | would kindly request that you put them on
my desk inRoom 218 or on the conference table in Room 218. Thank you!
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APPENDIX III
THE TEACHER QUESTIONNAIRE

A Questionnaire on English Conversation: A Teacher’s Perspective

The purpose of this questionnaire is to research teachersO beliefs and expectatiglishoEonversation classes
offered at a university.

I would like to ask you to help me by answering the following questions about your English conversation classes.
Your name is not needed, however, for research purposes, please indicate your gatibnaliesponses from this
questionnairewill not be given out. However, the results will be used in a research papéso, please give your
answers honestly and sincerely as this will ensure the success of this research. Thank you very mudiefpr your

Date: Nationality:

Section I: Beliefs about Conversation Classes

Please indicate your opinion by choosing a response (1 through 5 as below) and writing the number in the space aftel
the statement.

1. Strongly Disagree
2. Disagree
3. Neither agree nor disagree
4. Agree
5. Strongly Agree
For example: Summer is the best season. 1

This means that I strongly disagree that summer is the best season.

1. Textbook dialogues are how native English speakers talk.
2. Referencing native English culture is irrelevant in my conversation classes.

3. Students are unaware of spoken grammatézlires such as vagueness, ellipaig] head and faslot fillers.

4. Teachers should focus on the direct teaching of conversation.

5. Preferably, native English teachers should teach conversation classes.

6. Studying via course books is the best way to learn English conversatiok L amontext.
7. In a conversation class, students should talk more than the teacher.

8. The teacher should choose the conversation topics.

9. Completing the course book is the primary goal in my conversation class.
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10.

11.

12.

13.

14.

15.

16.

17.

18.

19.

20.

21.

22.

23.

1. Strondy Disagree 2. Disagree 3. Neither agree nor disagree 4. Agree 5. Strongl

Students should mainly have conversation with the teacher.

Conversation should be taught deductively.

Students should mainly hasenversation with other students.

Textbook dialogues are useful models for learning English conversation.
Pragmatics is an important part of my conversation lessons.

Sitting in groups is not a very important way to leamveosation.

| enjoy teaching the same conversation topics year after year.

University conversation classes prepare students for speaking well with a native English speaker.
Knowing about Western culture is necessary fanlag English conversation.

Students cannot learn authentic conversation in a classroom.

There should be a university standard to meet when teaching conversation classes.
Conversation tests should be standardized.

English conversation should be an optional class for university students.

Upon completing the required conversation classes, most students are unable to have simple conversations i

English.

24.

25.

Students need more exposure to auth&mtglish conversation.

Teaching conversation is an ambiguous task.

Section II: Approaches to Conversation Classes

Please answer the following questions by circling one response or by writing a personal response.

la. Do you teach convergat classes in this institution? Yes/No

1b.

If OyesO, why do you think you have been assigned to teaching conversation courses?

2.

What is the standard for teachers to meet when teaching conversation classes? (standards)
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3. What should your students be able to do after completing your conversation class? (goals)

4. What do most of your students need in a converseléms? (needs of the students)

5. What do you expect to do in your conversation classes? (expectations)

6. Why do you think English conversation classes are on the curriculum? (role)

7. How do you test your studentsO conversation skills? (testing)

8. Some claim that teaching convdisa is an ambiguous task. Why do you think that is?

9a. Do you think conversation tests should be standardizets / No
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9b. If Oyed, why?

9c. If OGno0, why not?

10. Write 8 key words thadlescribe conversation, as opposed to another type of speaking, for exampdeeh or
an argument.

Please return the questionnaiceeither Room 101 or Room 218$f86 #& by putting it inthe manila envelop on
the conference table(s). Thank you so much for your time and#elp!!
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APPENDIX IV
THE ADMINSTRATOR QUESTIONNAIRE AND INTERVIEW QUESTIONS

A Questionnaire on English Conversation: An Administration’s Perspective

The purpose of this questionnaire and interview is to research the administrationOs beliefs and expectations o
English conversation classes offered at a university.

| would like to ask you to help me by ansimgrthe following questions about English conversation classes. Your
name is not needed nor Wihe responses from this questionndieegiven out.However, the results will be used in
a research papePRlease give your answers honestly and sincesellgisa will ensure the success of this research.

Section I: Beliefs about Conversation Classes

Please indicate your opinion by choosing a response (1 through 5 as below) and writing the number in the space aftel
the statement.

1. Strongly Disagree
2. Disagree
3. Neither agree nor disagree
4. Agree
5. Strongly Agree
For example: Summer is the best season. 1

This means that I strongly disagree that summer is the best season.

1. Textbook dialogues are how native English speakers talk.
2. Referencing native English culture is irrelevant in conversation classes.

3. Students are unaware of spoken grammatéztlires such as vagueness, dlipand head and tadlot fillers.

4. Teachers should focus on the direct teaching of conversation.

5. Preferably, native English teachers should teach conversation classes.

6. Studying via course books is the best way to learn English conversationkih @orEext.
7. In a conversation class, students should talk more than the teacher.

8. The teacher should choose the conversation topics.

9. Completing the course book is the primary goal in university conversation classes.
10. Students should mainly have conversation with the teacher.

11. Conversation should be taught deductively.
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12.

13.

14.

15.

16.

17.

18.

19.

20.

21.

22.

1. Strongly Disagree 2. Disagree 3. Neither agree nor disagree 4. Agree 5. Strongly A

Students should mainly havengersation with other students.

Textbook dialogues are useful models for learning English conversation.

Pragmatics is an important part of conversation classes.

Sitting in groups is not a very important way to learn coaviers.

University conversation classes prepare students for speaking well with a native English speaker.
Knowing about Western culture is necessary for learning English conversation.

Students cannot learn authentic convarsan a classroom.

There should be a university standard to meet when teaching conversation classes.
Conversation tests should be standardized.

English conversation should be an optional class for university students.

Upon completing the required conversation classes, most students are unable to have simple conversations i

English.

23.

24.

Students need more exposure to authentic English conversation.

Teaching conversation is an ambiguous task.

Please return this questionnaiceRoom D3 in O ; d by placing the questionnaiie the teachers® mail slots and
address the envelop to Rach&hank you very much for your help.
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Section II: The Interview Questions about English Conversation Classes

1. Is there a standard for English teachers to meet when teaching conversation here at this institution? I
OyesO, why have the teachers not been informed of the standard(s)?

2. Should conversation tests be standardized? Why or why not?

3. When did this institution first offer English conversation as mandatory credits for students?

4. Why are English conversation classes mandatory for university studeotes)?

5. What does the administration expect to see happening in a convectadsh(expectations)

6. What should a student be able to do after completing the mandatory conversation classes? (goals)
7. What do university students need in a conversation class? (needs of the students)

8a. Which majors must take English conversatiasses? (who takes the classes)

8b. What exempts a student or a major subject from taking mandatory conversation classes? (who doesn(
take the classes)

9a. What percentage of the student population is enrolled in English conversation courses?
9h. How manystudents are enrolled in English conversation classes?

10a. Which teachers are assigned conversation classes?

10b. What are the reasons for this assignment?

11. How were the current conversation textbooks chosen for the curriculum?

12. How should Englis conversation be tested? (testing)

13. What key words describe conversation as a type of spoken discourse?
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APPENDIX V

THE AMALGAMATION OF SECTION I OF THE THREE QUESTIONNAIRES

Section I: The three questionnaires.

la)Standards:

1b) Testing:

2a)Roles of Class:

2b)
2c)

There should be aniversity stadard to meet when teachingnversation classes.
(Ad.19, T.20)

Conversation tests should be standardizgd.20, T.21)

English conversation should be an optional class for university
students.(Ad.21, T22)

After | graduate, speaking English will not be important for rfe.15)

| want a job that requires me to speak Engli€®.16)

3) Conversation Teachers:

4) Expectations:
4a)Teaching Culture:
4ai)

4aii)

4aiii)

4b) Approaches:
4bi)

4bii)

4biii)

4biv)

4bv)

4bvi)

4c) Textbooks:

4d))

Preferably, native English teaagseshould teach conversatiolasses(Ad.5, T.5)/ A
native English teacher is the best person to teach me conver§atidt).

Referencing native English culture iselevant in my conversatiatlasses(Ad.2, T.2)
Pragmatics is an important part of conversation less(hgd.14, T.14)

Knowing about Western culture is rasary for learning Englistonversation.(Ad.17,
T.18)

Teachers should focus on the direct teaching nfesation. (Ad.4, T.4)
Conversation should be taught deductive(fd.11, T.11)
Teaching conversation is an ambiguous ta#d.24, T.25)

Students cannot learn authiertonversation in a classroom. (Ad.18, T.1Brannot
learn real conversation in a classroo(f.14)

Students are unaware of spoken grammatéstlres such asagueness, ellipsis, and
head and tail slot fillerdAd.3, T.3)

Being confident in my grammar leveeans | am more confidespeaking English.
(S.12)

Studying via course books is thest way to learn Englistonversation in an EFL
context. (Ad.6, T.6)/ Studying textbooks are the besty to learn English convertsan.
(S.1)
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4dii)
4ciii)
4d) Topic Selection:

4di)

4dii)

4e)Class Interactions:

Textbook dialogues are twonative English speakers talk. (Ad.1, T.1, S.7)

Textbook dialogues are usefubdels for learning Englisbonversation.(Ad.13, T.13,
S.6)

The teacher shoulchoose the conversation topid#d.8, T.8, S.3)

| enjoy teaching the same conversation topics year after y&€ar6)/ | enjoy talking
about the same topics yesfter year. (S.9)

4ei) In a conversatioglass, students should talk more than the teaoat.7, T.7, S.2)

4eii) Students should mainly have conversation with the teadiet.10, T.10, S.4)

4eiii) Students should mainly have conversation with other studéAts12, T.12, S.5)

4eiv) Sitting in groups is not a very important way to learn conversafidd.15, T.15, S.8)

4f) Goals:

4fi) Completing the course book is the primgoal of conversationlasses(Ad.9, T.9)

Afii) University conversation classes prepstedents for speaking wellith a native English
speaker(Ad.16, T.17) [Conwersation classes prepare foespeaking wellvith native
English speakers. (S.10)

Afiii) Upon completing the required conveiisa classes, most studemte unabled have
simple conversations in EnglisiiAd.22, T.23)

44) Needs: Students need more exposure tithentic English conversation. (Ad.23, T.24)

5) Conversation Construct Check: | can practice English conversation by myself alo(®.17)
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