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Abstract 

The purpose of the study was to analyze gender differences in teacher student 

interaction. To this end, a descriptive method was employed in the study. Scvcn 

English teachers a nd 48 students werc takcn as sample of the study from fou r 

private high schools in Addis Ababa. A modified observational instrumen t 

(INTERSECT) and questionnaire were employed in the data collection process. 

The data obtained using classroom observation and qu estionna ire were 

analyzed by using percentage a nd a statistical method chi square. 

Results of the data analysis indicated that significant differences were 

evidenced between teachers' use of evaluative interaction type, and evaluative 
I 

interaction content towards male and female students . The general levels of 

teacher student interactions, the extent of reprimands, and th e involvement of 

s tudents in interaction with the teachers a ll show domination by males. Female 

f;tudents' participation in asking and answering question s is very limited. 

Teachers also give more ch ances to male students in classroom interaction. 

Although no significant d ifference was observed between male a nd fema le 

students' talk initiation, teachers' talk initiation showed s ignificant difference in 

relation to students' talk initiation. 

Finally, based on the major findings it was recommended th a t teachers n eed to 

be educated about gender equitable tcaching during work sh op or semi na rs, 

administrators could a lso incorporate observations of gender equity into their 

regular classroom observations and it would be beneficial to provide teach ers 

with current articles regarding gender equity as they are published. 
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CHAPTER ONE 

Introduction 

1.1 Background of the Study 

Different scholars have defined and interpreted the terms 'sex' and 'gende,-' in 

d ifferent ways. For example, Sanders et a l (1997) have explained that , sex is the 

physical and physiological difference between males a nd females. However, 

according to Lee (1997), gender difference is based on socio-cultural grounds 

and may differ from place to place. S imilarly, Maggie (1989) in Sunderland 

(1 994 : 1) defines gender as "a culturally s h a ped group of attributes a nd 

behaviors given to the female or to the male ." Sh e further . a ffirmed th at a 

society's or group 's culture sh apes, or 'genders', the people within it according 

to their biological sex, what men and women, boys and girls do occupationally 

and socia lly. To the extent that this social construction of gender continues to 

'masculine' biological m a les and 'femin in e' biological females. 

Gender in terms of roles and relations is not static. It can be reformulated as a 

soc ie ty desires or intends it to bc. One gcneration could assign roles to males 

and females d ifferen tly from a nother generation. However, certain socie ties may 

maintain certain roles a nd relations (Sunderland, 1994). In addition, Jones and 

his colleagu es (2000)noted that because cu ltu res are not homogeneous with in 

any culture and even subcultures, there will be many 'masculinities' and ma ny 

'femininities' in the underlying belief of societies and in the minds of 

individuals. 

This difference 111 gender has been a means of discriminating members of a 

society. Females particularly are victims of thi s disc rimination in th a t thcir 

participation in activities of the society is mostly limited to reproductive work. 

Because most societies a round th e world se ldom or never expect women 's 

participation in education , they have denied women th e right of going to school. 



And I he very few wh o h ave been to school were not e n cou raged to s tudy fur ther 

a nd play s ign ificant roles in all walks of life. 

Accord ing to Gollnick a nd Chin n (1 998), female's unequal access to education , 

may result from the expectation s of the society towards both sexes. Many 

~ocicL i cs do not expect both sexes Lo pe r fo rm nnd achieve equ al ly . Thu s, on e 

sex is expected to p erform a nd achieve better th a n the oth er. In most cases, it 

is t he male who is provided with bet ter oppOl-tun ity. 

As pa rt of the society, Heinonen (1996) in Weldekidan (1 998) puts forward th e 

claim that the sch ool is an environment where consciou s socia lization is taki ng 

place. It p lays a crucia l role in maintaining those duties a nd respon s ib ilit ies 

ass igned to m a le a nd fem a le gen ders by th e society. The curricula as well as 

teachers prepa re b oys a nd girl s to play roles a n d follow careers tha t a re socia lly 

ex pected of them , th a t is, th ey in culca te th e importan ce of th e se n se of 

competitiveness an d partic ipation in education for boys a n d it s a bsen ce for 

girls. Furthermore, recent studies have shown Th at in the teachin g learning 

process teach e rs might sh ow behaviors that favor on e sex over th e oth er. 

Accord ing to Good, Sikes and Brophy (1973), these d iscrimatory behaviors 

might occur in classroom s throu gh the interaction of the teach er and hi s/ h er 

students (as in dividual or as a group of students). 

For some tim e now, mUltidisciplina ry in te res t in gender is sues h as been on th e 

ri se internation a lly . A s ignificant part of t h is inte rest h as been in the a rea of 

gender and education. Most research efforts in th is a rea h a ve focu sed on 

explaining the patte rns of gen der inequality and cau ses of gender gaps in 

education. In the case of Ethiopia, for example, enroll ment a n d partic ipation in 

education is characterized by sexual disparities. Th e num ber of fema le s tu den ts 

in elementary, secondary, and tertia ry education is lower th a n the num be r of 

boys (Genet, 199 1) . Fac tors contributing to th is include h igh d irect and 

opportunity costs of send ing girls to school and cu ltu ral a n d socia l barr ie rs to 

their inclu s ion in education. In addition, the school environment itself is of Len 
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found to be intimidating for girls. Fu rth ermore, dropping out through early 

marriage, pregnancy, sexual h a rassment can a lso con stra in girls' continued 

participation and enrollment in schools (Genet, 1991; Seyoum , 1991). 

In addition, the curriculum, the learning environ ment a nd teachers' interaction 

with their students are a lso found to influen ce females ' access and participation 

within schools, a nd their a bili ty to learn in a secure environment. And s in ce 

fem a les are part of the society and s h ould contribute to the country's socio­

economic well being, and since teachers' interactions with female and m a le 

students in the classroom can playa crucial role in providing females with th e 

confidence to achieve their full potential at school. The researcher believes that 

it is now time the problem should be taken into account for females to benefit 

from fair treatment from their teachers. 

1.2 Statement of the Problem 

Education is a right to any member of the socie ty regardless of age , sex, and 

ra ce. According to the 1994 UN declara tion (MOE report: 1998), both sexes 

h a ve equal righ t to access to educa tion a t a ll levels . O'Gara and Ken da ll 

(1996: 10) s ta te: "Most people think th a t education en h a n ces the quali ty of 

people 's lives." Insofar this is true ; gi rl s have equ a l right with boys to a bellcr 

quality of life. This means, accordin g to the a uthors, what is thought to be 

important to m a les, in this case education, is also importa nt to females. 

In the Ethiopian context, most classes in government schools have an average 

of seventy s tudents. Such number of students may put a lot of demand on the 

teacher to pay a ttention to individual students according to their need s. Thi s is 

to say, every student, as an individual needs a different kind of trea tment and 

amount of a ttention from her or his teacher. For instance , s hy students may 

need much encouragement to involve ac t ively in the learning process. This 

implies th at teachers h ave to give different treatment for su ch type of students. 

On this point, Sunderla nd (1994) n ote s that s in ce 's tudents are in d ividuals' 

th ey n eed different treatment for diffe rent reasons, in cludin g pedagogica l 



reasons. She a lso reveals that differential teachers' treatment might also occur 

because of 'social ch aracteristics of gender' not only because of 'students' 

individual characteristics'. 

O'C;1 ra nnc\ Kcndall (1996) agree thet! in cletssroom interaction, the two sexes 

receive different treatment from their teachers. These scholars and Sunderland 

(1 994) affirmed that in classroom interaction males get more teacher attention 

than females do. And this gender b iased teacher-student interaction greatly 

affects students' participation and ach ievement in education Sunderland 

(1994) . To see whether there is the same practice in Ethiopia. Hence, the study 

was concerned with investigating the nature of teacher student interaction in 

four private high sch ools in Addis Ababa. The following are the specific research 

questions: 

:r How do EFL teachers interact with male students? 

).- How do EFL teachers interact with female students? 

).- Do EFL teachers' interactions vary by the students' gender? 

>- If yes, what differences are observed? 

1.3 Objectives of the Study 

The study aims to find out the effect of students gender on teacher sti.ldent 

in teraction in EFL classrooms. It will , therefore, attempt to: 

:'-1aAddress the issue of gender in teacher-student interaction 111 EFL 

classrooms. 

r To identify components of teachers' behavior 111 classroom inte raction 

that influence gender differentiated instruction. 

1.4 Significance of the Study 

In ternational research (Howe, 1997) suggests that boys typically h ave a 

disproportionate share of contribu tions in classroom interaction partly due to 

their being selected by the teacher more frequently than girls, a nd also due to 

their ability to c reate condit ions (positive and negative) which attract teachers' 
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attention and facilitate their participation and dominant position in classroom 

interaction. This 'conversationally focal' position of boys provides them with an 

important learning experience, i.e. the confidence of being listened to and 

responded to within the public domain, thus stimulating them to participate 

more. This means that girls may be unintentionally or intentionally pushed out 

of the centre of the action, learning to expect a lower participation level than 

boys. The present study, therefore, can be considered as s ignificant in that it 

provides some useful information for teachers to develop positive expectation 

towards their students and encourage them to work hard despite differences in 

gender . As Coffey and Delamont (2000) stated, teachers tend to be concerned 

with equal opportunities, a gender-free or gender-aware curriculum and non ­

sexist practice, rather than promoting anti-sexist practice in the classroom. The 

findings of this research might help teachers to develop critical self-awareness 

of their classroom practice, with particular reference to the quantity and qua li ty 

of their interactions with female and male students in the classrooms. 

The study could also show the sources of gender related problems and this 

might help students as well as teachers to improve their teacher student 

in teraction. 

In addition to these, the study might be helpful as a reference or as a secondary 

source of information for further studies on related issues . ./' 

1.5 Scope of the Study 

Gender differentiation in schools might occur in different ways. However, the 

study focuses on teacher-student interact ion because the researcher believes 

this is probably the most influential factor related to students' motivation and 

achievements. The study, however , did not avail whether the gender of the 

teacher has an impact on teacher student interaction or not. It only tries to give 

insi ght into the variation that may be obse rved in classroom interac tion bv tIl(' 
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The s tudy was restricted to assessing th c teacher student interaction in grades, 

nine a nd eleven in four private high schools, which have seven English 

language teachers. The research er has ch osen grade nine and eleven as grade 

te n and twelve students leave sch ool earlier after taking their model exam 111 

order to prepare for school leavin g examinat ions and may not be available lO 

se rve as su bj ects of the study for this particular investiga tion. 

1.6 Limitations of the Study 

Th ere were several limitations involved 111 t hi s study that must be 

acknowledged. Firstly, classroom processes are extremely complex. It wou ld be 

simplistic to think that an observer can fully understand what is going on in 

the classroom by observing and analyzing a number of lessons. Therefore, the 

researcher believes that the categories for analyzing teacher student interaction 

(see Appendix A) in light of gender are not elements of an exh au stive list. 

Secondly, the limited number of teachers, on ly seven, jeopardizes generalizing 

the findings of this study to other s ituations. 

Thirdly, other variables difficult to control like background experien ce, personal 

charactelistics, and non verbal teaching behavior of the subjects, which 

in cscapably inOuencc the findings were diffi cult to cont rol. 

l~astly, s in ce being observed or examined could be an anxiety provoking 
( 

s ituation , the presence of the obsel\ler cou ld cause a certa in a mount of 

limitation to the study despite wh at the researcher has done to minimize this 

problem. 

1.7 Definition of Terms 

The following are the definitions of terms used in the study. 

Gender- a culturally shaped group of attributes and behaviors given to the 

female or to the male. 

Sex - is the physical and physio logical diffe rence between males a nd fem ales . 



Classroom interaction - a chain of events which occur one after the 

other in an instructional time during teacher student interaction. 

Praise- intellectual: - Teacher's positive reaction to academic statement or 

response. 

Praise-conduct: - Positive reaction to a student's nonacademic behavior. 

Praise-appearance: 

appearance. 

Positive reaction to a student's physical or work 

Acceptance-intellectual: - Indication of simple correctness of a studen t's 

academic response or statement. 

Acceptance-conduct: - indication of correctness of student's nonacademic 

behavior. 

Acceptance- appearance: - indication of correctness of students work or 

physical appearance. 

Remediation- intellectual: teacher's indication of lack of correctness of 

student's academic statement or response. Teacher may suggest alternatives. 

Remediation is not explicitly negative. 

Remediation-conduct: - teacher's indication of lack of correctness of student's 

nonacademic behavior. 

Remediation- appearance: - teacher's indication of lack of correctness of 

student' work or physical appearance. 

Criticism-intellectual: -teachers negative evaluation of student's academic 

statement or response. 

Criticism-conduct: - teacher's negative evaluat ion of student's nonacademic 

behavior. , 

- teacher's negative evaluation of s student./s work or Criticism- appearance: 

physical appearance. 

Physical short circuit: - when the teacher does the activity for the student. 

Verbal short circuit: - when the student is involved in oral activity and the 

teacher completes the activity for the student instead of giving the studen ts 

assistance for independent work. 

(Sadker and Sadker, 1982) 
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CHAPTER TWO 

Review of Related Literature 

2.1. Teacher Student Interaction 

Differcnt scho l8 rs h8ve defined int rr-:lC' tion in diffcrent ways. For cxnmp1c, 

Malamah-Thomas (1987) defines in teraction as the process by which two 

individu cli s mutually innu enc(' rClrh other's beh;wior. Moreover, W8gnrr 

(1 994 :8) d efines interaction as: 

reciprocal events that reqUire a t leas t two objects and two 
actions . Interactions occur when these objects and events 
mutually influence one another. An ins tructional interaction is an 
event that talces place between a lea rner and the teacher. Its 
purpose is to respond to the learner in a way intended to change 
his or her behavior toward and educational goa/. Instructional 
interactions have two purposes: to change learners and to move 
them toward achieving their goals . 

Interaction involves not just expreSSlOn of one's own idea but a lso 

comprehension of those of others. One listens to others; one responds; others 

li s ten a nd respond. The partic ipa n ts work out interpretations of meaning 

through this interaction, which is a lways understood in a context, physical or 

experiential, with nonverbal cues a ddin g aspects of meaning beyond the verbal 

(Malamah-Thomas, 1987). 

I~e searc h has documented that th e discoLil'se and interact ion tha t occur in 

classrooms form a communicative contex t for learning. "To a great extent, the 

la ngu age used by teachers and s tud ents in classrooms determines what is 

learn ed and how learning takes place" (Omvig, 1989). Similarly, Chaudron 

(1988: 10) stated that interaction is viewed as significant because it is argued 

tha t: 

s 
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1. Only through interaction, can the learner decompose the target 
language structure and derive meaning from classroom events 2. 
Interaction gives learners the opportunities to incorporate target 
language structures into their own speech (the scaffolding 
principle) and 3. The meal1ingILlll1ess Jor learners of classroom 
events of any kind, whether thought oj as interactive or not, will 
depend on the extent to which communication has been jointly 
constructed between the teacher Clnd learners. 

Bluntly, classroom interaction is important because interaction is th e outcome 

of classroom pedagogy. Inte raction is the process where by lessons are 

'accomplish ed'. If no person-to-person interaction has occurred in a classroom, 

we would probably be unwilling to accept that a lesson h as taken place at a ll. 

From this point of view, th en, there is no point in being 'for' or 'against' 

interaction, since it is an inescapable and inescapably crucial aspect of 

classroom life (Allwright, 1988). 

Fo r many years, researchers have used descriptive procedures to h e lp identify 

behaviors that are presen t in typical classrooms. The verbal beh avior of both 

teachers and students has been a n alyzed in order to create a "picture" of the 

work of the classroom. In this part of the paper, several of the factors that have 

been influence the quality and quantity of teacher student interaction a rc 

examined. 

2.1.1 Teache rs Talk in Language Classrooms 
As Sadker and Sadk er (1997) stated, Flanders (1970) came u p wi th th e famous 

"two-third s" rule: two thirds of classroom time consists of talk, and two-th irds 

of that talk is teach er talk. Th is rule is often qu oted to sh ow h ow in most 

classrooms, the time available for every individual learner to ta lk is extreme ly 

limited. This is especia lly important if, as is currently the case, interaction by 

learner is regarded as a major vehicle for foreign language learnin g. Recen t 

studies indicate little change in this pattern, revealing that teach er ta lk doc:; 

little to foster exploratory talk or risk taking. Instead, teacher talk restrict.s the 

quality of pupil talk by controllin g both the form and co ntent of pupi l responses 

to teach er-initiated questions or requests for verbal behavior (Long et a I. , 1984). 

<) 



A number of researchers have explored the diffe rent functions of teacher talk in 

term s of both their relative distribution a nd their pedagogical utility. In m a ny 

cases, the categories u sed are based on the pioneering work of Bellack , et a l. 

(1 966 ), in Sadker and Sadker (1 997), wh o identified four types of pedagogica l 

moves : s tructuring, soliciting, respond,:ng, a nd reacting. They found that, in an 

average class of 30 pupils, a n individua l pupil might m ake one move for every 

.1 00 teache r moves. Most of th e pup il moves were responding moves, a nd the 

teach er did almost all of th e solic iting (e.g. askin g questions), structuring (e. g. 

organizing and directing the in teraction), a nd reacting (e.g. evaluating). The 

work of Bellack, et a l. (1966) can bc ca lled co mprehensive classroom a nalys is. 

As Sadker and Sadker (1997) s tated oth er comprehensive studies include th ose 

by Gales (1980) and Mehan (1 979 ). These studies s how the frequent occurren ce 

in classroom s of a bas ic three-pa rt st ru ctu re th at consists o f a n e lic ita tion by 

th e teach er , a response by a learn er, and a n evalu ation by th e teacher. At the 

end of such a cycle or exchange, the teacher typically continues with the n ext 

el icitation. In this way, the pedagogical moves of t h e teacher can rigidly control 

the learners' contributions , a lthough detailed description reveals that learners 

can sti ll find ways to influence the rate and manner of teacher talk . (Ibid) 

On the oth er hand, Sinclair and Brazil (1 982) identify three aspects of teaching, 

i.e. th e subject matter of lessons , th e organ ization of lessons and the 

disc iplina ry e lement, in all of which teach ers a re involved in "telling things to 

pupil s, getting pupils to do th in gs, ge ttin g pupils to say thin gs and evaluatin g 

the thi n gs that pupils do". (1982: 22) 

The findings of Mitchell, Pa rkin so n and Joh n s tonc (198 1), based on a tota l of 

:,).2:')2 minutcs of fo reign Icll1guClg(' t('ncl1in!'. timc note that teach e r in volvcmc nt 

with t h e class as a whole - as opposed to teacher involvement with small group s 

or individ u a ls or non-involvcm cnt - "prcdo minatcd overwhclmingly" in th e ir 

data . Innovations s u ch as the 'communicative a pproac h ' a nd th e 'natural 
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approach' seem to have made little or no difference. This is not surprising s in ce 

Krashen's own demonstrations of 'compreh ensible input' , for example, h ave all 

the h a llmarks of teacher involvement with the class as a whole. Long and 

Crookes (1986) cite analysis of lessons by teachers professing belief in 'some 

sorL of commun icaLive language Leaching '. Their dcscription of lessons revcals 

the teachers adopting the role of dominant parLicipant with a frequency, which 

would rende r natural conversati on impossible. It seem s that in spite of 

inn ovations modern forei gn la n gu age c lassrooms diffe r little from tradiLional 

classrooms where "the teacher takes the controllin g ro le and conducts a fairly 

ritua l conversa tion with pupils. The pupils behave largely a s one many-headed 

participant, avoiding cross-conversation and acknowledgin g the authority of the 

teacher in their verbal behavior."(Sinclair and Brazil, 1982: 3) 

If we look at local studies, Abdulkadir (1984) and Sisay (1 990) found that in the 

classroom, teachers did most of the talk and pupil talk is minimum. Most of th e 

teachers talk is direct , including lectu ring a nd giving instruction . Due to this, 

students are forced to take a pass ive role that resu lts in dependency on th e 

teacher. Using Bellack et.al (1986) pedagogical moves, Tamene (2000) a lso 

found that teachers are respon sible for most of the m oves in the language 

classroom. Th ey structure, solicit , and reac t. In contrast, students' 

pa rtic ipa tion in these moves of language is typically confined to respondin g to 

teachers' questions. In his s tudy of teacher c lassroom la nguage, Yoseph (1 990) 

fin ds out, asking questions is the first domin a nt language fun ction teachcrs 

u sed in the c lassroom and explanation, exemplifying, summarizin g, glvlllg 

instruction and checking students understanding followed respectively . 

2.1.2 Teachers Language Use 
A number of studies have looked a t the ways in which teachers in L2 classes' 

structure their la nguage (Chaudron, 1983), perhaps simplifying it in ways 

similar to those parents and caregivers' u se with s m a ll chi ldren to ensure 

comprehension. Such adjustment, which may be la rgely intuitive a nd 
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unpremeditated, leads to comprehensible input a nd is thus conducive 1.0 

language acquisition in Krashen 's (1 985) sense. Thi s "teaeh e rese" or "fore igner 

talk" contains shorter utterances and less complex vocabulary than speech 

between n a tive speakers. In a review, Long e t a l (1984) suggests that, a lthough 

modified teacher 's talk is not ungrammatica l or inappropriate. While such 

modified speech would therefore seem to be ideal as input, it may n evertheless 

b e detrimental in another sense, which has been in sufficiently investigated . 

According to Brown (1 994), teachers often use a "slow colloquial" form of 

speech that d oes not use the el is ion s, fu s ions, a nd rhythmical combinations 

and con tractions of sounds and words that a re natural in fast spoken lan guage, 

and therefore this class room language does not en courage the learners to 

process and produce casual conversat ional speech. Rather, they are exposed 

only to a carefully edi ted and idea lized version of th e target language. 

2.1.3 Pupils talk in Language Classrooms 

The resulting pupil talk falls far short, however, of the exploratory pupil talk of 

th e type described by Barnes (1976) in which pupils participating in peer-group 

discussions are involved in comparing observation s and perceptions, offerin g 

tentative interpretations, conclusions or theories and rejecting or modifyin g 

their findin gs. The outcome of exploratory pupil talk is not a negotiated 

compromise. It is instead, a group of individual opinions arrived at as a resu lt 

of considering and evaluating th e observations, ideas and conclusions of 

everyo n e in the group. This type of outcome can be achieved through a va ri ety 

of interactional styles, the exception bein g that if one pupil in the group adopts 

a 'teache r-style', that of dominant participant, there m ay be no outcome at a ll 

because the di scussion itself tends to break down . Successful peer discussion 

is characterized by mutual co-operation over the s tyle of discourse and by 

efforts to sustain the discourse while coming to terms with the general topic 

Barnes (1976), 
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By contras t , most pupil-talk in modern c lassrooms sti ll tends to involve pupils 

in a psych o- linguistic guessi ng game of the sort described by Goodman (J 967 ) 

with reference to reading skill s. In the classroom, the pupils a re on one team, 

playing a role similar to that of the reader, whi le the teacher, the sole member 

of the second team plays a role similar to that of the writer. The purpose of the 

game is to guess which way the teach er wants the discussion to develop. The 

rules require the pupils to make guesses and observe the teacher's respon ses, 

which, although not n ecessarily explicit, give clues s imilar, in content if not in 

form. This approach inevitably increases pupil-talk; pupils have to use slightly 

more language in order to identify the teacher's intention than they u se in 

response to closed questions. In this type of discourse, h owever, pupils know 

that their views and opinions are not of primary importance s ince the obj ect of 

the game is to find out what is in the teach er 's mind . It should be noted that 

the typ e of interactional behavior displayed by the teacher during this game 

would be regarded as un co-operative , patron izing , or downright a nti -social in 

most environments outside the classroom. Neither would this type of pupil talk 

facilitate conversation outside the classroom. Teacher-pupil ta lk of this var ie ty 

can hardly be d escribed as providing a model appropria te for use by foreign 

la nguage pupils outside the classroom. 

2.1.4 Questioning Behavior 

Long et al. (1984) have researched teacher questioning-techniques in EFL 

classrooms, making a distinction between 'display' questions and 'referential' 

questions, i. e. questions to which the teacher already knows the answer vers u s 

questions to which the teacher does not know the answer. Referential questions 

were divided into two types, clos ed a nd open , the latter characterized by a wider 

va ri ety of possible re s ponses although not, as predicted, producing in c reasecl 

syntactic complexity in pupil respon ses. 

Th e work of Lon g et a l. (1984) i ~ of inte res t to fo reign la nguage teachers 

because their d ata shows that the length a nd complexity of pupil resp onses 



were extended by teacher use of referentia l questions with slight bias in favor uf 

open referential questions. Open referential questions a lso tended to elicit more 

student turns than closed referential questions. Contrary to expectations, 

however, display questions elicited significantly more student turns than did 

]'('{"'1'('nlinl CJllC'slions. Long el 81. (1 qH4) suggesl this may be because Ih e 

teacher is not the on ly one who a lready knows the a nswers to disp lay 

qucst ion s. Students are a lso more likcly to know, or feel they know the 

answers, a s tatc of mind, whieh is likely to cncourage risk-taking and 

willingness to respond. 

Long et al. (1984) also note that, smce the teachers observed tended to use 

general , rather than personal or individua l, solicits regardless of the question 

type, student turns appeared to occur without bidding on the part of students 

a nd in the absence of nomination by th e teacher. This may suggest that display 

questions should be used in foreign language classrooms to gen erate practice in 

the target language particularly if the teacher's purpose is to increase studen t 

participation and student talk in the form of 'natural' conversation which is 

characte rized by non-solicited turn tal<ing (in the classroom sense). 

However, the ability to respond to display questions can thwart the foreign 

language teacher's attempts to cngage pup il s in 'spontaneous' conversation ill 

the target la nguage if the pupils treat all teacher in itiation as though they are 

display questions. This may happen because th e teacher is using display 

questions on ly. Alternatively, it may be the result of pupil perception of the 

nature of the teacher's questions. Studies of classroom interaction in foreign 

language classrooms (Van Lier , 1988; Chaudron, 1988) further demon strate 

that pupils get plenty of practice in responding to display questions since these 

features appear prominently in teacher talk. This suggests that in foreign 

language classrooms pupils have good reason to treat all teacher questions as 

display questions. It also suggests that pupils are unlikely to develop the ability 
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to d istinguish between dis play and referen t ia l question s and even less likely to 

lea rn how to respond appropriately to referential questions. 

Mitchell et a l. (1981 ) findings a lso show that, display questions 111 fore ign 

la nguage classrooms tend to be more restrict ive a nd m a nipula tive than in oth er 

subject classrooms, controlling both the content and ra n ge of re sponses a n d 

the lingu istic forms to be used and demand ing m ore frequent repetition tha n is 

th e practice in other subject classrooms . The n a ture of th e display question s 

and responses in foreign language classrooms indicates that th ey provide 

neither useful preparation for formal schoolin g in the target la n guage nor 

opportunities fo r pupils to u se the target la n gu age as a m ean s of learning. They 

appear to provide only for the u se of language as a (very restricted) goal of 

learning and for the 'learning' of language content by generatin g m echanica l 

practice a nd opportunities for the teacher to check mastery of voca bulary a nd 

structural items. 

In general, the picture of classroom interac tion th a t results from teach ers 

questions is that the questions a lone may not promote a great amou nt of 

receiver target language production or other interaction, unless the teach er is 

awa re of th c pitfal ls of too closed, too fast, or too vagu e ques tion s , or worse too 

many repetitions of th e same none unde rstood question s. Alth ou gh 

modifi cat ion of questions to improve com prehensibility may be a n eventua l a id 

to th e learner, th e teacher probably cannot re ly on multiple questions to solve a 

problem of n on-comprehension. 

2.1.5 Wait Time 
It is reasonable to suppose that wh en the teach er ask s a question, the learner 

is given a fair chance to reply , s ince this will enhance the quality of the answer. 

It has been observed on numerous occasions that teach ers tend not to wait, but 

expect a n a n swer instantaneously . If they d o n ot get the a n swer at once, they 

routinely rephrase the question (sca le it down, perhaps), give the ans\Ver 

themselves, make var ious come-on noises or signals, or le t som e oth er learne r 
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answer it. Long et a l (1 984), among others, have investigated what happen s 

when more time is given to the responder . Their research suggests an increased 

wait time produces qualitatively a nd qua ntitatively superior responses. It is 

therefore reasonable to train teachers to in crease their wait time. It seems that 

teachers can indeed be train ed to do so, and tha t this produces higher-qua lity 

in te raction. It is, however, not known how las tin g the effec t of such training is. 

Furthermore, different activities may require different amounts of wait time. 

C"sLlu l CO Il VC I'sulioll, i"or example, ly pi "" lly tioes "ot Idlmv for lengthy p"Ll ses 

between utterances (Lon g et a i, 1984). 

2.1.6 Error Treatment 

The treatment of errors made by learners is perhaps the most endurin g and 

con trover sial issue in classroom work. In the audio-lingual d ays, errors were to 

be a voided a t a ll cost (so as to avoid negative reinforcement). Currently, fo reign 

language educators range from those who say a ll errors must be con s is tently 

corrected right from the start, in order to avoid fossilization (Brown , 1994), to 

those who say the correction of linguistic errors interrupts the lea rner 's 

attempts at creative speech, focuses the learner on form rather than mea nin g, 

in timidates and encourages the lea rner and disrupts interaction (Brown, 1994). 

There are numerous studies of error treatment, but none h as yet managed to 

resolve the controversy . All resea rch e rs agree, however, that learners, if asked, 

in di ca te their desire to be corrected wh enever they make mistakes (Cathcart 

a nd Olsen, 1976). It is a lso agreed thal the trea tment of e rrors by most of 

teach ers is both highly varied and highly in con sis tent (Chaudron, 1988). 

Descriptive classroom studies h ave begun to look a t error treatm ent in terms of 

the most genera l concept of repair, that is, the various ways in which "trouble" 

is dealt with in interaction (Van Lier, 1988). Such studies make it clear that 

different types of inte raction lead to differen t ways of treating problems of 

speaking, and the qu estion s of which erro rs to treat, how to treat them, and 



who should treat them underlie more global issues of classroom interaction. 

Descriptions of repair strategies a lso suggest that learners should use them 

primarily to correct their own errors (i.e. self-repair) Van Lier (1988). One-way 

of promoting such self-repair may be through increased wait time (discussed 

earl ier). When a learner makes an error, or hesitates, the teacher may pause 

briefly rather than immediately pouncing on the learner to con-ect. Th is gives 

th e learner a chance to self-mon itor and self-correct. 

2.2 The Importance of Teacher Student Interaction 

Skolnick (1982) reported that children spend more time with their teachers 

than any other adult with the exceptions of their parents. Consequently, 

teachers' expectations a nd actions have a profound effect on studen ts' 

achievement as well as self-esteem. What teachers say and do not say, their 

body language, what they do and who they call upon form a hidden curriculum 

that is more powerful than any textbook lesson Skolnick (1982). 

Tinto (1987) stated that teacher student interaction, which includes both 

formal classroom experience and informal interaction outside of class, a re 

crucial to the academic continuation and intellectual development of students . 

According to Tinto (1987), a lack of such interactions is a very sign ificant 

determ inant attrition. Like wise, Pianta , Steinberb and Rollins (1995) reportcd 

that positive teacher student interaction defined as "warm, close, 

communicative" are linked to behavioral competence and better school 

adjustment. Similarly, Pascarella, Terenzinin and Hibel (1978) found that 

teacher student interaction focusing on intellectual or course related matters 

had the strongest association with students' motivation and performa n ce. 

Further, they found that students, who interacted more frequently with facul ty, 

performed better academically than what was predicted from their pre 

enrollment characteristics (i .e . SAT scores). On the other hand, students who 

seldom met with faculty tended to achieve at lower levels than predicted. 
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Oth er research ers a lso found th at connic l a nd dependency in teacher s tu de nt 

relationship a re re lated to unfavo rable outcom es su ch as negative schoo! 

attitude, school a voidan ce, a nd h ost il e aggression (Howes, Ha milton a nd 

Matheson, 1994). Resilien ce litewture furt h er indicates wh en the re is no 

l'[lWli()[l,,1 connectiol1 to a caregive r "I home; support ive school expe ri ences 

playa critical role in students' a daptations . More specifically, teach e rs whu 

"provide emotiona l suppo'rt, reward, competence and promote self esteem are 

considered to be one of the factors that decrease the vu lne ra bility of high ris k 

students in response to successful life even ts" Werner (1990: 11 0). 

Given that teacher student interactions have a s ignificant influence on various 

outcomes, investigations into h ow th e in terac tion are shaped and what 

determines the quality of those in teractions are of grea t importance for 

inte rven tion effor ts to fo ster nur turin g, warm re lationships between teachers 

a nd students. So fa r , a numbe r of student charactel-istics have been linked to 

teacher student interactions. For example , students' social ski ll s and low 

internalizing scores are positively related to warm, open re lationsh ips with 

kindergarten teachers (Pian ta, Stein berg and Rollins , 1995). Students' problem 

behaviors such as inattention, in ternal izing, a nd conduc t problem s are 

negatively correlated with the quality of teacher student interactions (Pianta 

and Nimetz, 199 1) . Furthermore, dis ru ptive, aggress ive, resista nt students a rc 

especially challenging to many teach er s . They are frequently noted as a 

significant source of teacher stress. Teach er interactions with these students 

tend to be critical and punishing in n atu re and are often characterized by high 

connict a nd low warmth (Coie a nd Koeppl, 1990). Although the punishme nt 

followin g a student's problem behavior may be needed to reduce the likelihood 

of further bad behavior, the s tudent's repeated exposure to punishment, 

espec ia lly in the absence of positive a tten tion from teachers, is more likely to 

pe rpetuate a sense of alienation from teachers and sch ool, which m ay in turn 

lead to intens ified a n ger and defi ance (8(l ker , 1999). 
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For students to develop and function as persons, they need h elp in d eveloping 

the kind of self concept th at a llows them to regard themselves as important 

citizens in a society. The daily interaction of students with th eir teacher in the 

classroom is, therefore, crucial in positively influencing pupil behavioral 

development, his/her in tellectual a nd moral development, as well as a djustin g 

the ir mentality well (Coh en a nd Manion, 1977). 

2.3. Verbal Teaching Behavior 
Ve rba l teaching beh avior includes all the verbal acts of the teach er, wh ich 

occur JJ1 c lassroom in teraction. According to Cape l (1 995), verbal 

communication is understood as lecturing, questioning, praising, or criticizin g 

pupils. As Sadker and Sadker (1997) stated, teachers' talk is categorized by 

Flanders (1970) as d irect or indirect teaching behavior. Both direct and indirect 

h ave a place in good teaching. 

2.3.1 Direct Teaching Behavior 
It is highly expository teaching that mostly focuses on academ ic content. Its 

features are lecturing, explanation , giving direction, and other highly teacher 

directed activities (Cal lahen , 1988). 

2.3.2 Indirect Teaching Behavior 
Indirect teaching behavior includes , teacher' talk that indirectly influence 

pupils. It is characterized by teachers ' reliance on accept ing studen ts fee lin g, 

acknowledging pupil s' ideas, providing praise, and encouragement to pupil 

(Perrott, 1982). 

2.4. Non-verbal Teaching Behavior 

Different authors define th e object of nonverbal communication differently. 

According to Argyle (1 972), the following phenomena can constitute nonverba l 

communication: Bodily contact, proximity, posture, physical a ppearance, facia l 

and gesture movements, direction of gaze, timing of speech , em otion al tone of 

speech, speech errors, and accent. On the other han d, Darn (2005) considers 
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lilt' rollowillg ' IS nunvcrb ,-Ii phc \1 ()Il1('Il;I: J]ociy motion o r kinesis behavior' , 

phys ical ch aracte ristics, touching be h avior, paralanguage, proximities, 

a rtifacts, a nd environmenta l factors. 

In a classroom interaction, while the bulk of the teacher tcaching is verba l it is 

in evitable that verbal communication will predominate. However, it is stressed 

tha t the non-verbal one a lso should not be over looked. (Store and Mirri es, 

1972). Non -ve,"bal communications h ave form , fun ct ion , a nd meanin g and if 

learners d o not understand their meanings, a misunderstanding occurs. 

2.5 Gender Bias in Schools 

"Sitting in the same classroom, reading the same book, listening to the same 

teacher , boys a nd girls receive different education" Sadker and Sadker (1 997). 

McConnell-Ginet and Eckert (2003) be lievc it is the application of gender bias in 

111(' school on thc part of thc tcac her '-m el the s tudcnt that perpetuates gcnd cr 

in equality. They, therefore, urge ed u cators to question their conception s of 

gender and exa mine them in relation to the teaching prac tice by pointing out 

that schools often reflect habits of the larger society. The socialization of gender 

within our school assures that girls are made a ware that they are unequal to 

boys. Every time students are seated or lined up by gender, teachers are 

a ffirming that girls and boys should be treated differently . When different 

behaviors are tolerated for boys than for girls becau se "boys will be boys," 

schools are perpetuating the oppression of females McConnell- Ginet and Eckcrt 

(2003). 

Teachers socia lize girls towards a feminin e ideal. Girls a re pra ised for bein g 

neat, quite , a nd calm , whereas boys are encouraged to think independently, bc 

active, and s peak up. Girls a re socialized in school to recognize popularity as 

being importa nt , and learn that edu ca tional performance a nd a bility are not as 

impor ta nt. "G irl s in grades six a nd seven rate being popular and well-liked as 

more important than being perce ived as competent or independent. Boys, on 
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the other h a nd, a re more likely to mnk independence a nd competence as more 

important" Bailey (1992). 

Bailey's (1992) study further demonstrates how socialization of girls occurs at 

Ihe school level by tolerating different beh,wiors from boys than from gid s. 

Assertive behaviors from girls often seen as disruptive and may be viewed more 

negatively by teachers. This reinforces the notion that " ... girl' s misbehavior to 

be looked as a character defect, whilst boys' misbehavior is viewed as a desire 

to assert themselves" Bailey (1992). 

In Sadker and Sadker's (1985) research , they also noted that boys are most 

likely to receive an acknowledgment response from their teacher. This finding is 

confirmed by study of Good and Brophy (1974) "".note that teachers give boys 

greater opportunity to expand ideas and be animated than they do girls and 

that they reinforce boys more for general response than they do for girls." 

Gender bias in schools is an insidious problem that causes very few people to 

stand up a nd take notice. The victims of this bias have been trained through 

years of schooli ng to be silent and passive, a nd are therefore unwilling to stand 

up and make noise about the unfair treatment they are receiving. "Over the 

course of years the uneven distribution of teachers time, energy , attention and 

talent with boys getting the lion's share, takes its toll on girls" Sadker and 

Sadker (1985:56). Teachers are generally unaware of their own bias teaching 

behaviors because they are s imply teaching like they were taught and the 

subtle gender inequalities found in teaching materials are often overlooked 

(SllnderIClnn, 2004). Girls ann boys todClY are receiving separate and unequal 

education due to the gender socialization that takes place in our schools a nd 

due to the sexist hidden curriculum students are faced with everyday. Unt il 

educational sexism is eradicated, more than half our children will be 

shortcha n ged and their gifts lost to society (Sadker and Sadker, 1997). 
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2.6 Gender Difference in Teacher Student Interaction 

If asked whether or not they treat male a nd female students equally, most 

co ntemporary teachers would probably respond somewhat indign an tly, "of 

course I do!" a nd he or s he is likely to be completely s incere in saying this . If 

observed c losely, howeve r, a good mnny diffe rences can usually be detected 

(S underla nd 2004). 

In th e 1970s and 1980s, many studies of teacher talk in c\assroom- a llsorts of 

classrooms- found that not only d id the teacher talk more than the students; 

he or she talked far more to male th a n to female s tudents. According to 

Sunderland (2004), the researcher who did the most to popularize suc h 

findings was the teacher and writer Dale Spender, who was aware of the 

phenomenon and was deeply di sturbed by the possibility that it might h appen 

in her (secondary school) classroom. Shc the refore, a udio recorded h e r own 

lessons, and n oted: 

... sometimes I have ... thought J ha ve gone too far and have spent 
more time with the girls than the boys. But the taped have proved 
otherwise. Out of ten taped lessons... the maximum time I spent 
interacting with girls was 42% and on average 38%, and the 
minimum times with boys 58% ... it is nothing s hort of substantial 
shock to appreciate the discrepancy between what J thought J was 
doing and what J actuaUy was doing. 

Spender (1982) in Sunderland (2004: 224) 

As Sunderland (2004) stated, though Spender was not a language teacher, and 

has bee n cr iticized for not bein g expli cit a bout h e r meth odology, h e r last 

sentence is salutary: our p erceptions a re n ot re liable . And, given th at a teacher 

of a n y subject is juggling so many ba lls when teach ing, it is not surprisin g if 

giving equal treatment to girls and boys sl ips through the net. However , 

Spender 's findings were in fact wid e ly echoed elsewhe re . Hall and Sandle r 

(1982) for example , found that secondary sc h ool boys rece ived s igni fi cant ly 

1110['C positive a nd n egat ive teacher responses th a n did girls. In add ition , writing 

on her own meta analysis of 81 such studies, Kelly (1988:20) noted : 

\ 
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It is now beyond dispute that girls receive less of the teacher's 
attention in class ... It applies in all age groups ... in several countries, 
in various socio-economic groupings, across all subjects in the 
curriculum, and with both male and female teachers ... Boys get more 
of all kind of classroom interaction. This discrepancy is most marked 
fo r behavioral criticism, but ... (b Joys also get more instructional 
contacts, more high level questions, more academic criticism anp 
slightly more praise than girls ... The discrepancies are just as large in 
teacher-initiated interactions as in pupil-initiated interactions ... 

The findings of sueh studies were interpreted as evidence for a nd n 

manifestation of male dominance. Due to teachers', frequent interaction with 

male students, "[females] m ay develop feeling of low self esteem. As pupil can 

see teacher attention as evidence of in terest in them" Sunderland (1994: 150). 

Below there are some major factors that often observed in teacher-student 

in teraction. 

2.6.1. The Distribution of Interaction 

Studies show that gender difference in teacher behavior does not begin in th e 

college classroom but rather with th e advent of schooling. As Sadker FInd 

Sadker (1985) stated, one of the first investigation in the area was conducted by 

Serbin et al (1973), where they studied 15 preschool classes and found teachers 

conferring more attention, more instructional time a nd more hugs to male 

students, whereas ignored females students, except when they were physically 

beside them. Cherry (1975) also found more teacher contacts with pre sc hool 

male students, but indicated th at many of these contacts reflected n ecds to 

supervise and control boys. Although Honig a nd Wittmer (1982) found no 

significant difference in the number of male and female preschool interaction, 

they did find that girls were asked significantly more personal social question s 

than boys reflecting a stereotyped line of teacher inquiry. In Ebbeck (1 984) 

study of 30 early childhood classes, males receive more attent ion from teachers 

by call ing out answers eight timcs more often than fem ales. 

, 
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1\11 hou gh much of early work on the frequrncy of interaction was performed ill 

thc preschool levcl, research rapidly exp;:mded to the higher grades (Sadker and 

Sadker, 1997). Worrall and Tsarna (1987) reported a higher level of academic 

contacts at th e junior high with boys as well as teachers tend to ask females 

lower order factual questions whi le reserving higher order critical thinking 

questions for males. 

At the post secondary level, Sadker a nd Sadker (1 985) in a study of 46 

classrooms found that male were twice as likely as fem a les to dominate 

classroom interaction, whereas females were twice as likely as males to be non 

participants and to silently sit and observe classroom inte raction. Hall a nd 

Sandler (1 982) also believe females are disadvantaged because of teachers 

differential treatment of students by gender , teachers ignore or interrupt female 

students more than male students and they may recall male students names 

more often or give more eye contact. 

Local studies like Semunesh (1997) found that male and female students 

showed great disparity in verbal interaction in both teacher student and 

student-student interaction i.e. males surpass females in the verbal output in 

EFL classrooms. Likewise, Mersha (1999), Diriba (2000) found that female 

students' participation in classroom interaction is very low. This is mainly 

because, according to the researchers, teachers treat female students more 

negatively and a lso teachers do not adequately motivate females to engage in 

the classroom interaction as they do to male students. Similarly, Belyou (2000) 

shows that there is difference in teachers' treatment of female students from 

that of their male counter parts, which have an effect on female students 

academic performance. 

On the other hand, the findings of Melkamu (1999) s hows female studen ts gct 

more and b etter quality of attention than that of male students. Conversely, 

Amanuel (1996) finds out gender did not produce any s ignificant differen ce in 

24 



verbal participation in a ll the groups of the study. The study also looked into 

assertiveness difference between male s a nd femal es, but failed to find any suc h 

kind. 

Several explanations have been offe l'cd for the higher frequ ency of mal c 

inte raction s at a ll levels. Dickma n (1 993) suggested that th e expected good 

behavior of girls a llows teachers to spend more time with the more "difficu lt to 

manage boys." Time devoted to the males results in minimal time and h elp for 

the females, who are less likely to demand interaction or offer fewer challenges. 

Whereas, Sadker and Sadker (1985) reported that boys spoke on average , three 

times as much as girls and boys called out eight times as often as girls. When 

boys called out, the teach er's most frequ ent res ponse was to accept the callout 

and continue with the class. When girl s called out, a much rarer phenomenon, 

the teacher's most typical response was to remedia te or correct thc 

inappropria te behavior with comments such as "in the class, we ra isc our 

h a nds." Furthermore, Becker (1 981) found fem a les were generally given fewer 

op portunities to pa rticipate, most of the time they a re si lent spectators. In 

a dd ition , Jone s a nd Wheatley (1989) observed 60 secondary school classes and 

found that males called out answers e igh t times as often as girls d id . They also 

noted that even when they did not call out teachers more frequently called on 

them directly. Worrall a nd Tsarn a (1987) a lso reported that when teach ers 

called for volunteers, males were more likely to be the volunteers. Wh cn 

teachers' organized activities in the classroom 79% were carried out by male s 

a nd only 21 % by females. 

Th e preponderance of study findings at a ll educational leve ls indicates that 

males are both given , and through their behaviors attract, a great number of 

teach er in teractions. Whereas, males generally are the beneficiaries of th is 

higher level of teacher interaction, not all males are recipients . There is not only 

inequ ity betwee n genders; there is also incquity within gender. Sac1ker and 

Sadker (1985) reported that a few' salient' or 'star' s tudents tend to receive 
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much more attention an d in te rac ti on than one wou ld n orm a lly predict. Th ey 
,-cpo["[ed th a t on e or two s tudents receive about 20% of teach er in teractions. 
Tobin a nd Gallager (1 987 ) a lso reported that the dominance of classroom 
in teraction by a few 'target' stu dents. Sadker a nd Sadker (1 985) reported a 
d CCI·c<ls in g levcl of interact ion throu gh the hi gh e r grades, wit.h postsecondary 
classcs be ing the least inte rac tive and th e most like ly to domin a ted by LI few 
salient students who were twice as likely to be ma le than female. 

Research offers us in s ight into which males are most likely to become target or 
salient students (Tobin and Gallagher, 1987). Teachers a re more like ly to 
interact with high achieving boys than high achieving gi rl s (Good a nd Brophy, 
1974). Reyes a nd Fenneme (1 982) r eported that teach ers in te racted m ore with 
boys wh o indicated a high degree of confiden ce in classroom participation tha n 
with girl s who indicated sim ilar level of confidence. Brophy and Good (J 974) 
reported that in a ddition to gender, s tudent achievement and behavior must be 
co nsidered as variables in the un eqL18 l di s tribution of teacher atten t ion. Hi gh ­
achievin g boys and boys exhibi ting behavior problems capture much of th e 
tcacher's a ttention , whereas other boys a nd gir ls a re le ss like ly to be the target 
of teacher in teraction Brophy and Good (1974). 

There is a tendency, when considering the frequency of interactions , of losing 
one's way in the numbers. In th e end , we can attempt to sort out the impact of 
the differential number of interactions, especially when these numerical 
differences m ay not appea r to be great. Kelly (1988) estima ted , in h er meta­
analysis of gender differences in teach er student in te ract ion s, that teach ers arc 
involved in 56% of their interaction s with males an d 44% with femaics. 
Although an 8% discrepancy may n ot, at first , appear great, over the len gth of a 
l 5 ,000-hour sch ool career m a le s wou ld average 1,800 more instructional h ou rs 
t han females. Assumin g a class s ize of 30, the average gir l wou ld en d up wi t h 
60 fewer hours of individu al attention than the average boy. Wh en we consider 
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the disparities within gender that are mask ed by most studies, the differences 

a re even more pronounced. 

Th erefore, in order for schools to become su itable learning centers for both 

sexes m which they can explore and deve lop their human potential fully , 

le"ehe rs' unfa ir di s tribul ion of inleracl ion Wilh the ir sluden ts must be avoided 

in a ll levels o f schooling. 

Oth erwise, girls , as Potter (1987) clearly indicates, will withdraw from the 

competitive classroom arena . The less interac tion girl s have with their teach ers 

and the less participation th ey have in classroom interaction the mor,e these 

will lead them to develop less skill and confidence . 

2 .6.2 Teachers' Feedback and Attribution 

John and Goodled (1984: 111) noted , "Learning I S enhanced when students 

understand what is expected of them , get recognition for their work, lea rn 

about th eir errors, ant.! receive guidan ce in improving their performance." Other 

researchers also h ave em phasized th e pivotal role of corrective teach er 

commen t s in shapin g and d irect in g stuclen ts' behavior (Brophy 1981; Ga rd e r , 

Mason a nd Mat yes, 1989). Brophy (1981) reported that e ffec tive praise de live red 

by the teacher could improve th e academic achievement of s tudents . Effec tive 

praise , as d efined by Brophy (1 98 1). in cludes specific comments delivered \Vith 

sinceri ty, comments direc tly r elated to studen t performa nce and usm g pas t 

performance as a context, and remarks tha t inform students a bout the 

importa nce of their accomplishments and attribute their success to ability a nd 

effort. Similarly, corrective teacher comments can also be influential in 

developing student achievement and m a intaining positive student a ttitudes. 

Criteria for effective critical comments by teach ers include focusing on spec ific 

studen ts' performance rather than on th e student as a person, providin g an 

environment in w hich mistakes a re permitted, offering a specific plan for 

improvemen t and encouraging studies to make efforts that will lead to su ccess. 
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In s hort, it is not on ly the number of questions and frequency of teacher 

student interactions that create classroom learning opportunities a nd 

contribute to student success, but also the specificity and skill demonstrated 

by th e teacher in responding to student comments. Research studies suggest 

that sex difference exist in the innu enti a l area of teacher feedback and 

att ribution. 

Dillcr ct al (1991), investigating 24 clcmentary classrooms, found that boys 

received more comments of both disapproval and approval. Other researchers 

also stated that males receive more teacher reaction of praise, criticism, and 

remediation (Baker, 1986; Sadker and Sadker, 1985; Brophy and Good, 1974). 

Most researchers have found out that in classrooms more precise teacher 

comments were rendered to males than to females in terms of both scholarship 

and conduct. Males are more likely than females to be rewarded for a correct 

answer or remediate or criticized for an incorrect answer. (Ibid) 

Sadker and Sadker (1986) collected data 111 more than 100 fourth, sixth and 

eight grades of language, social studies, and mathematics classrooms. They 

indicated four types precise teacher reactions: praise-positive remark (very 

good, excellent), acceptance-neutral remarks (ok, 1 see, uh huh), remedial­

corrective comments (check your sentence), and critical- negative comments 

(no, that is wrong). They found that male students were more likely to receive 

all the four types of teacher reactions. When teachers' reaction were precise, 

remediation comments designed to correct or improve students' answers we re 

the most common . These accounted for about one thi rd of all teacher 

comments. Praise constituted approximately 10% and crit icism 5% of teacher 

reaction . For all four areas, males consistently received more teachers' reaction 

than females. However, as the teacher reaction become more specific (praise, 

criticism, remediation) th e imbalance become evaluated the teacher comments, 

the more likely they were to be directed at male students. Sadker and Sadker's 

findings are congruent with other studies that indicate that for both academic 
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and conduct related beh avio r , m a le s tudents receive m ore precise, critic ism and 

ass istance than do fema les, teacher reaction tha t provide clarity a nd instruc t, 

encourage and sustain student p erforman ce (Ba k er, 1981 ). On the other hand , 

Ashcnafi (2000), in local context of hi gh school setting, found out that teach ers 

trca t both ma le a nd fem a le s tudents cqually. Th cy fa irly a ddressed questions to 

bo th male and fe m a le s tudents. Th ey also provide re s ponse opportunities fa irly 

to both sexes. There is a lso no s Ignificant difference in th e ir praising a n d 

mo tivating of students to pa rtic ipate in the class room. 

Although the amount of wait time distributed to male as compared to females 

h ave been less definitive, wait time, . the s ilent waiting period after a teacher 

ques tion and after a student response, has been associated with a number of 

positive classroom conditions. Longer wait time has been found to increase thc 

frequ ency and enhance the quality of student respon ses (Row, 1986). Whereas, 

some studies su ggested tha t m ales are given longer wait-time to respond to 

teach er questions (Gore a nd Rounagoux, 1983), others have found no scx 

differences (Mors a nd Ha ndley, 1982). 

One of the more fascinating areas of gcn der interaction research explores th e 

concept of learned h elplessn ess and the role of attribution in teacher student 

feedb ack. Usually m a les , actively a nd con tinuously pursue solution s to 

problems and usually females, abandon fruitfu l action a nd a re more likely to 

give up (Dweck and Goetz, 1978 ). Females have been reported as enterin g 

learning situation with lower expectations of success and with a lack of se lf­

con fidence in their ability to accom plish a task , even when such beliefs may be 

unsupported by objective measures (Goetz, 1981). These attitudes h ave a 

negative impact on subsequent effor ts a n d performance, as females a re less 

likely to pursu e tasks Goetz (198 1) . 

Along with the concept of learning helplessness, gender d ifferen ces in casua l 

att ribution have been investigated. Boys are more likely to a ttribute su ccess to 
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ab ility a nd failure to lack of effort. Girls arc more likely to attr ibute success to 

lu ck or factors other than abil ity and failure to lack of abili ty. As a re su lt, boys 

are more likely to feel a sense of mastcry a nd control over th eir fate, to 

experi ence a high er level of self confidence, to demonstrate greater persistence 

in acade mic task s, a nd therefore, to gain greater opportunity for acade mi c 

aehievemen t (Armstron g 198 1; Peterson and Fennema 1985; Reyes 1980: 

Phillips, 1984). 

To explore the reasons for sex differences in learned helplessness a nd 

attribution, Dweck and Goetz (1978) analyzed sex differences emerging in 

teacher criticism of students. They reported that teacher cr iticism of boys was 

concerned with nonintellectual behavior such as conduct and neatness . Boys 

IV'T" lcc\ t() believe thai ,lith()ugh thl'y Ill'''il' mistakes, these were not ren eeli vl' 

oJ' inte llectual J'ailings . Dweck an d Uoetz repol·ted that teachers were e ight times 

more likely to make statements attribLlting male errors to effort, su ggesting that 

if boys tried harder, they would succeed. In contrast , they found that whe n 

teachers criticized gir ls, the negative J'eedback was usually directecl at 

intellectual inadequacy (88%). Girls were less likely to be told that their 

achievement would increase if they would try harder. Dweck and Goetz 

indicated that the nature of the feed back th ey receive might cau se girl s to sec 

their fai lure because of intellectual inadequacy, beyond their control for 

a lteration or improvement. 

A number of studies failed to replica te the findings by Dweck a nd Goetz th a t 

fema les receive more intellectual c riti cism. Sadker and Sadker (1 985); Simpson 

and Erickson (1983) found that ma le st udents got more in te ract ion s and more 

teach er attention of all kinds including intellectual c ri t icism , Rather than 

attributing the lower self-esteem and co nfidence of females to a high er leve l of 

intellectual c riticism, these research ": rs see the greater number of in teractions 

and the more precise evaluation being given to boys as servin g to boost th eir 

confidence a nd self-esteem, As males become more centra l in classroom 
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inte rac tion, their statue, attitudes, a nd a chievement are enhanced. Thes c 

research ers suggest that teachers may be commun icating a continuou s if 

subtl e set of signals indicating that m a les a re the more valued students (Sadker 

a nd Sadker, 1984). 

Although s tudies continue to document attribution a nd attitudinal gender 

differe nces, not all s tudies consider the teacher as the cause or the potential 

remediation of these differences. Some investigators explain these differences in 

terms of pervasive social forces, positing that culturally sex stereotyped 

messages as to appropriate and inappropriate career paths and the lower value 

ascribed to females in the society could in fact, be the cause of th e lower self 

confidence expressed by girls in the classroom (Bottomley and Ormerod, 198 1; 

Eccles- Parsons, 1983). Female modesty, as contrasted with male boastfulness, 

has been advanced to expla in thi s gender gap in confidence a nd task 

pers is tence (Corbin, Land ers, Feltz a nd Senior, 1983). Finally, peer pressure, 

classroom clima te, and subjec tive perso n a l pe rceptions (Peterson a nd Fennema, 

1985) h ave been used to explain th ese diffe rences as wel l. Whether the reasons 

for lower academic confidence and pers is ten ce experienced by females are to be 

found within the classroom or beyond the school walls , research and 

remedia tion will continue to be education a l objectives in th e decade a h ead. 

The above western studies clearly illustrates that though teachers at all levels 

wish to interact with their m a le and female students equally, some may, in fact, 

interact with their male students differently. They have been found to: ask male 

students, but not female students, higher order questions (demanding critical 

thinking), make eye contact more frequently with males than with femal es. 

Furthermore , they allow their cla s s rooms to be male dominated by calling on 

ma le m ore frequently, allowing ma le s to interrupt females and responding to 

males with a ttention and fema les with diffe ren ce, give male students more 

inte raction time than female studen ts, in it ia te more contact with male students 

than wi th female students, and so for th. 
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However, attempt to investigate foreign language classroom interac tion in 

Ethiopia sch ools u sing systematic observation h ave been limited. Especially the 

in vestigations of gender differen tiating teacher b eh avior have been non-exis tent 

unti l rece nt years. Due to thi s, it sccms hard to s h ow th e complete picture of 

the condition a t different levels. This sLudy is, thcrefore, expected to con tri bute 

by way of showing whether the student's gender h as an effect on teach er 

sI u de nt intc m c Li o n In ELhiopinn ('ontexI, more spccifi cally in private high 

sch ools in Addis Ababa. 
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CHAPTER THREE 

Methodology 

As has been indicated in the preceding sections, the study aims at investigating 

gender differences in teacher student interaction in EFL classroom in four 

priva te high schools in Addis Ababa. In order to identify certain prevailing 

teach ers' classroom behaviors , a descrip tive research method was employed. As 

a resul t t h e following subjects, data collection instruments and data analysis 

procedures were applied . 

3.1. Subjects 

The ta rget p opulation of this study was Engli sh teachers of priva te high schools 

in Addis Ababa. The selection procedu re for the schools was conducted to 

ensure that the sample is as representative as possible. From twelve private 

high schools (that have grades 9 and 11) in Addis Ababa, four of them were not 

willing to serve as subjects of the study . Thus, from the remaining eight 

potential sample schools, the resea rcher selected four high schools by drawing 

a lo t , i.e. 50% of the total availa ble sample. The researcher has chosen private 

sch ools samples for the study mainly because in government schools, lessons 

are transmitted through the plasma screen; dominantly the interaction is 

between the plasma teacher and the s tudents . The time available for the 

cl assroom teacher to involve herself/h imself in the teaching process is limited 

to five minutes before the lesson fo r the introduction and five minutes after th e 

lesson fo r conclusion. In the middle of th e lesson there are times when th e 

pl asm a teach er asks the class room teacher to facilitate group work or lead 

grou p discussion, but the time given is too s hort to allow the teacher have 

a mple time to interact with the students. 

Grade nine and eleven English teachers of Dandi Boru, Finote Tibebe, Kokeb , 

and Ethio Parents private high schools were subjects of this study. Three of th e 

schools (Da ndi Boru, Finote Tibebe, Kokeb) have one English teacher for each 
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grade level. However, Ethio Parents has only one teacher for grade nine and 

cleven. Therefore, the sample of teachers for this study was seve n. Two of the 

teachcrs are M.A holders and th e rest are B.A holders. All the teachers h ave 

more than two years of experience in tcaching. From the seven teach ers s ix of 

th em a re m ales a nd only one is femnle . 

In order to make the data gathering m ore dependable, the researcher a lso took 

a representative sample of grades nine and eleven students from the four 

schools. There are 190 students in the seven classrooms observed th a t a rc 

taught by the seven teachers selected. Of these, 97 of them are males a nd 93 of 

them a re females. From these students 25% i.e. 48 students (24 students from 

each sex) were taken as subjects for the questionnaire designed for this study. 

Those 48 students were selected from the total number of s tudents using 

stratified mndom sam p ling. And from each classroom a proportional number of 

students were taken to m ake the total be 48 . 

3.2. Instruments and Procedures of Data Collection 
To collect the necessary data, th e resea rcher employed two instruments of data 

collection: observation, and questionnaire. 

3.2.1. Theoretical Framework for Data Collection from Observation 

"In teraction analysis describes and categorizes variou s aspec ts of the 

in s tructional practices and verbal in teraction that take place be tween teachers 

and students in language classrooms" (Spad a, 1994:685). Such analysis are 

typically guided by a systematic ob servation instrument consisting of a li st of 

predetermined, releva nt categories of beh aviors that observers look fo r and 

record either while observing language lessons as they a re taught, or later wh ilc 

working from an audio or video recording and/or written transcription of these 

lessons . Scholars in the field of langu age teachin g and learning h ave designee! 

different observation instrumen ts for exa mining teacher student interaction in 

the classroom. One of th ese o bservation in s truments is Sadker and Sndker's 

INTERSECT (In terac tion s for Sex Equity m Classroom Teaching), This 
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in strument IS designed based on teach er effectiveness researc h. And on the 

idea th at a ll students deserve the teacher's time and atten tion a nd th at when 

som e get more attention , more speci fi c feedback, etc then th e reason s need to 

be investigated for clearly equity is not bei n g met. Because, equity mea n s, 

according to th e authors, a ll students sh ou ld get access to the most important 

resource in the room , the teacher. 

An overview of recent literature on teaching effe ctiveness reveals no standard , 

commonly agreed upon definition or li s t of effec tive teachers' qualities. Mos t 

s tudies tend to emphasize qua lities su ch as knowledge and organiza tion of the 

subject m atter, skills in instruction, and personal qualities and attitudes th a t 

a re u seful when working with students (Cashin, 1995). When personal qua lities 

a re emphasized, effective instructors a re described as enthusiastic, en erge ti c, 

a pproachable , open, imaginative, a nd possessing a sense of humor. Wh e n 

teaching skill s and mastery of subject matter are emphasized, effective 

instruc to rs a re described as bein g mas ters of the subject matter, organ ized a nd 

emphasize im portant concepts , able to clari fy ideas and point out rela tion s hip s, 

able to motivate students, able to pose a nd e lic it u seful questions a nd 

examples , c reative or imaginative, and reasonable and fair. Seldin (1 999) a lso 

sugges ts the following qualities of effec tive teachers: 

I. Treat students with resp ect a ll r! carin g. 
2 . Provide the relevance of information to be learned. 
3 . Use active, hands-on student learning. 
4. Vary instructional modes. 
5. Provide frequent feedback to students on their performa nce 
6. Offer real world practical examples. 
7. Draw inferences from models and u se analogies 
8 . Provid e clear expectations from assignments . 
9 . Create a classroom environment which is comfortable for students . 

10. Communicate in a way tha t is understandable to their students . 
11. Present themselves in class as "real people" 
12. Use feedback from s tudents an d others to assess a nd improve their 

teachin g. 
13. Reflec t on their own classroom performa n ce in order to improve. 
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II is important to note rrom the outsel Ih'lt Illultipk sources or inrormation 

should be used ror assessing teacher efreetiveness. Students are an importa nt 

source, but are on ly one source or inrormation. For example, as Seld in (1999 ) 

stated, the above 11 qualities could be observed by students and therefore 

could be rated by students. Other sources or inrormation would be needed to 

evaluate instructors' use of feedback and reflection on classroom performa nce. 

As primary recipients of instruction, the literature is clear that student views of 

teaching effectiveness a re a ppropriate ror evaluat ing student-instructor 

interaction s, in structor's professional and ethica l characteristics, or behavior , 

student workload, what was learned in the course or curriculum, fa irness or 

grading, and the instructor's ability to communicate clearly Seldin (1999). 

Other important sources are self-evaluations and self-reflections of performance 

and practice, classroom observations, review or c lassroom materials, and review 

or instructional deve lopment and advising, involvement in faculty development 

activ ities, and use of research and service activiti es to develop and promote 

teaching effectiveness (Seldin, 1989; Cashin, 1995) . 

Research consistently shows that teachers have the greatest potential to 

influ ence children's education. "The major research finding is that student 

achievement is related to teacher competen ce in teaching," Kemp and Hall 

(1992: 4). Evidence from teacher-erfectiveness studies indicates that student 

engagement in lea rning is to be valued above curriculum plans and materials. 

Research on teach er effectiveness has yielded a wealth of understandin g about 

the impact that teacher ability has on student growth. 

Tal<ing into account the importance of interaction in the language classroom, 

th ere are multitude of observation rorms to analyze various aspects or 

interaction, there is, however, a paucity or instruments specifical ly d irected a t 

analyzing teacher interaction behavior as it pertains to male and female 

students. In th is regard, INTERSECT appeared to h ave been particularly 

suitable ror this study as it was origin a lly designed to determine patterns or 

36 



potential bias or equity in the ways teach ers and male and female students 

interact with one anoth er in active classroom interaction. 

3.2.1.1. Observation 

Since this instrument was th e maj or tool of the study, the s tudy greatly 

depended on observation of teacher student interaction in English classrooms. 

Durin g the observation, the researcher used a video camera. Trying to record 

informa tion on every interaction occurring between an entire class of students 

and a teacher for 20 minutes can be difficult at times, especia lly if the s tuden ts 

are engaging in a large group activity with the teacher. So videotaping the class 

allowed th e observers to transcribe and code each interaction afterwards. 

A modified Sadker a nd Sadker's (1982) observa tion instrument called 

INTERSECT (Interaction for Sex Equity in Classroom Teaching) was u sed for 

the purpose of the study . This instrument was developed to identify certain 

patterns of potential gender bias by teachers during interaction with s tudents . 

Following the guidelines designed in the INTERSECT observers manual, the 

instrument is composed of three sections as developed originally by th e 

a uthors. Section A deals with , noting the students and teachers race, gender 

and sketching a seating a rrangement chart. Section B codes teach er an d 

student interaction in classroom. Section C is concerned with recording tone 

setting incidents, wh ich were defined as incidents th at c reate a classroom 

climate that is detrimental or that is conductive to the attainm ent of sex equity 

in classroom interaction. However , the fir st and the third section s were omitted 

from this study for th e reason that the researcher did not consider these 

categories, for example race, in the present s tudy . Thus, in the second section, 

which the researcher adopted in this study, there are ten categories which are: 

teacher initiation , how it is initiated, student initiation, whether it is private or 

public, praise, acceptance, remediation, critic ism , space for comment, and 

ancillary teacher behavior (has two parts, attribution an d short c ircuit) . 
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Specifically, the present observational in strument divides interaction into the 

following categories : 

r Whether a teacher initiates an interaction with a ma le or female student 

r how the interaction was initi ated (i.e., raising hand, moving towards the 

student. or ccdling out), 

r whether a student initiates an interaction with a teacher (gender of the 

initiating student) 

r whether the interaction is public or private 

).- four behaviors a teacher is likely to u se In an interaction (i .e., praise, 

acceptance, remediation, or critic ism) 

.:. praise ( defined by INTERSECT as positive reinforcement of a 

students response or statement) 

.:. acceptance (acknowledgment of an appropriate students 

characteristics or behavior or correct response) 

.:. remediation (deficiency in a students characteristics or behavior or 

that some corrective action should be taken) 

.:. criticism ( indication of strong disapproval) 

r ancillary teachers behavior 

! 

.:. attribution (comments made by teachers that suggest a students 

success or failure in academic work is due to his/her level of ability 

or efforts he /she put forth or factors external to ability or effort) 

.:. short circuiting ( a term specific to INTERSECT that refers to th e 

times a teacher answers his or her question or finishes a classroom 

task for a student) 

Each of the above four types of teacher behaviors are divided into four content 

a reas: inlelleclual, eonducl, appearance, LInd olhcr . 

. :. Intellectual - teachers comment (react ion) on students' inte llectu a l work . 

• :. Conduct- students' behavior th at conllrms or fails to conform to 

c lassroom norms and rules for appropriate conduct. 
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.:. Appearance - person a l a ppearance of a student or to the appearance of a 

s tudent's work. 

.:. Other- any characteristics or behavior of students other than the above 

three. 

Th e interaction types represent a range of highly positive to highly negat ive 

inte rac tions. Pra ise was considered to be a highly positive teacher reaction. An 

accepting interaction d em onstrates acceptance or approval of accu racy of a 

student behavior or ch a racte ri stics. Remed ia tion is a type of interaction that 

encourages the stud en t to correCl an inappropriate or inaccurate 

ch a racteristics o r behavior in th e most positive way poss ible. The c riti c is m 

category is used to record highly negative reaction that denotes strong 

disapproval. 

Space is provided for an observer to indicate certain tough to code teacher or 

student behaviors, and to describe the classroom situation. INTERSECT does 

not code for in terac tion length and for non verba l teachers behavior. Examples 

of teacher responses fitting each of these behaviors are provided in a n 

accompanymg manual, to help researchers code inte ractions as precisely as 

possible . 

3.2.2 Questionnaire 

To triangulate th e data gathered from the obse rva tion the researcher a lso u sed 

a questionnaire. In preparing the questionna ire, an attempt h as been mad e to 

include different aspects of interac tion. For example, questioning, participa tion, 

feedback a nd issues in relation with gender like discriminatory teach ers' 

behavior. The questionnaire includes 10 items, 5 of the items are closed type, 

a nd 5 of the items give the students a chance to s tate their reason other th a n 

the options glven . From these questions number 1, a nd 2 consider 

participation; 3, 4, and 5 a re relevant to teachers' feedback 6, and 7 dea l with 

questioning; 8, a nd 9 a re on di scriminatory teachers' behavior; and item 10 

focuses on wait time . 



Th e questionnaire was prepared in English and trans lated to Amh aric by 

translator and th en back translated to Engli sh by another tran slator to check 

for 8CCUrA CY of content . After thf' obsf'rv8tions were m ade the qu estionn aire 

was distributed a m ong the sample students a nd collected immediate ly a fte r 

being filled in the classrooms . 

3.2.3 Procedure 

There were a total of eighteen sections in a ll the sch ools, in order to complete 

classroom observation in such a short time, seven sections which could best fit 

the observation schedule were chosen, that is, one section from each teach er. 

Each section was observed for approxim ately twenty minutes on three 

oecaSlOns. To reduce the di straction caused by the presence of th e video 

came ra on the teach ers a nd students, a ll groups were fake-fi lmed for coupl e o f 

periods, so that it would be possible to make the data as authentic as possible. 

The quest ionna ire and the obsc rvCltion checklist were piloted at Yengew Sew 

Secondary School. In order to pilot test the ques tionna ire, 60 students were 

used from four sections of the school. And necessary corrections were made 

before the final study was carried out. For the observation grade 9 and 11 

teachers of the school were observed. 

Inter observer agreemen t in coding teaching behavior USlllg the categories 

stated earlier was calculated, th e agreement between the research er a nd the co 

observer was found to be significan tly hi gh (.81). Thi s en a bles the research er to 

be con fiden t to use the co observer for data gatherin g for the m a in study . 

By the time, the data collection began, the teachers were not told the mam 

purpose of the observation. This is done to prevent possible art ificia l 

performance of the subjects. When the questionnai re was di stributed, 

explanations were gIven to students about the general purpose of the 

instrument in order to get genuine info rmation. 
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CHAPTER FOUR 

Data Analysis and Interpretation 

As s tated in the preceding chapters the main objective of the study is to explore 

gender differences in teach er s tudent interaction in four private high sch ools in 

Addis Ababa. In order to achieve th is objective, the four questions tha t 

men tioned in the introductory chapter of this study need to be a ddressed 

properly. Thus, the question s fo cused on EFL teach ers' interac tion with m a le 

and female students, whether the interactions vary by the studen ts' gender, the 

differences that observed . 

In sec kin g a n swer to this questi on s different categories that measure teach cr 

studc n t interac tion were se t and a ques ti on n a ire was ad ministe red. Th cse 

categories were used to determine patterns of potential bias or equity in ways 

teachers and female a nd male students interact with each other in ac tivc 

classroom interac tion. 

This ch a pter , therefore, deals with the presentation and a n a lysis of the data 

gathered through consecutive classroom observation and students 

questionnaire. In this chapter , the first par t deals with analysis of each of th e 

sample teachers' interaction behavior in accordance with th e evaluat ive 

in te ractions included in the observation. The second part is devoted to the 

analysis of data gathered from the classroom observation from differen t 

pe rspectives. The last part is con cerned with th e a n alysis of the s tude n ts' 

qu estionnaire. 

In a ll the cases the d ata is organized uS1l1g tables followed by rc lev El nt 

interpretation. 

4.1 Analysis and Interpretation of the Classroom Observation 

In this par t , data gath ered through observation were analyzed and interpreted. 
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4.1. 1 Analysis of Teaching Behavior of Teachers Based on Individual Data 

In this section the observed behavior of each teacher in relation with th e 

categories included in observational instrument was analyzed. These categories 

provided more precise information about content and nature of each teacher's 

C()ll1 ll1cntf; as well as abou t thc student be havio r or characteristics to whieh 

these comments refer. It m ay be helpful to think of these columns ns a 

con tinuum of teacher reac tion ranging from highly positive (praise) to highly 

negative (criticism). Praise and criticism re nect opposite extremes of potentia l 

teachers ' reaction. Accept and remedia te designate less extremes of teacher 

reaction. Acccpt indicatcs teacher's accepta nce of thc a ppropriateness or 

accuracy of a student characteristics or behavior. Remediate indicates th at th e 

teach er does not accept the student behavior or characteristics as appropriate 

or accurate; rather, remediate indicates that the teacher's reaction is designed 

to correct the student characteristics or behavior so that appropriateness or 

accuracy can be achieved. 

With in four of the above mentioned teacher reactions there are four initials 

which signify the student behavior or towards which teach ers' reaction is 

directed. 'Intellectual' (I) r efe rs to the intellectual quality of a student's answer 

or work. Conduct (C) refers to a students conduct or deportment. It is not 

concerned with the intellectual quality of s tudents work. Rather conduct 

pe rLains to student behavior that conforms o r fails to conform to classroom 

IlUI"lllS an d rul es for appropriate conduc t . Appearancc (App) refers to the 

personal appea rance of a student or the appearance of a student' s work. A 

teacher comment that would be coded as appearance wou ld be directed a t how 

a student looks or how a student's work looks in term s of neatness, 

handwriting, general appearance etc. Short circuit occurs when the teacher 

takes over a student task and does it for the s tudent instea d of giving the 

student instruction on how to complete the task himself/herself. A physical 

short circuit occurs when the teaci-:er does the activity for the student. Verbal 

s hort c ircuit occurs when the student is involved in oral activity and th r. 
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teacher completes the activity for the studen t instead of glVlllg the student 

assistan ce for independent work. 

The next table summarizes the number of times an individual teacher 

addresses the above mentioned categories to m ale and female students. These 

instances are also presented in percentage . The teachers, for convenience sake, 

hereafter are referred to as: Oland 02 (for Oandi Boru teachers); E3 (for Ethio 

parents); F4 and F5 (for Finote Tibeb teachers); 1<6 and 1<7 (for I<okeb teachers). 

Table 1. Frequencies and percentage of each category to individual 
teachers 

Categories D1 D2 E3 F4 FS K6 K7 Total I -
Malr Int ellectual Frcq. 17 2 I 2 5 10 37 

'X, 45.9 5.4 2.7 5.4 13.5 27 100 

Praise Condu c t Freq. 

TO\V<lrds 'X, 

Intellectual Freq. 5 I 2 8 

Female 'Xl 62.5 12.5 25 100 

Conduct Frrq. I I 2 
.- -

'X, SO 50 100 

Intellectual Frcq 21 8 15 20 13 20 19 I I (J 

% 18. I 6.8 12.9 17.2 1l.2 17 .2 16.3 100 

Male Conduct Frcq. - 4 <I 

%. 100 100 

Appearance Freq. - 3 3 

'Yo 100 100 

Accept once Intellec tual Freq. 12 4 4 7 5 7 8 47 
Towi1. r ds uj" 25.5 8.5 8.5 14 .8 10.6 14.8 17 

-
100 

Female Conduct Frcq. 3 2 2 2 9 

' v" 33.:1 222 22 .2 22.2 100 

Appearance Freq. 2 I 3 6 

0/" j~ 16.6 50 100 

Intellectual Freq. 9 3 2 4 2 2 I 23 

Male 0;', 39 . I 13 8.6 17.3 8.6 8.6 4.3 100 

l~(,!I1('diation Conduc t Freq . 10 3 7 8 6 8 II 53 

Towilrrls 'y" I R.R SJ) 13.2 15 1l.3 15 20 100 , 

Intellectual Freq. 6 I I I 5 I 2 17 
-

Felllale 352 I 5.H 5.8 29.4 5.8 'X, 5.8 11. 7 IOU 

Co nduct Freq 1:2 I " 3 2 <I 'J -I() 

%) 30 2.5 22.5 7.5 5 10 22.5 100 
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- - - -- -- ---- -
I Corll l lWt Frt·q . .1 1 2 ] 'I 

-
'~" 33 ,.] 1 J. I 22.2 ]3.3 lOll 

M ale Appearance Freq. 1 I 

Criticism 'X, 100 100 

towards Conduct Fr('q. I I 1 ] 

Fell lnl!' 
-- --;-- --'\'c , .1.1 ,,1 :J:\. 3 33.3 lOti 

-------
AplH'UrHn C(' \·'rel!. 

'Yo, 

F'req. 20 3 9 3 5 10 12 62 

Student Male % 32.2 4.8 14 .5 4.8 8 16. 1 19.3 100 

l11 it 1:11 iOIl Freq . i(, I H 'I ' I 13 9 ;1:) 

Female '}{, :29 1.8 14 .5 7. 2 7 .2 23.6 16.3 100 

Physical Freq . I I 

% 100 100 

Malt- Vcri}fl\ Fr(' q. 2 2 " 
'1., 50 50 100 

Short Physic£ll Frcq . 1 I I .1 

Cirnnt Femelle .1.1.3 33 .3 33.3 -'X. 100 
-Verbal Freq. I I 2 I I 6 

'X, I (l.U 16 .6 33.3 16.6 16.6 100 

Hand Freq. 16 10 9 II 9 11 8 7'1 

'~'O , 2 1 (, 11 .5 12 I 14 R 12. 1 14 .8 10.R 100 
- ----- -

Male Move Freq. 6 4 5 4 5 8 II 43 

How the 'Yo, 13.9 9.3 11 .6 9 .3 11 .6 18.6 25.S 100 

interaction Call F'r eq. 36 3 13 20 II 22 26 1:1 1 

was initiated % 27.4 2.2 9.9 15.2 8.3 16.7 19.8 100 

Female Hand Freq . 9 4 4 3 3 4 6 33 

% 27.2 12. I 12. 1 9 9 12 . 1 18. 1 100 

Move Freq. 2 2 2 I 2 3 5 17 

% I I. 7 11.7 1l.7 5.8 11.7 17.6 29.4 

'"" ~ Call Freq . 14 6 9 5 8 10 52 

% 26.9 I 1. 5 17.3 9 .6 15.3 19.2 100 . Atl tlbulion segm ent of the Allcilla l Y teachers behaVIor , pI fl.Isc-appcmnnce , remedi ation appearance nnd Intellectual 
criliciRIll were not LL SN\ in the AnAlysis of the dntil bt'nl tl sc til(' ohs(' rvcrs did not come across stich kind of tl'adH'rs' 
behav ior during tht" observation. 

To start wi th the firs t category, the fi gu res for the praise category indicate th a t 

the highest perce ntage of praise-inte llectu a l fo r m a les were recorded in teacher 

01 (45.9%), while the lowest was in teacher E3, h e did not forwarded any 

pra1se- intellectual at a ll. Th e percentage of this category in teachers 02 , F4, 

F5, 1<6 a nd 1(7 were 5.401<), 2.7'X), 5.4%, 13. 5%,27% res pectively. On the other 

hand, when seen again st praise forwarded to female students , teach er 0 I 

recorded th e highest percentage i. e. 62 .5%. Teach er K7 ra nked a s second (25%) 

44 



and teacher K6 as third (12 .5%). Th (' other teachers ( 02, E3, F4, F5) had not 

totally given any praise- intellectual to female students but teachers E3 and 1<6 

gave 50% each praise- conduct to fema le s tudents. 

The d a ta from th e second category , i. e . acceptan ce, shows that the percentage 

of acceptance-intellectual for teachers 01, F4, K6, K7 a re a like, 18.1%, 17.2%, 

17 .2%, 16.3% respective ly. The rest of the teachers, 02, E3, F5, gave 6.8'X), 

12.9%, and 11. 2% respectively. The fi gures for acceptance-intellectual 

forwarded towards female students were simila r in most of the teachers. For 

insta n ce, the percentage of this category in teacher 02 and E3 were 8 .5°/(, ; 

teacher F4 and K6 were 14.8%. But still teacher 01 had the highest tallies in 

thi s category (25.5 %). 

Wh en we come to the third category, i. e . re m ediation, the data shows th at 

rem ediation-intellectual for male students in teachers E3 , F5 and K6 is the 

same i. e . 8.6°/.) . The high est talli es for this category were recorded for teach er 

DJ (39 .1 %) while the lowest was for teacher 1<7 (4.3%). S imil a rly the figures for 

the females ' category showed that teacher 02, E3, F4 a nd K6 gave the same 

resu lt to remcdiate- inte llectual catego ry i.c. S.8%. 

The a bove table also shows the criticism forwarded towards male and female 

students. The figure (33 .3%) indicates that teachers E3 and K7 c ritic ized more 

male students conduct than other teacher. Teacher K6 (22 .2%) ra nked a s 

second and teacher F4 (11.1 %) as third . The other teachers 01, 02, and E3 did 

not c riticize male students at a ll. When we look at criticism-conduct forward ed 

toward s female students, except in teachers 02, F4, FS, K6, who did not 

criticize female students at all, th e other teachers (01, E3, a nd K7) this 

category accounted for 33.3% . 

The resu lts obtain ed from students ta lk ini tiation clearly stated that in teach er 

01 , the highest male students talk initiation percentage recorded , h ad a bout 

32 .2 %, while teachers 02 and F4 with the lowest (4.8% ). In all the other cases, 
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(El, r~, 1<6, 1(7) thc studc n t ini ti,l li on Gl lcgory accoun tcd for 14. 5%, 8%, 

16.1 'X" a nd 19.3'Yo respectively. In th e case of female students talk initiat io n, 

the highest female s tuden ts ta lk in itiation was record ed for teacher 01 (29u/b) 

a nd the lowest was for teach er 02 (1. 8%). The figures a re the same for teachers 

F4 and F5 (7.2%). For the other teach ers (E3, K6, K7) , the figures a re 14. 5%, 

23.6% a nd 16 .3% res pec tive ly. 

Th e last part, th at IS short circu it , the t imes a teach er answers hi s/ h er 

ques tion or finishes a classroom task for a stud ent , the figures sh owed that 

a lmos t a ll teachers except teacher K6 (100%), h a d no physically s h ort circuited 

their male students . The figure s for teachers F4 a nd K7 showed the sa ml.! 

verbal short c ircuit, i.e. (50%). The rest of the teachers did not· s h ow any verbal 

short c ircuit. On the oth er hand , the figu res for verba l and physical short 

circuit for female students showed that teacher s 01, F5 a nd K7 gave the same 

(33.3%) physica l s hort circuit to their female students. The figures for the rest 

of the students d id not sh ow any physical short circuit forwa rded. In th e verba l 

sh ort circuit category, the highest percen tage (33.3%) was recorded for teach cr 

F5. Teacher s 01 , F4 , K6 and K7 h ad the sam e figu re (1 6.6%). While , teachers 

0 2 and E3 h ad not forwarded any such behavior. 

On the whole , comparing the conditions in each of the teachers a nd the 

observers' personal description of the classroom interaction behavior of eac h 

teacher , teacher 01 rela tive ly gave more praise to both sexes, gave more chance 

to male and fem a le s tuden ts talk initiation. Sh e a lso gave muc h a ttention to 

individual students by goin g a round the class a nd talkin g with each s tucient. 

She addresses students by name or moves fo rwa rd closer to each of them wh en 

she wants to address th em persona lly. For example, she calls students names 

50 times (36 males a nd 14 female students), wh ich is th e highest. 
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4.1.2 Analysis of Gender Differentiated Teaching Behavior of English 

Teachers 

In order to highlight certa in aspec ts of the gender differentiating teaching 

bch:wiors of teachers as a group: evaluative type (praise , acce ptance, 

remediation, criticism), evaluative content ( inte llectual, conduct, appearance), 

student as initiators , comparison of teache r and student talk initiation and 

other features were investigated using the data obtained by combining the 

individual d ata of the teachers. This was done to include the general 

description of the extent and feature of th e gender differentiating verbal 

teaching behavior of teachers in classroom interaction. Chi square statistical 

test was used to check whether the fi gures s h owed any s ignificance difference 

or not. 

4 .1.2. 1 Evaluative Type of Interaction 

Th e tea ch er student interac tion were broken down into evalu a tive types (th e 

four eva luative types of interac ti on were praise , acceptance, remediation and 

cri t icis m) to see which types were u sed more often. 

Table 2. Total evaluative type frequencies forwarded towards male and 
female students 

Praise Acceptance Remediation Criticism Total I 

Freq. % Freq. % Freq. t}'(, Freq . % Freq. 'X, 

47 12.4 185 48.9 133 35.1 13 3.4 378 100 

As the above table indicates, 48.9% of teachers' interaction fell into acceptance 

category . Thi s high rate of acceptance responses created classroom 

environments best characterized a s na t , bland a nd unexciting. Remediation, 

comments a ssigned to correct or improve s tudents a n swer o r behavior, ranked 

second. This accounted for 35.1 'X, of a ll teachers ' reactions. Praise category, 

which helps to develop a positive classroom climate a nd to reinforce pupil 

su ccess, was a lso comparatively low a t 12.4%. In teres tingly, the lowest 

proportion of all interactions fe ll und er th e head in g of criticism (3.4%). 
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Thus, it was evident to verify th at the Engli sh teachers seemed to give less 

emphasis to praising students' contribuLions. A closer look at the table a lso 

indi cated that the teachers used crit icism less frequent ly in language 

cl8ssrooms. 

Table 3. Proportion of evaluative type interaction directed towards male 
and female students 

Praise Acceptance Remediat ion Criticism Chi 

square 
.-

Freq. % Freq. % Freq % Freq, a/a 

Male 37 78 .7 123 66.5 76 57.1 10 76.9 8.49 

Female 10 2l.3 62 33.5 57 42.8 3 23 

Total 4 7 100 185 100 133 100 13 100 

II discrimination analysis was a l:-o condu cted to see if gender of student 

differentiated the evaluative typ" of teacher to student interactions. As can be 

observed from Table 2, teachers' sta tements of praise for students ' contribu tion 

were observed low for both male and female students. However, a close leok 

into the data on Table 3 shows that the percentage of teachers pra ises for male 

students which is 78.7% was greater than that of female students 21 .3%. The 

low frequency of praise directed towards female s in these classes indicated that 

females were praised by their teachers less frequ ently than m a les. As regards 

this, Curran 's (1988) study on teacher praise indicates that the less praised 

students are deprived of the vital advantages of teachers praise that a re highly 

rewarding for students in establishing warm and productive interaction with 

their teachers, there by developing positive attitude to learning a n d its 

stimulating role for their further development in learning. 

Wh cn we see acceptanc'e a n d remedi8lion teachers' in te raction III compar ison 

with students' sex , it was observed to havc some imba lance. The above table 

shows the occurrence of hi ghest percenlage of frequen cie s for m ale students 
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(66.5% for acceptance and 57 .1 % for remediation). On the other hand, the 

percentage of the same teachers' behavior was observed less in the case of 

female students (33.5% for acceptance and 42.8% for remediation). 

Criticisms, which in any case formed a low proportion of the interactions, were 

directed towards male students (76.9%) almost three times as many as to 

fema le students (23%). This supports the findings of Lee and Groper (1984 :76), 

that reported "males do not fit the stereotype of the ideal student- quite, orderly 

and conforrning- but rather act out, interrupt, and misbehave, and in general, 

much more frequently than do females". These behaviors con s titute successful 

attempts in attracting attention (and interaction with the teachers) and are an 

important element in gender related activity in the classroom that must be 

understood by teachers and accounted for in striving for gender equity in total 

in teraction. 

Therefore, it can be concluded that male students received more praIse, 

acceptance, remediation and criticism than female students . This was 

confirmed by the calculated chi square value which showed significant 

differences in teachers giving more evaluative type interaction to males than to 

females. The calculated chi square value (x2~8.49 ) was greater than the critical 

chi square value (7.82) at 0.05 level of significance. 

All of the interactions outlined would serve to enhance the self-esteem of pupil s. 

Females are involved consistently, and statistica lly significantly, less often in 

interactions in their classrooms. Although it is difficult to be certain what the 

implications of such patterns are for pupil s, it has been suggested that the 

impact of similar patterns of interaction found in classrooms in other countries 

is on the self-esteem of female pupils (Reisby, 1995). Similar findings in an 

American study led to the conclu sion that females have lower expectancies for 

themselves in classrooms in which they were treated in a qualitatively different 

manner from the males (Eccles & Blumenfeld, 1985). 
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4.1.2.2 Evaluative Content of Interaction 

The teacher student in teractions were broken into evalu a tive content 

(inte llectu a l, conduct , appearance) to sec which evaluative contents were used 

1110 ]T ort en . 

Table 4. Total evaluative content frequencies forwarded towards male and 
female students 

In tellectual Conduct Appeara n ce Total 

Freq. % Freq. % Freq. % Freq. % 

248 65.6 120 3 1.7 10 2.6 378 100 

It was found that more than half of teachers ' interactions i.e . 65.5% were 

intellectua l, 31.7% of the interactions were based on students conduct and 

2.6% were on a ppearance (work). There were no interactions recorded on 

·other' . From this it can b e said that teach ers s pent much of the interaction on 

commenting or reacting on students ' inte llectual work a nd they did not gave 

much emphasis to the physical as well as work a ppearance of s tudents. 

Table 5. Proportion of evaluative content forwarded towards male and 
female students. 

[n tellectual Conduct Appearance Chi square 

Freq. % Freq. £X} Freq. O/C, 

Male 176 70.9 66 55 4 40 11.9 

Female 72 29 54 45 6 60 

Total 248 100 120 100 10 100 

A second discriminant a n a lysis was conducted to see if gender of student 

differentiated the evalu ative content of teacher to student interactions. As 

indicated in table 5, except for interaction about work appearance of students, 

which accou nted for 60'% for female s and 40% for m a les, a ll th e oth er 
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evalu ative content figures showed that males received more intellectual( 70.9%, 

for males; 29% for females) as we ll as condu ct (56% for m a les; 45% for females) 

in teraction from their English teach ers. 

This finding is in conformity with the report published by the American 

Associa tion of University Women (1 995) in Sadker and Sadker (1997). This 

report noted that fema les received less attention from teachers and this 

attention is more often on their work or physical appearance. For example, 

fem ales may receive praise or acceptance for the neatness and timeliness of the 

work. Ma les, on the other hand, are more frequent ly rewarded for intelligent 

answers a nd inna te abili ty. Conten t is pra ised a nd a ppearance of work is 

criticized . Fem a le students often begin to doubt themselves a nd their abili ties; 

whi ch potentially lead to less parti cipa tion in class a nd results, in lower self 

confidence a nd underachievement. In ad dition, the statistical chi square result 

indicates th at th e teach ers' differences in giving the evaluative content of 

interaction to m a les a nd fem a les were significant. This was shown by the 

calcu lated ch i squ a re value 11.9, which was greater than the critical chi squa re 

value 5 .99, a t 0.05 level of significance. 

4.1.2.3 Students as Initiators of Interaction 

This section re la ted to m a le and fema le students talk initiation in the class, to 

see private or public talk initiation s were used m ore often. 

Table 6. Total private and public student initiations by male and female 
students 

Private Public Total 

Freq. %, Freq. ex, Freq. %, 

Male 24 38.7 38 6 1. 2 62 100 

Female 30 54.5 25 45.4 55 100 

As the above table indica ted out of th e total student talk initiation by ma le 

students 61.2% was done publicly a nd 38.7% privately (with the teacher only). 
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On the oth e r h a nd , if we look at the female s' figures, out of the total, 54.5'Y<, was 

done private ly a nd 45.5% publicly. With regard to t hi s point, diffe rent schola rs 

affirmed that acce pting th e implausibility of a straigh tfo rwa rd teacher student 

interaction and achievement, leads females to a d opt a lte rnat ive 'compensatory 

st rategies' a nd w hich impact on the lcmnin g process a nd n ot on its outcome. 

In te res tingly , Good et al (1980) and Dart a nd Clarke (1 988) report fem ales 

making individual a pproaches to teach ers more often than males. This m eans 

th at, if m a les a re dominant in whole class arena whi le fem a les operate in one to 

on e in teraction, then evidence is a lready em erging that the learn ing of m a les is 

a more public process than the learning of females . Certainly, Ta ber (1 992 ) 

makes precisely this point. S imilarly Bousted (1 989) found tha t, in her own 

classroom, it was the males who were 'confident a nd a r ticula te' a nd who 

dominated by interruption. Sh e sees females cast as listeners a nd suggest th a t 

classroom pattern s reproduce and maintain 'the public/private di s tinction of 

men's and women 's lives'. 

Table 7 Proportion of private and public talk initiations by male and 
female students 

Private Public Chi squ are 

Freq. % Freq. 'Yo 

Male 24 44.4 38 60.3 2.94 

Female 30 55 .5 25 39.6 

Tota l 54 100 63 100 

An analysis was also conducted to see if the gender of students differentia ted 

students talk initiation during classroom interac tion . As s ignified in ta ble 7, 

females private talk initiation (55. 5%) is greater than that of male studen ts 

(44.4%) . The figures were reversed in the case of students public talk initi ation 

(60.3% for males and 39 .6% for females). Even though the a bove table 

demonstrated some disparity betwe;en male a nd female stude nts ta lk initiat ion. 

the chi squar e computed showed that there is no s ign ificant diffe rence between 



male and female students talk initiation. The chi square statistics indicates 

that the calculated chi square value (x2=2 .94) was less than the critical value 

(3.84) at 0.05 level of significance. From this one can understand that student's 

sex has limited role in students talk initiation. 

Therefore, the implication of this is that, as Tamene (2000) and Abdulkadir 

(1984) stated , English classroom instmction was best characterized by le ss 

students talk initiation and more teachers verbalization. In other words, 

classroom talk tended to associate more feature of teacher centeredness than 

features of student centeredness. This situation does not allow students more 

freedom of expressing their ideas, which influences their way of learning. 

Previous s tudies (Bailey, 1993; Altermall et a i, 1998) h ave suggested that the 

greater number of teacher interactions directed towards male students might be 

due to male students initiating more interaction. But in this study there were 

no significant differences in the number of interactions initiated by male versus 

female students. 

4.1.2.4 Comparison of Teachers and Students Talk Initiations 

Table 8. Proportion of teachers and students talk initiation 

Male Female Total a/a Chi square 
_._-

Teacher initiation to 251 141 392 77 

S tudent initi ation by 62 5 5 117 22.9 4.63 

Total 313 186 509 100 

A close observation of the above table indicates that English classrooms have 

been dominated by teachers talk initiation. According to the data obtained, out 

of the time devoted to teaching, total teachers talk initiation amounted for 77"/" 

and students talk initiation accounted for only 22.9% of elapsed coding time. 

From this result one can make an in terpretation that students of both sexes as 
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" wh ole hard ly m a de a ny act of initi at ion. Thu s, thi s implied that gra d e 9 a nd 

1 1 En gl is h teaching in the sch ools u n der d iscu ssion was associa ted wi th high 

teacher u se of talk initia t ion categOl)'. 

The chi square com pu ted inveterate thi s in te rpretation , as its calcula ted ch i 

squ a re value (x2=4.63) is greate r th a n th e c ritical va lue (3.84) a t 0.05 level of 

s ignifican ce . 

In c idental ly, th e present s tudy is in lin e with Flan ders' find ings, it seem s clear 

th at a great d eal of cla ssroom ta lk is n on inte rac tive, being limited via lecturing 

to wh at Barnes (1 9 7 3) calls th e 'tra n smissive' m ode. However, the occurren ce of 

asking question s s u ggests some interactive beh avior , but interactive beh avior 

wh ich is veI-y much teach er-led . Thi s impression is confirmed by the research of 

S incla ir and Coulthard (1 975), wh ich demo n s tra tes, fir s tly , th a t c lass room 

interac tion typically follows an ini tiation-response-feedback stru c ture a nd , 

secondly, th a t respons ibility fo r ini tiat ion a nd feedback lie s a lmost exclus ive ly 

on teach ers. Commenting on S inclair and Coulthard 's work some yea rs la ter, 

Edward s a nd Mercer (1 987) a t test to the continuing tru th of its cla im s. The 

basic exch a n ge s truc tu re is , they point ou t, on ce seen , impos sible to ign ore in 

a ny ob served cla s s room talk. Acceptin g then tha t the ch aracteristic s patte rn of 

classroom inte raction is teach er initiation , student response and teach er 

feedback . 

4 . 1 .2.5 Overall Interactions 

Th e previou s a nalyses were conducted on th e four evaluative types, three 

evaluative co n tents, students as ini tiators of inte rac tion, a nd on compa ri son of 

teachers and students talk initiations separately . Chi squa re ana lyses were 

condu cted to look a t the overa ll d iffe rences in th e u se of th e 11 types of 

evaluative inte raction s . A s igni fican t diffe ren ce was found In t h e overa ll 

inte raction forwarded towards male and fem ale s tudents. As it can be see n 
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from table 9, the chi squ are calcula ted (X2= 32 .6) s h owed great varia tion from 

th e criti cal chi square va lue (1 8.31). at 0 .05 level of s ignificance . 
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This result of the present study is found to be consistent with (Smith , 1992; 

Sadker a nd Sadker, 1994) who suggested that boys typically h ave a 

disproportionate s h a re of contributions in classroom interaction partly du e to 

their being selected by th e teach er more frequent ly than girls, and a lso du e to 

their abili ty to c reate condition s (positive an d negative)which attract teach ers' 

attention a nd facilitate their participation a nd dominant position in class room 

interaction . This 'conversa tionally focal' position of the boys provides them with 

an importa nt learning experience, i.e. the con fidence of being listened to an d 

re sponded to within the public domain , thus s timulating them to participa te 

more (Howe , 1997). Girls may thereby be unintentionally pushed out of thc 

ccn t re of th e action , learnin g to expect a lower pa rtic ipation level than th e boys. 

Other studies (Wingate, 1984; Stan worth , 1983) h ave a lso found s imila r 

pattern s and h ave suggested that , with in th e cla ssroom, teach ers often exploit 

r ivalry betwee n th e s exe s to motivate or ma nage pupil s. Boys tend to dominate 
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classroom talk and there is evidence to suggest that teachers deliberately gcm 

the con tent of lesson s towards boys' interests in order to re ta in a ttention a nd 

control. Gir ls remain la rgely passive and 'invisible' in class a nd teach ers h ave 

been found to d owngrade their achievements (Stanworth, 1983). These studies 

suggest th at such negative in te ractions between boys and girls a ffect girls' se lf­

esteem a nd their confidence. 

In contrast, this study is contrary to the s tudy made by Melkamu (1 999). 

According to his findings female students get more a nd better quality of 

attent ion than m a le students. 

The present observational study looked at how high school classroom 

in te ractions are related to gender of students . It was found tha t teachers 

directed more interactions towards m a le students than toward female students. 

Previous studies at elementary level (Bailey, 1993; Haldan, 1993), junior high 

level (Sadker and Sadker , 1986) , and high school level (Robinson , 1992; Smith, 

1992 ) have found th at teachers tend to direct more interactions toward male 

students th a n toward female students. 

More specifically, the findings of the study showed th at males received more 

praise, acceptance, remediation a nd critic ism than did females . Although 

teachers generally wanted to interact with male a nd female students in a 

s imilar fashion, this study came up with a tende n cy of teachers to interact 

more with male s tud ents than with fema le stud ents. Teachers were likely to 

co mment (praise, remediate ... ) on the be h avio r or academic respon ses of male 

students than of female students. Teac hers were a lso more likely to cr itic ize the 

conduct of male s tudents. This in equality in teachers ' interactions does n ot 

a ppear to be the result of more direct verbal interactions be ing initiated by male 

students. Future research may wish to focus on wheth er m a le students are 

initiating more in terac tion s through nonverbal communication. 
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4.2 Analysis and Interpretation of Students' Questionnaire 
In a ddition to direct classroom observation, questionnaire was also used to 

collect data for the study. Respondents to the questionnaire were 24 male and 

24 fem a le students from the seven observed sections. The 10 items of th e 

questionn a ire that were a dmini s te red to the s tudents a re grouped into five 

categories according to the relationsh ip of the items in it. These are: 

>- Classroom participation 

,. Teachers' feedback 

~ Questioning 

~ Teach ers' discriminatory behavior 

,. Wait time 

In this pa rt, each of these categorie s arc a nalyzed a nd interpreted in relation 

with the findin gs of the observation. 

Table 10. Classroom Participation 

No. Items No. of respondents and percentage 
Th e English tcach er gives m e Ma le Fema le Total 
an opportunity to participate in 

1 the teaching learning process . Freq % Freq % Freq. % 

Nearly always 7 87.5 2 22.2 9 18.7 

Often 12 60 8 40 20 41.6 

Sometimes 2 18.1 9 81.8 11 22.9 

Rarely 3 37.5 5 62.5 8 16.6 
- - - - - -Never 

What is your personal opinion Male Female Total -
about male a nd female 

2 students' participation in Freq % Freq % Freq % 

English classes? 
~ females participate more 5 62.5 3 37.5 8 16.6 

than males 
~ m a les participate more than 12 66.6 16 88.8 28 58. 3 

fem ale s 

.- - ~ they parti c ipate equally 7 58.3 5 41.6 12 25 

In order to kn ow whether teachers make a ny di sc rimination in glvm g 

opportunity of participatiori to m a le a nd fem a le students, the subjects were 

asked to indicate how frequ ently their English teach ers gave them a chan ce to 
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take pa rt in 

respond en ts, 

teachers give 

(62 .5% ). 

t;:teaching_le.e.rnin g process. And a la rge number of fem a le 

co pared with m a le respondents, claimed that their En glish 
I 

th\ m opportunity to participate 'som etimes' (81.8%) and 'rarely' 

III ilcm 2 , rurth cr qucstion was " ,.,k"d in connection with m a lc a nd r" mn\(' 

students' classroom participation. As can be seen from the a bove table, 

majority of the students (58 .3%) asserted that m a le students' participation is 

more tha n that of fema le students. 

' It seemed that what th e students responded to in items 1 and 2 concord w ith 

the re su lts obtained from the observation. As it was mentioned during the 

a n alysis of th e observation , distribution of teach ers ' cla ssroom interaction to 

male a nd fema le students sh owed great disparity. Teachers gave more 

interaction chances to male students than to fe male s tudents. Item 2 a lso 

stren gth en the idea tha t female students' partic ipation in classroom interaction 

is very low. This means that the predominance of males is partly, though not 

en tirely, due to teachers selecting males to participate more frequently th a n 

they d o females. 
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Table 11. Teachers' feedback 

No. Items No. of respondents and percentage 
How does the teacher react Male Female Total 
when you make active 
participation in the teaching Freq % Freq % Freq % 

3 learning process 
~S/he praises, encourages me 14 60.8 9 39.1 23 47.9 
~S/he does not react 10 40 15 60 25 52 

~ State if you have other - - - - - -

opinion 
What does the teacher do when Male Female Total 
you fail to express your idea or 
comment? Freq % Freq % Freq % 

~S/he waits until I express it 
4 out 15 55.5 12 44.5 27 65.8 

~ S / h e gives the chance to 
4 28.5 10 71.4 14 34.1 other student 

~S/he condemns me 
- - - - - -

~ State if you h ave other 
opinion 
If a teacher finds you doing Male Female Total 
othe r things when s/he 

5 presents a lesson, what kind of Freq % Freq % Freq % 

measure will s/he take? 
~s/he insults me 7 100 - - 7 14.5 

~ s/he advises me 3 33.3 6 66.6 9 18.7 

~ s/he only tells me to stop 13 51.7 14 48.2 27 56.2 

~ s/he does not say anything 1 20 4 80 5 10.4 

The other teacher behavior, sought to be investigated through questionnaire 

was teachers' use of feed back. For this reason, subjects were asked about the 

reaction of their teachers when students active ly participate in the classroom. 

According to the data obtained, teachers did not give encouragement or praise 

when students, as a whole, actively participate in the classroom. Moreover, out 

of the total 24 female students only 9(39.1%) of them claimed that their 

teachers give them encouragement or praise when t hey actively participate in 

t he classroom. The rest 15(60%) of fema le students replied that teachers do not 

s h ow a n y reaction. 
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It is, t herefore, possible to conclude that fem a le students believed th a t their 

teach ers do not s how a ny reac tion even when they participate active ly in 

classroom interaction. 

With regard to item 4, which assess what English teachers do when students 

fil ii to express th eir id ea, m ore th a n half of th e stud ents 27(6 5 .8%) asserted 

that their teach ers wait until they fini shed expressing their ideas . Out of th ese, 

15(55 .5':;',) a re m a le s a nd 12 (44. 5%) arc f'cmales. Fourteen percent (34.1 % ) uf 

the students replied th a t teachers gave the chance to other students when they 

fail to express th eir idea. None of the students replied that th eir teach ers 

condemn them . 

One can, therefore , safely conclude that teachers do not c riticize intellectu a l 

work of both sexes. 

Another ques tion under teacher feedback was about the kind of measures 

teach er s take when students do other things in the classroom. Results show 

that 14.5% [7(100%)) male students replied that their teachers insulted th em 

when they do other things. This shows that teachers u se n egative comments for 

male s tudents rath er th an for femal es. 

Th e in s ights d etected during classroom observa tion a lso appeared to correlate 

with a nd support the results of the questionnaire . During successive classroom 

observation , teach ers were observed to use nega tive evaluative type interac ti on 

Icss than positive evalu a tive type interaction. These positive (prai se) and 

n egative (cri ticism) feedb ack of teachers we re more likely to be directed towa rds 

m a le s tudents. The observation a lso revealed that teachers do not u se 

inte llectual c riticism at a ll. However, they criticize male students' conduct th a n 

they d id fem a les' . There a re also som e eviden ce to suggest that the to lerance 

level of teachers is lower to males' misbehavior than to that of females (Lod ge 

and Pickering 1996). 
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Table 12 Questioning 

No. Items No . of respondents a nd percentage 
Do you participa te in askin g Male Female Total 
and answering questions in 
Engli sh classes? Freq % Freq % Freq. % 

6 Nearly always 8 72.7 3 27.2 11 22.9 
Often 7 58.3 5 41.6 12 25 

Sometimes 5 38.4 8 61.5 13 27 

Rarely 4 33.3 8 66.6 12 25 

Never - - - - - -

If your answer to question Male Female Total 
number 6 is 'sometimes', 
'rarely' or 'never' what is your Freq % Freq % Freq. % 

7 reason? 
~The teacher does not 
encou rage me to participate 3 42.8 4 57. 1 7 43.7 

~The teacher does not offe r me 
a chance to ask and answer 
quest ion s I 16. 6 5 83.3 6 37.5 

~The teach er d oes n ot accept - - 3 100 3 18.7 
my qu estions and answers 
~ State if you have a differen t 
opinion 

- -

When investigating students questioning beha vior, students were asked on h ow 

frequently they pa rticipate in asking and a nswering questions. Results of th e 

questionnaire sh ow that from the total female students 8 (1 6.5%) and 8(66.6%) 

of them answered that they partic ipate in asking and answering ques tion s 

'sometimes' and 'rarely' respectively. 

In item 7, the s tudents were asked to state th e reasons why they participa te 

'sometimes' and 'ra rely' in askin g a n d answerin g question s, 43.7% {3 (42 .8'X,) 

males and 4(57. 1%) females} studen ts a n swered, it is becau se the teachers do 

not en courage them to ask a nd answer questions, 16.6% m a les and 83 .3'X, 

females students replied that teache rs do not offe r th em a ch ance to ask a nd 

answer questions. Three (100%) of fem a le students replied th a t the teach ers d o 

n ot accep t their questions a nd a n swers. The rema ining female students 

a ttributed their minimal partic ipation to fear of speaking in the classroom; th '!y 
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do not have confidence on what they are about to ask and answer, as they 

claim to be afraid of their classmates. And male students answered that they do 

not see the importance of asking or answering questions, they do not want to 

actively participate in asking or a nswerin g questions. 

Although the re was no separate category in the observational instrument th a t 

detects questioning behavior, different sch olars (Howe , 1997) points out that 

lllale students often monopolize whule c lass interaction by asking and 

answering questions requiring sh ort answers with outlandish and detailed 

Op11110n. Coates (1993) also states m a les' con fid ence apparent in the way they 

respond to and ask quest ions , th ey partic ipate ac tively a nd make out a lot of 

guesses, while females listen more passively. Male students a lso took the fl oor 

from the fem a les more often th an th e reverse. On the other hand, fe ma le 

students contribute to their low level of participation by raising their hand only 

when teachers had directed their gaze to the students they intend to select. 

Coates (1993) 

Table 13. Teachers' discriminatory behavior 

No. Items No. of respondents and percentage 
Do you think that your English Male Female Total 
teacher ma kes partiality by 
giving more chance to F'req % F'req % Freq % 

8 pa rtic ipate only for some group 
of stud en ts? ------ --- _ . 
Yes, sj h e a lways does 8 53.3 7 46.6 15 31.2 
No , sj h e does not 6 50 6 50 12 25 

Sometimes sj he does 7 43.7 9 56.2 16 33.3 

I never noticed 3 60 2 40 5 10.4 

If your answer to question Male Female Total 
number 8 is 'yes, sjhe always 

9 does' or 'som etimes sjhe does' Freq % Freq % Freq % 

to whom sjhe usually give a 
chanee 
~to males 11 45.8 13 54.1 24 77.4 

~to fem ales 4 57.1 3 42.8 7 22.5 
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The other teacher behavior that wanted to be probed was teachers' 

discriminatory behavior. For this, the students were asked wh ether the ir 

teachers s h ow any discrimination in giving more ch a nce for some group of 

students. As can be seen from the above table, 3 l. 2% a nd 33 .3% of the total 

students answered that their teachers show discrimination 'nearly always' a nd 

'sometimes' respectively. 

When students were asked to wh om the teachers usually gave more ch a nce, a 

large number of students 77.4% asserted that teachers u su a lly give more 

chan ce to m a le students. 

Th e results of the observation tended to support and substantiate the results of 

th e questionna ire. As it was stated in the a n a lys is of th e observation, teac hers ' 

interactions with their male and female students s howed significant difference. 

Teachers of the observed schools gave more attention to males and the in tensity 

of academic interaction of teachers was qualitatively different with m ales than 

wi Lh females. It was male studen ts and teachers who dominated th e teach er 

student interaction, it was m ales who were reprimanded and praised much 

more regula rly , males to whom teachers directed more chance of participation. 

Table 14 Wait time 

No. Item No. of respondents a nd percentage 
Does the teacher give you Male Fem a le Tota l 
enough time to answer ---.-
questions? Prcq % Preq % Preq <Yo 

10 Nearly always 1 1 55 9 45 20 41.6 

Often 8 53 .3 7 46.6 15 31.2 

Sometim es 5 55.5 8 44.4 13 27 

Rarely - - - - - -

Never - - - - - -

For question number 10, regardin g teach ers glVll1g en ough time to the ir 

students when students a n swered questions, major ity of th e students (4l. 6%) 

replied that their teachers 'nearly always' ga ve them enough time to answer 
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questions, 11(55%) of them are males and 9(45%) of th em are fem ales. The 

remaining 15 (3 l. 2%) and 9 (1 8 .7'X,) of the students asserted th at their teach e rs 

gave them enough tim e to a n swer questions 'often' a nd 'sometimes' resp ectively . 

This shows that teach ers give enough time to their stu dents a s a wh ole to 

answer qu estions. 

Both th e observation al data and the studen ts' qu estionna ire provided 

indications th at male a n d remale students are t reated quite differently ill 

classrooms. As p rior stu d ies suggested, interaction di ffe red s ignifican tly whcn 

th e student gender differs . Th is study also sh owed th at th e instruction al time 

was dominated by the involvement of male students . Teach er s in teracted h igh ly 

with m a le students than with female students , a nd genera lly fem ales got less 

evaluative type interaction a nd evaluative content interaction. These fin dings 

are similar to the results or other studies c ited earlier. Th e resul ts of some local 

and western studies, that there is no differential treatment of males a nd 

females in th e classroom and females receive m ore in teraction from th eir 

teachers in teacher studen t in teraction, are not borne out by the ob servat ional 

evidence as well as by the questionnaire in this study. 

The p resent comparison of questionnaire a n d observational methodologies 

suggests that the two approaches lead to s imilar conclusion s regarding 

teachers' inte raction w ith male a nd remale s tuden ts. Yet, each type of data 

provides a means ror interpreting a nd validating the other , a n d th e combination 

or inro rmation sources adds to our under standing of teach er stu den t 

interact ion s in th e classroom. 
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CHAPTER FIVE 

Summary of the findings, Conclusions and Recommendations of 

the Study 

5.1. Summary of the Findings 

The major concern of this study was to explore gender differences in teach er 

student interaction in EFL classrooms in four private high schools in Add is 

Ababa. In order to achieve the purpose of th e study, the research question s 

were specifically designed to provide answers that would a ppropriately a dd ress 

the issue. Taking the basic questions into account, the study was conducted 

using modified Sadker and Sadker INTERSECT observation a l in s trument and 

questionnaire as data gathering tool. The data obtain ed from the observation, 

using INTERSECT and questionnaire were analyzed using percen tage, and ch i 

squ a re was computed to test the level of significance. 

The results of the findin gs can be summarized as follows: 

).- Application of the selected INTERSECT categories 111 classroom 

interaction by English teach ers with male and female students was found 

imbalanced . The instructional time which was mostly d ominated by 

teachers ' talk was u sed for in teraction with male students and the 

teachers. In oth er words, teachers used less time to interact with female 

students. 

).- As both the questionnaire and the observation clearly indicate, it is 

significant that in most cases, across a ll the observed schools, teachers 

use of praise a n d criti cism was very limited. Nevertheless, m a le stu dents 

averaged more instances of praise, acceptance, remedia tion a nd c ritic is m 

than did females. 

r Teachers directed the two evaluative con tent (intellectual, conduct) to 

male students th a n to femal e students. However , fem a les received more 

work-appearance interaction from the ir teachers than that of male 

students. 
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r Although male and female students' talk initia tions were not significant, 

the proportion of teachers ' ini tiated talk in relation to student initiated 

ta lk was higher. 

).- Male students participate more by way of asking and answering 

questions in classroom in teract ion. 

r Teachers gave more chances to males to participate in the teaching/ 

learning process lhan they d id to thei l' remale s tudents. 

5.2. Conclusions 

Based on the findings of the study, it can be concluded that: 

r Teachers in teract more with male students than with female s tudents. 

They were more likely to comment on the academic responses and 

behaviors of male students than on female students. There appeared an 

uhequal share of teacher attention to male and female students in 

language classroom interaction. 

'r The a bsence of s ignificant difference between male and female s tudents 

in terms of talk initiation ref1ects that, students' sex may not be 

attributing to less s tudents talk initiation in the classroom. This show 

that students, as a whole , accomplished limited share of the instructional 

time as individuals or as a group. Most of students' classroom roles arc 

limited to, as Belleck's rour classroom discourse moves expla ined, 

responding. The rest or the three moves are restricted to th e teach er: 

structuring, solicitin g and reacting. 

r The participation of rcmale students in asking and answe ring quest ions is 

very low compared to that of male students. Among the reason s that 

attributed to such low participation of females are; lack of confidence, 

lack of teachers encouragements, fear of speaking in the classroom etc. 

'r Male students contribute more than fem a le students to classroom 

interaction and they receive more feedback on their contribution, both 

positive and negative. These are likely to have relevance on academic 

performance of students. 

00 



,. Teachers select male students to participate more often than female 

stud ents, partly because m a les attract teachers' attention in whole class 

context. 

r The putatively more 'public' s trategy of males and the putatively more 

'private' strategy of femal es may resembles th e commonly perceived ro le 

of the genders in other institutions of the society at large. 

From all these, it still seems true that the cumulative average impact of gender 

biased teachers behavior was found to be significantly more influencing and 

severe for females than for their m a le counterparts. Given the findings about 

teacher student interactions, common sense suggests that this is not what 

should happen. The valuable resource in the classroom is the teacher's 

attention. If the teacher gives that valuable resource to one group, it s hould 

come as no surprise that, that group gains greater educational benefits. 

5.3. Recommendations 

Considering the gender-biased teach er s tudent interaction 111 the observed 

classrooms, the following recomme ndat ion s are made : to promote gender 

equi ty , n ot only would teachers need to be educated about gender equita ble 

teaching during a workshop or through an informational handout, but they 

should a lso be consistently reminded of the need for gender equitable 

classrooms. These reminders could be instituted m any number of ways. 

Administrators could incorporate observation s of gender equity into the ir 

regul ar c lassroom observations a nd in clude their thoughts on what they 

observed in the ir teachers' feedback re ports. It would also be benefic ia l to 

provide teachers with current articles regarding gender equity as they are 

published. Hopefully , with consistent reminders, teachers would be able to 

consciously inhibit gender biases in th ei r inte rac tions with their students. 
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Appendixes 

APPENDIX A 
Observational Instrument 

Observer I Date School I Grade Level I 

I 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 
Teacher By Student In Praise Accept Remediate Criticize 
Initiates to Initiates 
M F Hand M F Private P-I A-I R-I C-I 

~D Move 0 Public P-C A-C R-C C-C 
Call out P-App" A-App" R-App" C-App" 

P-O A-O R-O CoO 

M F Ha nd M F Private P-I A-I R- I C- I 

~D 
Move 0 Pel blic P-C A-C R-C C-C 
Call out P-A pp" A-App" R-App" C-App" 

P-O A-O R-O CoO 

M F Ha nd M F Pri\"ate P-I A-I R-I C- I I 

~D Move 0 Pu blic P-C A-C R-C C-C 
Call out P-App" A-App" R-App" C-App" 

P-O A-O R-O CoO 

M F Ha nd M F Private P- I A-I R-I C-I 

~D Move 0 Public P-C A-C R-C C-C 
Call out P-App'" A-App" R-App" C-App" 

P-O A-O R-O CoO 

M F Ha nd M F Private P-I A-I R-I C-I 

~D Move 0 Public P-C A-C R-C C-C 
Callout P-App" A-App' R-App" C-App" 

P-O A-O R-O CoO 
I 
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Teaching context 

9 10 
Comment Ancillary Teacher 

Behavior 
Attribution :A Efr. X 
Short circuit: physical 

Verbal 

Attribution :A Err. X 
Short circuit: physical 

Verbal 

Attribution :A Err. X 
Short circuit: physical 

Verbal 

Attribution :A Efr. X 
Short circuit: physical 

Verba l 

Attribution :A Efr. X 
Short circuit: physical 

Verbal 
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APPENDIX C 

ADDIS ABABA UNIVERSITY 
DEPARTMENT OF FOREIGN LANGUAGE AND LITERATURE 

POST GRADUATE STUDIES 

Stude nts' Que stionnaire 

The purpose of this que s tion n aire is to invest igate inte raction of grade 9 a nd 1 I 

teach er s with their male a nd femal e s tudents. Pl ease rea d each questions very 

carefully a nd put (V ) mark the option you agree . 

Th a nk you in a dvance for your cooperation 

Sex _ _ ___ _ Grade _______ _ 

l. Th e English teacher gives m e opportu ni ty to partic ipate in the learn in g 

process. 

DAlways D Often D Sometimes DRarely 

2 . I R-ar ticipate in asking a n d a n swering question s in the classroom, 

DAlways D Often D Sometimes D Rarely D Never 

DNever 

3. If your response to ques tion number 2 is 'sometimes' , 'rarely' or 'never' what 

is your reason? 

D The teacher does not encourage me to participate 

D The teacher does not offer m e a chance to ask or answer questions 

D The teacher does not accept my qu est ions a nd answers 

S tate if you h ave a d ifferent opin ion _____________________________ _ 

4. Does th e teache r give you enou gh time to a n swer questions? 

D Always D Often DSometimes D Ra re ly D Never 

5 . What does the teacher do when you fa il to express your idea or comment in 

the teaching learning process? 

D She/he waits until I express it out 

D She/~e gives the chance to other s tudents 

D Sk/ h e condemns me 
./ 

State if you h ave a differen t opinion __________________________ _ 
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6 . How does the teacher react when you make active participation In the 

teaching learning process? 

D S he/he praises, encourages or moLivalcs me 

D She / he does not react 

State if you have a different opinion _____ ________ _ 

·f . III y uur pel 'su ll al Up illi u ll , du yuu lililil( lilal y uur C:nglish leacher IIlake s 

partiality by giving ch ance to participate only for som e group of students? 

DYes, s/he always does D No, s/ he does not 

o Sometimes s/he does 0 1 never noticed 

8. If your a nswer to question number 7 is 'yes, s/ he always does' or 'sometimes 

s / he does', to whom s/he u sually give chance? 

o To males 0 To females 

9. What is your personal opinion about m ale and female students' classroom 

participation? 

o Females participate more than ma les 

D They participate equally 0 males participate more than females 

10 . If the teacher finds you doin g olher lhings when s/he presents a lesson, 

what kind of measure will s / h e take? 

D S/he insults me 0 S/he only tells me to stop 

D S / he advises me 0 S/he does not say anything 

l' 
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Appendix -D 

Calculation of the Chi-square (X2) statistics for the data in Table 3-8 

Formula 
(a - e)' X 2 = -'------,C-. 

e 

e= (row totalxcolumn total) 

grand total 

df= (rows-1 ) x(columns-1) 

o = observed value 

e= expected value 

For the Data in Table 3 

0 

37 
123 
76 
10 
10 
62 
57 

-
3 

To tal X2 

Degrees of freedom: 3 
Chi-square = 8.49981581553974 
P is less than or equal to 0.05. 
The distribution is significant 

E 

30.5 
120. 3 
86 .5 
8.4 
16.4 
64.6 
46.4 
4.5 

SI 

(a_e)' 

e 
1.3 

0.05 
1.2 
0.2 
2.5 
0.1 
2.3 
0.5 
8.4 

" 
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For the Data in Table 5 
---

0 

176 
- -

66 

4 

72 

54 

6 

Total X 2 

Degrees of freedom: 2 
Chi -square = 11.9 157463700737 
P is less th a n or equal to 0.05 
The d is tribu tion is s ignificant. 

For the data in Table 7 

0 

24 

38 

30 

25 

1 

3 

Total X2 

Degrees of freedom: 1 
Chi-square = 2 .94093003770423 

-

E (o-e)' 

e 

16 1 1.3 
-

78.09 1.8 

6.5 0 .9 

86.6 2.4 

41. 9 1.8 

3.4 1.9 

11.9 

E (o-e)' 

e 

28.6 0.7 

33.3 0 .6 

25 .3 0.8 

29.6 0.7 

2.67 1.04 

1.33 2.08 

2.9 

POI' s ignificance at the .05 level, chi -square s hould be greater than or equal to 
3 .84. 
The d istribution is not significant. 
p is less than or equal to 0.05 
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For the data in Table 8 

0 

251 

141 

62 

55 

Total X2 

Degrees of freed om: 1 
Ch i-square = 4.6372584305597 
P is less tha n or equal to 0.05 . 
The distribution is s ignifica nt. 

For the Data in Table 9 

0 

--
37 

-
0 

116 

4 

3 

E 

24 1 

150 

7 1.9 

45 

E 

28 

1.2 

104 

8.3 

5.7 
---- - --- -_ .. _----

23 25.6 

53 59 .5 

9 7 .6 

1 0.6 

1 2.5 

4 6.4 

8 16 .1 

2 0.7 

47 58.0 
L- _ 

(o-e) ' 

e 

0 .4 

0 .6 

1.3 

2.19 

4.6 

(o-e)' 

e 

2.3 
---

1.2 

1.2 

2.2 

1.3 
-- - -

0.2 

0.7 

0.2 

0.2 

0.9 

0.9 

4 .1 

2. 2 

2.3 
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r-
9 

6 

17 

40 

3 

0 

3 

6 

Total X 2 

Degrees of freedom : 10 
Ch i-square = 32 .6406 4175741 9 1 
p is less than or equal to 0.05 
Th e cii "tribut ion is s ign ifi cant. 

_.-
4 .6 3.9 

3 .2 2 .3 

14.3 0.4 

33.4 1.2 

4. 3 0.4 

0. 3 0 .3 

1.4 1.6 

3 .5 1.6 

32.6 
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APPENDIX E 

Lesson Transcriptions 
The transcripts of the lessons were writtcn like the script of a play with n o 
special marks used to indicate tone of voi ce, s peech overlap, or oth er lingu is ti c 
features. Whenever necessary com ments were made in brackets. 
The following initials were used to id entify the participants. 
T-teacher 

Ss- Students 

MS- male student 

FS-female student 

Example One 

T- Today we are going to discu ss about relative clauses, a relative clause start 
with a relative pronoun. Give me one example of relative pronoun, a si n gle 
example of relative pronoun; 'EZANA' give me an example of relative pronoun. 
MS- he 

T- He is a pronoun; it is not a relative pronoun . ABE L 
MS- that 

T- Yes, that 

Ss- Whom, which ..... . 

T-these a re relative pronoun (pointing at the blackboard) relative pronoun a re 
the starting words of the relative clause. Is clause a sentence? 
Ss-(hand raising) 

T- (Nomina tes male student) 

MS- no, clauses are not sentences 

T-yes, first we star t with what soun ds. Meaningfully if we combine sounds th ey 
can give u s words . Do you remember the passage about babies, h ow they start 
to spcak certain language, they combin e the sounds which a re most of the time 
meaningless and they go to the words. After words there a re phrases, after 
phrases 
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Ss- Clauses 

T- After clauses simple sentences, after simple sente n ces, complex sentences 

after complex se ntences. 

Ss- Paragraphs 

T- Yes, there is goin g to be paragraphs 

MS- and then essay 

T - Yes, essay we can continue, look at the sequences of formation up to essay 

(showin g at the blackboard), a combination of sounds can give us meanin gful 

words, a combination of meaningful words can give u s a phrase. At the same 

time if we combine th e phrases it may give us a clause and a clause add with 

another clause can give u s a complete sentence. If you remember the 

conditional sentences , do you remember cond itional sentences? 

Ss- Yes 

T - The th ree k inds of cond it iona l sentences. Tell me on e 

Ss- (Hand raising) 

T- (Nominates a male student) 

MT- impossible, likely, improbable AYDELEM EN DE teacher 

T- Good, which one is improbable, likely or unlikely 

MS- unlikely 

T- What about likely 

MS- probable 

T- VelY good EYOB, SENAY what happen to you , you sick? You know what to 

do if you are sick. If you remem ber the cond it ionals, the difference between th e 

three, last time we discuss about what if clause and main clause a re, what 

comes first the main clause or the if clause 

Ss- (Hand raising) 

T- (Nominates a male student) 

MS- the main clause 

T- Yes th e main clause , what do we use to separate the two? 

Ss- Comma 
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T- Ycs, we use comma to separate the c la uses. If we ta k e out the main clause, if 

we only put thc if clause can it be mcan in gful a lonc? 

Ss- No 

T- For example , if sh e works hard ... (writin g on the blackboard) if I stopped 

here can it be meaningful? What happen to her if she works hard, it is not 

stated h ere , we n eed another clause added to this clause so that the meaning of 

the clause can be meaningful. So we need another clause here. By the way if 

you look at here what kind of conditional sentence is this one ASTER 

FS- probable 

T- Yes, it is a conditional sentence which can be taken as proba ble or like ly. 

Can you finish this one EZANA. If she works hard ... 

MS- if s he works hard, she will die. 

T- EZANA, I a m warning you, be serious. What kind of tense do we use here? 

Ss - Hand raising 

T- (Nomin a te s m a le student) 

MS- s imple presen t with a future 

T- Ve l-Y good, what about the improbable, what kind of tense do we u se for the 

if clause and what kind of tense do we use for the main clause 

Ss- (Hand raisin g) 

T- (Nominates female student) 

FS- s imple pas t with would 

T- Is it simple past? 

Ss- No 

T- What is it then ESKINDER 

MS- pas t perfect 

T- yes, past perfect w ith would, let u s come back to this one a relative pronoun , 

you see h ow clauses can be sepa ra tcd from thi s, I say every relative clausc 

starts with a re la tive pron oun , the se a re (showing a t the blackboard) relative 

pron ouns, from these relative pronou n s which one is a possessive relative 

pronoun, that can show possessiveness, which one s h ow possessiveness 

FREHOWIT 
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MS- what is possessiveness teacher? 

T- To be owned by the noun in the sentence. FREHOWIT 

FS- whose 

T- yes, from the five a lternatives as we consider them as a relative pronouns 

th ey start a relative clause we say, if we consider these four things which one 

are used for humans or living things and which one are used for non living 

th in gs 

Ss- (Hand raising) 

T- (Nominates male student) 

MS- whose 

T-whose for what? 

MS-non living things 

T-what about the rest, can you be specific SENAY which one are used for 

human and which one is used for non living things. 

FS-we use who for humans 

T- Good TEGENET 

FS- which 

T-which? 

FS- whom 

T-yes, we use who and whom for human beings 

MS- we can a lso use which for human beings 

T- Can you give me an example? 

MS- (inaudible) 

T- Yes, when we finished it as a question to ask, but these a re relative clauses 

(inaudible) what about the rest, which one are used for non living things 

including animals 

Ss- Which 

T-and 

Ss-that 

T- Yes, that, can be used for both animate and non animate things, so let us 

copy a certain short explanation about the two kinds of relative clauses then we 
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see the differences between them and the similarities between th em, do you 

have questions? 

Ss- no 

T- (Write down some notes on the black board), as I said earlier a relat ive 

clause start with a relative p ronoun . KASSA shut up and li s ten to m e, a relative 

pronoun is the one th at we saw earlier that, which, who and so on , a relative 

clause talks abou t the n oun it refers to, look at this examples first, The wom an 

who lives next door , wh ich on e is the rela tive clau se here MOHAMMAD can you 

tell me where the re lative clause starts? 

MS- who, starting from who 

T- Good, this who tell us about the woman who lives n ext door, th ere are two 

k inds of relative clauses; these are defining and non defin in g rela tive clauses. 

The difference between the two is, a defining relative clause, when we see its 

physical layout we can see a simple diffe rence between th e two tha t can be 

taken as the presence of comma. In which one do we find a coma MESFIN , in 

the first one or in the second one? 

MS- in the second one 

T - Yes, that is a difference that can be considered. Th e main d ifferen ce between 

the two is not the presen ce of comma. There a re other th in gs tha t can be taken 

in to consideration. But a com ma is used in the non defin ing cla u se , wh ereas 

we do not use comma in th e defi n ing relative clau se . Let me com e to this on e 

first , it defin es, identifies exactly th e noun it refer s to. Thi s is the general 

purpose of rela tive cla u se bu t specifically if we talk a b out definin g relat ive 

clause, this n on defining re la tive clause identifies exactly or defin es th e n ou n it 

refers to, are you li s tenin g MEAZA?, the nou n . Look at h ere th e woma n wh o 

li ves next door is a doctor, you can see a comma, if the re is a comma thi s 

shows that , this is not part of the real sentence, if take it out th e underl in ing 

clause, which is a non defining clause, the meanin g of the senten ce will be 

understandable. Let us take of this one My brother J im, who lives in Lon don , is 

a doctor. Who lives in London give us extra information abou t wh om ABEL 

MS- the brother Jim 
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T-yes, this is separated from the sen tence by uSlllg a comma because the 

sentence still can be meaningful with out th e presence of the non defining 

relative clause. What abou t this one , The woman is a doctor, which woman, it 

creates confusion because we are not sure about the exact woman which the 

person is talking about, th a t is why we say it defines the noun th e other one is 

giving extra information. Do you understand the difference between defining 

and non defining clauses? 

Ss-yes 

T- Let's do some activities. 

Example Two 

T- Today we a re going to do some activities, so MATIAS face here please, I want 

to write couple of things down. First of all, one question, wh y do we give 

examples? Why is it helpful to give example s whi le people listen to us ta lkin g? 

Why is it helpful to give examples? 

Ss- (hand raising) 

T- (Nominates female student) 

FS-(inaudible) 

T-right, good, it really help people to understand what you are saymg, if you 

give examples , it really really helps. I am going to write a couple of things on the 

blackboard 

MS- do you have extra pen? 

T-I only got on e extra pen and I gave it to LUEL. (Sta rt writing on the 

blackboard) ok, what we are going to do is, we are going to do little activity. You 

a re goin g to fi nish some sentences I am going to wr ite on the blackboard. EDEN 

a re you li stening? For example the firs t one is, I have many good friend s ... h ow 

can you fin ish that sentence off giving an exa mple of some of your fri ends 

ADONAY 

MS-by u sing the word like 

T-very good, tell me the whole sentences 

Ss- (Hand raising) 
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T-(nominates female student) 

FS- I h ave many good friends like Daniel, Genet ... 

T- Good, you use the word like and you give the name of some of your friend s. 

ADAM, what abou t, there are many famous runners from Ethiopia ... 

MS- like Haile G/Selassie bea u beau beau 

T-very good, well done, you are going to finish these sentences that I am going 

to write about and I want you to use a variety of these words to give examples, 

do not just use only like like like try to use different words use such as, for 

example. So fi n ish the exercise by givin g a variety of th ese words and list the 

words and ALEXANDER wh at do I do in terms of punctuation? what 

punctuation do I n eed? 

MS- use comma 

T- Where 

MS- between words 

T- Good, so make sure you u se comma to separate your words in the example 

list . What shall I do to combine the words? 

Ss- (Hand raising) 

T-(nominates male student) 

MS- use and 

T- Yes, so make sure and is there 

MS- before and do we put comma 

T-well, there is a controversy about that but I p refer no comma before and 

(Writing the sentences on th e black board and the students are copying the 

sentences and the teacher check their exercises) 

T- Shee, some of you are not even listen ing to m e when I am talking to you 

NARDOS keep quite. We are going to write a short description of going to th e 

zoo. So first rem ember wh a t is on your list. What is a zoo? 

Ss- (Hand raising) 

T- (Nominates female student) 

FS-it is a place where animals live 

T-good , so, what about Awash national park animals living there, is that a zoo? 
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Ss - Yes, n o 

T- What is the difference between a place like awash and a zoo? SEMON 

MS- a nimals are on display 

T - So how 

MS- they a re in cages 

T- Right , good, sometimes with bars. Have you been to the lion zoo a t Sidist 

Kilo? 

Ss-yes 

T- Sometimes like that which is a very nice zoo. Sometimes with a glass so you 

can look through the glass. Uh , in the zoo they try to make the place as nice as 

possible to the animals. They try to make the h abitat. To make the p lace look 

like the place where th ey come from . What is habitat BREHANU? 

MS-(inaudible) 

T- Yes, the place wh ere the animals live . So what we are going to do is, we are 

going to writ four paragraphs. Look at this (showing at the blackboard) th is is 

my plan for what you going to write for your description . The title is here 'My 

trip to the zoo'. There are four paragraphs . These numbers 1, 2, 3, and 4 are 

telling you what you need to put into those four paragraphs. So, we are going to 

use this to practice giving examples. I want lots of these things like for example, 

such as, like all those th ings we h ave been doing. You n eed to use this in your 

paragraphs. The firs t paragraph is going to be all about getting there and the 

preparations to going to the zoo. For this you need to write down wh o went ... so 

you can say, on last Saturday, I went to the zoo with a lot of my friends 

including ... ( the names of your friends) what kind of things you might want to 

take with you like extra films, cameras, sunglasses and an umbrella in case of 

rain all those kinds of th ings. If you want to take what you going to take with 

you to the zoo and you need to give examples in the first paragraph , examples 

of those things . And this is th e purpose of practice u sing examples . Right, at 

the zoo what animals can you see, wh at birds can you see what insects and 

what reptiles . So a t the zoo there are lots of animals to see for example .... now, 

next paragraph , paragraph three, I want you to describe your favorite a n imals, 
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so you can choose animals, birds, in sects you like and here you have to give 

examples of where it lives what it eats 

T- BENYAM what is your favorite animal? 

MS-lion 

T-so for example where do you find it? Where do you find lions? 

MS- Kenya 

T- Are there any in Ethiopia? 

MS-yes 

T- SO you can say, lions are found in many places including Kenya Tanzania, 

Ethiopia and finally in your conclusion give good things about your trip and the 

bad things. Please ask questions now 

MS- (inaudible) 

T- Yes, if you have to but you have to write it in four paragraphs. 
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APPENDIX F 

Inter Observer Agreement 

Categories Observer A Observer B 

M I 3 3 

C 2 -

P F I 2 2 

C 1 1 
---_.- - - - -. 

M I 10 10 

C 5 5 

A F I 7 7 

C- 2 1 

M I 5 3 

C 2 1 

R F I 4 4 

C 2 3 

M C 2 2 

A - -

C F C - 1 

A - -

M 7 7 

STI F 5 5 

M P 1 1 

V 1 -

S .C F P - -

V 1 1 

Inter observer agreement = TA+TD TA=total agreement 

TD=total disagreement ~= 0.81 
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