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Abstract
With the change in social environment that surrounds English
language education, teaching methods became more communicative in
the 80’s. Along with this change, a method to measure the orientation
toward communication 1n class was needed. The COLT
(Communicative Orientation of Language Teaching) observation
scheme, which was developed by Spada and Frohlich (1995), was
introduced to estimate communicative orientation in class and to
reveal the relationships between teaching and learning. Ishizuka et al.
(2005) used the scheme to study the degree to which the purposes of an
English program are actually reflected in classroom activities using
the COLT observation scheme Part A. This paper examines the
teachers' different approaches in reflecting the purposes of the English
program through the communicative features of teacher-student
verbal exchanges, and those of student-student in which the COLT
observation scheme Part B was used. Results indicate that this
scheme successfully provides us with information on the differences
between instructors. The results also show the validity of the scheme

for English programs.
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#F1 Descriptive Statistics of Teacher Verbal Interaction:
Off task, Target language, Information Gap and Sustained Speech

Information gap

Target language Giving info. Request info. Sustained speech
Off Pseudo Genuine
task L1 L2 Predict. Unpredict.  requ. requ. Minimal Sustained
1 0(0.0% 93(100.0%  0(0.0.1% 12 (100.0%) 28 (87.5%) 4 (12.5%) 32 (74.4%) 11(25.6%)

i A ORED, BRI SBRET AT AT CHREIRLTWVWS
EVv) Off task 2B E -7 (Off task X2 D 1EIOH), KIZ,
BREICHDY —FT 4 THMOBFHEBIIOWTERNRED, FRESE
ERNRT0, ST H L HITKD D Pseudo request %o
Tro D%, WFGTFZ3 7T LAY T AT 47 %335 Genuine
request Z L TW/=h, BH THIDO>TLEV, Genuine request
DFEFENDRL BT LELSTWNDS (12.5%),

#2113, FAEDOHRKEED Information gap & Sustained speech i
BT o28a0EiHThHD, Hehrdl, FADHKFEL, BHEHRH D
SWERT L Z 0o 722, £TL2 T, Ultraminimal & 38 I 5 2
BUTOETHLEWEERZ N E3br s, AL, BBICHK
B2 D FEAIZIERERD S Z & (Request information) 7372 <,
2FE% FEH 435 Discourse initiation T2 ooz, oF
D, BEL BHEEDOANLEZT I a THERINTVWEZ LIZ
25, T, HEID Pseudo request |2 L T4 @ Predictable
infomation OENEH 71.4% & % < 72 - TV %, Unpredictable
information X, FHHBEOER LB RONT=REORIEITIEHEY
Rond, AL TATATE2BRONTHEFITHEZTWER, &
ED 28.6%IZ Lz > TRV, ZOXIICFEADEIEICL, #E
BRT 7 a—FOREPENTNDELEERD,



#2 Descriptive Statistics of Student Verbal Interaction:
Off task, Target language, Information Gap and Sustained Speech

Information gap

Target language Giving info. Request info.
Discourse Pseudo Genuine
Initiation L1 L2 Predict. Unpredict. requ. requ.

0 0 (0.0%) 36 (100.0% 25 (71.4%) 10 (28.6%) 0 (0.0%) 0 (0.0%)

Sustained speech Form restriction
Ultra— Un—
minimal Minimal Sustained  Choral Restricted restricted

29 (80.6%) 7(19.4%) 0 (0.0%) 4 (14.3%) 8(28.6%) 24 (85.7%)

# 3 1%, Incorporation of Student/Teacher utterance (284 % &
GOEHTHD, ZOXRTYH, FRFRNICEDSEY 1ALT 84.8%
&L, BENRT o —FoBRBRRTEND, £z, HETORE
251X Pseudo request 3% o7 (F1E2W) ZLx2BBZ25LE, B
ERROTERENEI A ENTHRENDS, LOLRDED, &R
I%, Correction 23472 <, Comment &% \\Z LR bh)rd,

#3 Descriptive Statistics of Verbal Interaction:
Incorporation of Student/Teacher Utterances

Teacher Verbal Interaction Student Verbal Interaction
Incorporation of Student Incorporation of Student/Teacher
Utterances Utterances
Form-related incorporations 39 ( 84.8%) Form-related incorporations 0( 00%)
Gorrection 1( 20%)
Correction + Repetition 1( 20%)
Correction + Comment 1( 20%)
Comment 15 ( 30.6% )
Comment + Repetition 5( 10.2%)
Expansion 7( 143%)
Elaboration request 7( 143%)
Elaboration request + Repetition 1 20%)
Clarification request 1( 20%)
Message-related incorporations 7( 15.2%) Message-related incorporations 0( 00%)
Comment 4( 82%)
Expansion 10 20%)
Clarification request 2( 41%)

T, HEEREAOBRY AR YA SDREZICE LT, WRMICETE
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ETHDOTERL, a2y FTHRILITIEE HEN A 7y b
EHEZTWAZEETRBRLTWS, ZTOHAIZEL T, BMERNRT
Ta—FORMITIHLEY RN Il b,

FAX, HMMEFAORFEORNEE O — THET L2
DLOTHDH, ZORETIE, HENLOHEE LMD T, FAER
FESTLLOEIBEINE oz, RERD L, B LR DR
T# % Instruction, IRF R EHEL, RFEFEOHRNITITIEI ZF—
FTCTRERTLTWLZ EBbMDE, £72, IRFTOLEEL TR
HDH 13 BER LN, Tk, BELARBFELZRDOTY, FAEMD
5INE BV A (Initiation alone)Xe, FAEDLEZ BV AA T3
SOHRWVWEHEES (IR) THY, SEOEBBHEV Rohronw g —
YTH D,

%4 Sequential Analysis of Teacher—-initiated
Verbal Interaction

Instruction 1
Initiation alone

IR

IRF alone 1
IRF + Elaboration request

IRF + Clarification request

IRF + Elab. requ. + Clari. requ.

— W hHh = OO

T2, 2FEN3F—rE2HE X TERML T\ IRF + Elaboration
request X2 IRF + Clarification request 72 &%, & 5F 8 B L EE
SN oTc, BB FEZEZIAATEFENRBEL T A —
WY, ML THEMEERORERAN I TWNA EFE 25,

5. 2. Class B
# 51X Target language, Information gap, % L T Sustained
speech DEFH TH 5, BETORFE XL T L2 T, Minimal # — %

11
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5 Descriptive Statistics of Teacher Verbal Interaction:
Off task, Target language, Information Gap and Sustained Speech

Information gap

Target language Giving info. Regquest info. Sustained speech
Off Pseudo Genuine
task L1 L2 Predict. Unpredict.  requ. requ. Minimal Sustained

0 0 (0.0%) 94 (100.0%) 0 (0.0%) 23 (100.0%) 0(0.0%) 19(100.0%) 42 (77.8%) 12 (22.2%)

Giving information (ZB§ L Ti¥, Unpredictable information @
23 ED 5L 17 EARFERT, %D O 6 [EiX Genuine request X
Clarification request 72 EiZxT5&F 2 Th oz, BEIITFA b
OHREZFAICRE D Z L 0EE Y, £7TIZ Genuine request 23
r 2% Wy

6 Descriptive Statistics of Student Verbal Interaction:
Off task, Target language, Information Gap and Sustained Speech

Information gap

Target language Giving info. Request info.
Discourse Pseudo Genuine
Initiation L1 L2 Predict. Unpredict. requ. requ.

1 3(5.8%) 49 (94.2%) 0 (0.0%) 40 (100.0%) 0(0.0%) 2 (100.0%)

Sustained speech Form restriction
Ultra— Un—
minimal Minimal Sustained  Choral Restricted restricted

41(78.8%)  10(19.2%) 1(2.0%) 0(0.0% 6(11.5%)  46(88.5%)

% 6 IIFE A D Target language, Information gap, T L T
Sustained speech DEFH TH L FEHEDRFEDITLAENL2T,
% 2 NONKEDENERKET HHFIZ Sustained & —FE AWz LIS,
Ultraminimal B K ¥% &5 TV 72, Genuine request T 2 FEfEb
NTWBER, ZTHREETOBIIDTTHLA 7B/ THLNE L
1 TRRATWE LD TH 72, EBRAIHERCMOFEITK LTH

12



&k B Z & (Discourse initiation)id 72 %> 7=, Form restriction
X, BENFEEZE Y MILRLLEEEDEZ 2B BH T E
MR LT,

# 7 1% Incorporation OE£FH TH 5, SiEHNUIEA L THEEED
11.3% T & & 2%, Correction + Repetition <° Repetition +
Comment V), FZHHFOREVWEZERMIZFTEL, FEHEOZR
HEEBVERLRENbaA L NEEXBRELT, FEHIA VT Y
FEHEXTWe, ARICELTHE, BVIBLEZEDaAY F25L
B %, Clarification request * < {FE 572 LT, ZEEORFEL
BEIH®H TV,

BN FEEHEIL TR MEROL > EERE2E2T-L X, 2EE X
EDOXR—=TmHTLDH & VY- 7= Clarification request % L2 TL T
BY, FRAJUNTHLEESHOEREZRAL DL, ZAMANCYH o
Ra=br—va REAOERENRA LN,

727 Descriptive Statistics of Verbal Interaction:
Incorporation of Student/Teacher Utterances

Teacher Verbal Interaction Student Verbal Interaction
Incorporation of Student Incorporation of Student/Teacher
Utterances Utterances
Form-related incorporations 6 ( 11.3%) Form-related incorporations 0( 0.0%)
Correction + Repetition 2( 38%)
Comment 10 1.9%)
Repetition + Comment 2( 38%)
Clarification request 1 1.9%)
Message—related incorporations 47 ( 88.7%) Message-related incorporations 10 (. 100% )
Repetition + Comment 16 ( 29.6% ) Comment 5( 50.0%)
Repetition + Clarification request 2( 3.8%) Expansion 1( 10.0%)
Comment 12 { 22.2%) Clarification request 3( 300%)
Clarification request 8 ( 14.7%) Elaboration request 1( 10.0%)
Expansion 4( 74%)
Elaboration request 6( 11.0%)

K BIZHBHN L FEDRFEDOTHNENRE — L LI b D TH D, =
DRFETIIBMEERNOKFK TH D IRFR 24 HE < fFbh, &
3 Z— &k EBAx TRE LTV IRF+ Elaboration request 72
EDEF 5 EI L A72 a3, IRF + Clari. + Elab. + Elab. + Clari. +

13



Clari.2 ED X 912, ZEDOEFEZEETAAVTREVBERIATY
<HBELBEINT,

#8 Sequential Analysis of Teacher—initiated Verbal Interaction

Instruction

IR

IRF alone 2
IRF + Clarification request

IRF + Expansion + Clari. requ.

IRF + Clari. requ. + Clari. requ.

IRF + Elab. + Elab. + Elab. + Elab.

IRF + Clari. + Elab. + Elab. + Clari. + Clari.

—t ek = P - QD

* 9 [T FAENEES 5L D Sequential analysis TH 5, IRF
*#8 2 T4 N Clarification request <° Elaboration request 1T
W, SEFRBIETHDIHOBN 2RIE BN,

#*9 Sequential Analysis of Student-initiated Verbal Interaction

IRF + Elab. 1
IRF + Clari. 1

5. 3. Class C

# 10 (%, #HEF® Target language, Information gap, £ L T
Sustained speech DEFH TH B, HAOFEFEIZIEL T L2 T,
Sustained 3% < FHN TV 5, Giving information (2B L T
iX, Unpredictable information 23 K¥ T, #4725 D Do you
cook? & V'Y Genuine request \Z%t3 5F 2 1 HH o7z,

REZIZ VARV U TONEEB I VA= T hOMED,
OHT, EOBEF4H T5 Pseudo request 25 1 [Bld o 72720
T, #hLAE Genuine request 284 < b, R FE L D a3

14



2= —alEERLEITRAENVZD,

#10 Descriptive Statistics of Teacher Verbal Interaction:
Off task, Target language, Information Gap and Sustained Speech

Information gap

Target language Giving info. Request info. Sustained speech
Off Pseudo Genuine
task L1 L2 Predict. Unpredict.  requ. requ. Minimal Sustained

0 0 (0.0% 97 (100.0%) 0(0.0%) 16 (100.0%) 1(30% 33(97.0% 21(46.7%) 24 (53.3%)

#F 11 3£ D Target language, Information gap, # L T
Sustained Speech DEF ThH 5, FAIT “FEHE”, “BZ v
RMEPEBTEARVEEO L1 2RGE L7220 T, #hlaide<
L2 Z#fEH LTz, 35613 Ultraminimal 23 K¥%2 5 T\,

A X AN % LU T Discourse initiation {2 X % Genuine
request # 1 E L7720 C, thoZAEICHEBHIZERZ KD S - &
X2 oz, LU, #Efid 5 @ Genuine request (ZHES LT, %
A4 @ Unpredictable information 7% 32 [F & &< Fbh T, #
BfiZ & A %A D Form restriction IZ R 572 7,

#11 Descriptive Statistics of Student Verbal Interaction:
Off task, Target language, [nformation Gap and Sustained Speech

Information gap

Target language Giving info. Request info.
Discourse Pseudo Genuine
Initiation L1 L2 Predict. Unpredict. requ. requ.
1 3(7.3%) 38 (92.7%) 1 (3.0%) 32 (97%) 0(0.0%) 1 (100.0%)
Sustained speech Form restriction
Ultra— Un-
minimal Minimal Sustained  Choral Restricted restricted

26 (55.3%) 21 (44.7%) 0 (0.0%) 0 (0.0%) 0 (0.0%) 42 (100.0%)

#*& 12 132N & FAEDFEED Incorporation DEFHTH 5, B
FBRIWEL TEEERD 6.0% EHFITLnom, 2 Ti,
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Correction + Repetition % >, A DAY 2R RAICETIEL TW
7o FHEDBFENEFIZKT LT, #ANIZ Repetition X Paraphrase %
Ehrarr bEELEZ, BTRPUICFEEIIFLTEZLS DA 7 v b
Bz T, FADOREFTEITIE TN Minimal ThH AN, HEHOZRH
FEICTER AT Nz 5 Expansion % 4 BEME - Tz,

7512 Descriptive Statistics of Verbal Interaction:
Incorporation of Student/Teacher Utterances

Teacher Verbal Interaction Student Verbal Interaction
Incorporation of Student Incorporation of Student/Teacher
Utterances Utterances
Form-related incorporations 3( 6.0%) Form-related incorporations 0( 00%)
Correction + Repetition 3( 60%)
Message-related incorporations 43 ( 940%) Message-related incorporations 7( 100%)
Repetition + Comment 9( 195%) Repetition 1( 143%)
Comment 17 ( 36.9%) Comment 2( 286%)
Clarification request 5( 108%) Expansion 4( 57.1%)
Elaboration request 3( 65%)
Expansion 5( 109%)
Paraphrase + Comment 4( 87%)

F 13 IIHEI & FHEDEFEORNERXZ—{ELTZ b D TH D,
HEiFEMO IR L IRF BE<, FAEZBEZAATRFELII ML
LW EERBIX I TV,

#13 Sequential Analysis of Teacher—initiated Verbal Interaction

Instruction

IR

IRF alone 2
IRF + Clarification request

IRF + Clari. requ. + Elab. + Expansion

IRF + Elab. + Elab. + Clari.

F 14 BDRTIEIE, T TFTATEIETRED AV FEDPRE
ZEEL WA, Fim, FAENHMOREEEICxH LT Expansion ¥
APEMN SEBEREND o L, EBRNRERESMOEENROND,
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Z<14 Sequential Analysis of Student—initiated Verbal Interaction

IR 1
IRF + Exp. 3

5. 4. Class D

#F 15 1%, #EDD Target language, Information gap, # L T
Sustained speech OEFH TH D, HEIDOHFHFEILTLETL 2 T,
Minimal # — U B ¥ELL EEZ HD TV, HEF» S5 52 55 BH
X2 THAD, TF A b0 (Unpredictable information) T&
D, ZHPLKDLY ETHMFERN CREIEDLN TV D,

#15 Descriptive Statistics of Teacher Verbal Interaction:
0ff task, Target language, Information Gap and Sustained Speech

Information gap

Target language Giving info. Request info. Sustained speech
Off Pseudo Genuine
task L1 L2 Predict. Unpredict. requ. requ. Minimal Sustained
0 0 (0.0%) 148 (100.0%) 0 (0.0%) 16(100.0%) 38 (59.4%) 26(40.6%) 46 (66.7%) 23 (33.3%)

RE¥EED “I asked you at home to prepare answers on some
questions.” *WOHMODEE L BY, ZAIITHF X N EEFIZH
ATLDBESICHEEIN, 7XF A NONETIRB L HHEEOEKD
HRBzfELx DFEECEML TS EWS RAZ AL TRETED D
NTWE, ZOED, RTI 7T T7TLIIHEZR> ZENEL RS
N7- R ERTHE Y Tit Genuine request 2300 Z W, L L, 2%
PILLIEL, BEBEYM O E WV oL BENBEICHEEAIEEL WS
Bz Z2AICHEHIBENEL L, &£F & L T Pseudo request 7%
59.4% L £ B HH TV D,

# 16 IFEA D Target language, Information gap, = L T
Sustained Speech D T#h 5, Discourse Initiation 12410 5>
SixE<L 2L, ZEDOEFEITATL2 T, 2OETHHAMOER

17



W L TISET B DO ThoTe, FAEDEE LM OFEAEITERZ K
HDABmEITEL RSN 7% Hh o 7=, Unpredictable information
(44.6%) 1%, BEFFEWHORTZ 77 TLONEEEIZETHE
MICZANRETHIHETRLONLS, FICIZEET O Pseudo
request IZFE L T, Z4 D Predictable information @& & 23
55.4% & < o T B, FhUL, BE®RFIZ, #HMS &L
W22 (how often) fast food DL A N Z VZFRIBAT D0 720X

DL BV HEEIC(how often) B XD RICFEBED 7] L Wo T H
MZ@Ec DZEAICTHIHBEIDY, TRICHTHFEDOREDMLET
X often, sometimes, always, never & W o 7= HF EIZBEIZIR R S
NIEXF OB REBEOANEIERDD R VE A T DOIEE)
ThoTehbThb, FADKBZITSERNICHIEBEN & Y (form
restricted), EFEO HHMPHIBINZFTCOHERMGETHH, BL
T, BENLRHEMEER DT e —FThHDHLWVWA D,

#16 Descriptive Statistics of Student Verbal Interaction:
Off task, Target language, Information Gap and Sustained Speech

Information gap

Target language Giving info. Request info.
Discourse Pseudo Genuine
Initiation L1 L2 Predict. Unpredict. requ. requ.
0 0 (0.0%) 65 (100.0%) 36 (55.4%) 29(44.6%) 0 (0.0%) 0 (0.0%)
Sustained speech Form restriction
Ultra— Un-
minimal Minimal Sustained  Choral Restricted restricted

39 (60.0%)  22(33.8%) 4 (6.2%) 0(0.0%  35(54.7%) 29 (45.3%)

% 17 AR L %4 OFEED Incorporation DEFTH D, ZHAM
L %4 @ Incorporation (2B U T, & THEMHIZO DY AAR T,
AN DREFBIIR OGN DoTm, $2, EBFENICHOLI LD
B 42.6%TF 7= DR L, AEICEDD L DI 57.4% L0 mEV,
T, TERFPOARICEDLLIEROTAIMY) REELZAD HE
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BRRRELLEENTWVWAI LA L TWD,

Fim, BEOERIIEHE I > TEEBBEBICOND LDONX
XTHY, BB RNICFAEDREZICITEEZMA S Z LT h-o
Tmo FAEOREFEEZFTOETERVIELTA VM Rr—a U TETIEZRE
LIRS —EH - 7=FTh 5, D7 Correction i% 1§D H T,
“All right.”<°“Fine.” 72 £ O HERI7Z2 Comment 231F &L A EThH o7,

7217 Descriptive Statistics of Verbal Interaction:
Incorporation of Student/Teacher Utterances

Teacher Verbal Interaction Student Verbal Interaction
Incorporation of Student Incorporation of Student/Teacher
Utterances Utterances
Form-related incorporations 29 ( 426% ) Form-related incorporations 0¢( 0.0%)
Correction + Repetition 1( 15%)
Comment 11( 16.2%)
Comment + Repetition 10¢ 14.7%)
Expansion 4( 59%)
Paraphrase 1( 15%)
Clarification request 2( 29%)
Message—-related incorporations 39 ( 57.4%) Message-related incorporations 0( 00%)
Comment 23 ( 33.8%)
Comment + Repetition 4( 59%)
Comment + Expansion 1( 1.5%)
Elaboration request + Repetition 1¢( 1.5%)
Expansion 2( 29%)
Paraphrase 3( 44%)
Elaboration request 4( 59%)
Clarification request 1( 15%)

718 Sequential Analysis of Teacher—initiated Verbal Interaction

Instruction 1
Initiative alone

IR

IRF alone 4
IRF + Elaboration request

IRF + Clarification request

IRF + Elab. + Elab. + Elab.

- W N PO oW

18 I3#Eh L FEOEFEOTHNENNZ — L LT D TH B,
HENOGRBA DR TREE L O &Y @72V Instruction 725 13 [,
IRF alone 78 44 [l & £ <, ZEI FER OER 2 EW Aoz, ¥ 77,
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HEIORFOHL THRDLDSTLENWEENLDISZEORVEE
(Initiation alone)?s 8 [H], FEAMNL DIEENH > THZFHIIF LT
DA DISEDRWIFEN 9EIH > 7=, IRF 2B X TEFEAHEEL
TW 35 IRF + Elaboration request X° IRF + Clarification request
FEHFT6EI LR o7,

6. BE

A CIE, MHARE 1 ThAREFOSHEFEHOEMEZ Y 5 X8
W L7z, RE T, BERICSEEROELUCHEN D LN
ARBZET, ZO7nr I L52oEmMERALNIT S, F2,
Fhib &, 7382 [COLT Part B IZ X AESTIT, K%
DEFEI T T LOBREHBENEBROBREIEORBERBINT
WANEBH LI TEEAI 0] #EETH,

6. 1. EBEEOHEE

AECIL, MR E 1 [COLT Part BIZ X AESHTIX, HHE L
TWABROFMOBREFTOSHMEAL LOLICHLNITT S
A IZHDWTELRT D, 7, BOERMEFADRTEL 7V
T AN 5 729, #HT D Requesting information %3 19 12,
“#4 @ Giving information %% 20 IZF L 7=,

RPEBRIZODPEEN, VA 2RREZHAVD I LB TERNVO
T, ZIZTCTIREmEBEBTICEED S, £ 19 6, #HEMA-D
X Requesting information {2 &\ T Pseudo request 232\ D%t
L, #& B - C X Genuine request X2\ 2 £ B3 05, I OfEFA
IR LT, 3% 20 1%, 3R A-D D% 478 Predictable 72, :#ifi B -
C O£ 5 Unpredictable 2 fE# 2 BT 2HmAHWZ L 2R L
TW5,

WIZ, SBEIREAE L OXMET, SBREXNEAFTOELLZERL
TWAR 57912, Incorporation of student utterances ® 48
HoOEEY, £21ICE LD,
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%19 Frequency of types of teachers’ pseudo/genuine request

Instructors
Requesting information A B C D
Pseudo request (n=67) 28 0 1 38
Genuine request (n=82) 4 19 33 26

720 Frequency of types of learners’ predictable/unpredictable

information
Instructors
Giving information A B C D
Predictable (n=62) 25 0 1 36
Unpredictable (n=111) 10 40 32 29

#%21 Frequency of teachers’ form/message-related incorporation
of student utterances

Instructors
Incorporation of student utterance A B C D ¥ 2(3) p
Form-related (n=77) 39™ 6™ 3™ 29"
Massage-related (n=136) 7% 47 43" 39" 80.0 0000
**xp<.01

EHMDORY DHERICAEE TOHDINRIET D728, A 2%
RIEFITR ST ABABEKRKEI1BUT THE LRED bl (£2(3)=80.0,
p<.01), T HIZ, BESWTETR-T-HER, AEKE 1%LUT T
fifi A X Form-related 7%, i#Ffi B+ C iZ Message-related R HEIZ
Z0oTz, HEEI D ICHAEBERFBIZA N2 o7, TOZ &b,
ZAEORKFELZI VALK, B AIXSEERNEZER/RT L, #ED
B: CIIHNAEZERT OIBBELFE O LEAHLNIR T,

# 22 1%, Sequential analysis # FHW\Ti#Rl - ZARMOA &7 5
7 arvEGMLERBRTHD, FEORBEEIC L VHEELES
L, WA 2RBRELRIToTe. BEXKE 1%UTTHEERENHED S
niz (x2(3)=23.6, p<.01), X, BESHEIT-TLL A, #
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Bl A @ Instruction/initiation alone or IR 3 X OV IRF, I WNZEE AR
B @ Instruction/initiation alone or IR WA E /K 1% T, Al B
D IRF R EEKESN THEREERoT, 2D D, #ii A T
IRFIZETELRWVE O (Instruction/initiation alone or IR) 23F
BIZZ VO L, #H B CTIXIRF BAEBICEZ VNI L bh oz,

ST, LxLZens, #AlC-D OREITIHAL N2 LR
yIREe Yy i

#22 Frequency of types of interaction developments in teacher—initiated
verbal interaction

Instructors
Interaction development A B C D Y33 »p
Instruction/initiation alone or IR (n=66) 23** 4** 9 30
IRF (n=102) 11 24" 23 44 236 0.001
IRF + o (n=22) 8 5 3 6
*xkp<d 01, *p<.05 - T
L EDS, COLT Part BIZ L AFEESTIZ , eHEM A L iEBD

B:C DI THRHEMERT > LRI, ﬁﬁgfﬁ A | Pseudo
request % ELERBHRERTHLOICH L, #A B C 1
Genuine request NEZE NAFER ThHh o7, TNICHEETH X9 IC
FERT A OF 4 Predictable R HEFE N LV OIZK L, F#EEIB-C D
#4113 Unpredictable 72 BEN S WMER S R TBNhviz, Fiz,
Sequential analysis Z £ % 43t »» 6 &, & A A X
Instruction/initiation alone or IR 3%\ D Zxt L, #%E0 B i IRF
BENZ ERHALMIRoTlz, #H C bAETITRWAHEN B &

IR DM T o 7=, A D OOMRERITOTRLOEAER TIX e d -
7-. fHm & LT, Pseudo request 3% < Predictable 72 4 O FEE
LN, NEBERTREODRPVEENoT, 2O XDIZ
COLT Part B iZ X D #HAIRFEOHEN TORGEEM Z B b2
T 52 LN TX, £77, Sequential analysis A EHEBH T & T
S OIFEMR T ZAT2 D T L ABFIREIZ 2 5,
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6. 2. REBIFEL DR

seiRAEE 2, TCOLT Part BIZ L AESHTIL, KFEOHFEE S o
77 LADRERBENPEREOREIC k@&ﬁ‘*‘)ﬁ@%b’(b % D H %
HNCTRIEA I ICODWTEET D, HROEFE S 0 T LT
X, RXZHHANBELZREBTHEWT D, WEPLDAS U E T 7T 4
T REEEDHFFINTVWS, Genuine request 1% <, A
EEARHY, —DOOEETHERLIFZTELSFHE2M#ET S & T,
COHMFBIIINALODRFEENEHINDG LEBEDbND, 2%,
Genuine request, Unpredictable information, Message-related
DEM DB EITHIE, £ LT, Sequential analysis TREEDOHkE 1 &
A, ﬁ%ﬁ*g%fiﬂﬂ%bfb‘é &l D,

IS CR7Z X 512, B0 A% Pseudo request "% < /- S3EH
ANEHTH LD L, 5860 B - C X Genuine request 78 % < N
ERTHD, £, O A OFAEIL Predictable 2 FEENR L VDI
*f U, %6 B-C O34T Unpredictable 72 FEE 3% W ME R % #H o,
* 72, Sequential analysis |Z X 2 25O BREE OSHT TIL, HA6
A 1% Instruction/initiation alone or IR 23 %\ D% L, #HAEH B I
IREBZWZ ERWL NI R o7z, A CIZOWTEH, BETIEA
VWASEEAD B & FIAR IRF 238w, L7=as-> T, #Eh Ak L i
FiB-CODIZ I ADFNIRERBEERBMLTWDEEZ2D, #AD
X, Genuine request (X472 23, NAEBEHR CTERIFOMEHE L E W
DT, MEOFMLEEZ 5D,

LML, BER DR EHBICAETLRVLO THEBm 2R~ 512
D5, IRF LV EWRFHEIZSOWTIE, #HHI B C LY #ERA
DI TFTADHTNEN, ZOZ L, AFFLTH-TH, ZDOED
RS LERT DI ZEDELRDEEFREZ2 VL, KN,
BREACESZL T TV TLREHBOMREERD S Z L 2R
LTWa, X7, & D TiE, 2FMICIRET ORGEE D h O EAT
LW Zv, TRAEREMLE, BVWHiED IRF ¥ — 2 FHT 5
BREAZANDPEEL TS EEBbh,
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YED Xk oIz, METIXRMOBREREORELZZR L ARTHAIT
LRV EANRH B LTV, COLT Part BIXR¥BENKEMOLE
WIS EMLTCWAROonHRTAIFEERERY S D, £,
Sequential analysis L#AFDLED Z LICXVEFEMITARTE D
L5127/ %, COLT Part BiZ, #iET' 1 7T L DOEESITIZEZ 2
FETHHEERADIEA D,

7. BbYIZ

AKFZETIE, ARZFICBW(ala=b—YaryzBNET 5%
BSOS LARERICEOLIICEREINATWD D, £, £TOT
0S5 LAOEELZ POBREERL TWVWADIIHOWT, COLT Part B
FRWTHRIEL-, ZORRE, A XKFOBEROBEMRORETIE
DEVWKUOBEAZEOREA~ORBRRICOVWTEZS LEbID
F— g NE LN, 77, COLT Part BI3#¥nothrYy—nv & LTH
ATHnHZ & HHEH LT,

*7-, A#FZE T, COLT Part B & Sequential analysis %}t H
TEHZ LWLy, BEBEDSEEMOIE c‘:jliﬂﬁ&b’(b\éo)#
iz i@%&%ﬁfwi&TMbﬁEﬁ%% > b E D TH B A
Y, LVEMRBRMTAL,

51 ST

G L ER - FHES - SATNF-FRETF-FAEHE - &H
H%ﬁ#ﬁ%im%)Nmum%mAbiéﬂ::a# T3
VEEBRULEEET ST T LDORESM]  Research Bulletin
of English Teacbmg, 2, 41-63.

FAE-EHE T -BLUES- 7 EER - FATMF. (2007). TCOLT
Part B \(C LA EHELFOMERI AT 47 ~ala=y
—3a URFR), % 53 %, 99-112. db¥EE KFRFEPE.
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