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ABSTRACT 

Thi s study was carried out to see if there were gender differences in ve rbal 

participation in English as Foreign Language c lassroom group discussions at 

Adama Teachers Training College. For the study students whose four semesters 

cumulative grade point average (CGPA) in English courses was 2.00-2.50 were 

identitied from the total five sections of Language Stream students, and from them 

36 (27 females and 9 males) were randomly selected. Then they were divided in to 

three same-sex groups of lema Ie students and three mixed-sex groups. The data 

was gathered by video recording the group discussions and by interviewing some 

of the male students and female students in the sample population . The recording 

was made two times in the course of two double on-off periods and, on average. 

aile group was video taped for half an hour. The recording was transcribed and 

Van Lier' s ( 1988) modified model was used to describe the transcribed data. 

The overall results reveal that the amount of verbal participation of femal e 

students in mixed-sex group discussions was less as compared to the amount or 

verbal participation of their male counter parts. The results also showed that 

female students in the mixed-sex groups took less initiative to interact in the group 

than their male counter parts. The female students did less in areas of topic work , 

sel f-se lection, allocation, and sequencing of discourse. Besides although each 

group was given four chances to choose volunteer group leader and change roles. 

none of the female students in the mixed-sex groups shouldered the responsibilit y 

of leading groups, and the overa ll direction of the discourse was controlled by 

their mal e counter parts. The interview results support these findin gs in that 100% 

of the male respondents an c! 80% of the female respondents said they beli eve thaI 

girl s are less active participants in group discuss ions than boys are. As a result. 

II! 



80% of the male respondents said that they prefer working in mixed-sex groups to 

single-sex groups in order to 'assist' or encourage the female students ('their 

s isters' . to quote their words). And 80% of the female respondents on their part 

said they prefer working in mixed-sex groups to single-sex groups because they 

had trust in the answers the male students give .. gn the other hand, resu lts indicate 

that female students interact with better confidence in their same-sex groups than 

they do in the mixed-sex groups. Girl s in their same-sex groups did better in the 

amount of participation in group discussions, and in the control of the overall 

direction of the group interaction. They also shouldered the responsibility of group 

leader in their same-sex group discussions. The findings, therefore, estab lish 

gender differences in group discussions in Engl ish as Foreign language class room 

group discussions. 
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1. 1. Background 

CHAPTER ONE 

INTRODUCTION 

There is evidence to suggest that interaction in the classroom promotes language 

learn ing (e .g. Al lwright, i984; Ellis, 1988; Van Lier, 1988) as it provides the 

students with the opportuni ties to practice the target languaJ:\c with eaeh other. 

Nevertheless, Long and Porter (1985) argue that one of the main reasons for low 

ach ievement by many language learners is simply that the learners are Jlot given 

sufficient opportunities to illleract or to practice the target language. Thi s is becau:;e 

much of the talk in the class period, as Flanders (1970), cited in Berhanu (2000:26) 

writes, is made by the language teacher. Yet we expect at least part of the time in the 

classroom to be taken up by purposeful interaction between the participants, on 

tasks that involve work ing \\ ith the target language . 

One technique among the lllany to increase the opportunities to in teract in English 

as a second language, as Brumfit (1984) and Nolasco and Arthur( 1988) say, is 

group work. They believe that the use of pair and group w( ' rk 'in ELT allows 1'01 

genu ine information excha'ge and provides oPPor[unili('s for o raclice which may 

not otherw ise be available iO students who are not liv ll1g in im English speaking 

environment. 

The above views stress th e Ileed for intel'aclion in language learning and that th e 

opportunities for interaction in language classroom call be increa~ed by the use of 

group work. 

Th,~ quest ion or whether :;l udellts of both sex groups actively interact and are 

equal !., benefi ted by group work 0 1' not also needs focus. Vall Lier ([98R:l) J) wril<", 



that interaction presupposes participation and when observing the behavior 0 f 

students in L2 classroom , one of the salient characteristics is their participation in 

the interaction that goes on there. 

Equal classroom participat ion by both male and female participants can be 

constrained by different factors. One factor among the many is gender differences. 

Ethiopian studies in areas of general education indicate that Ethiop ian fe males lag 

behind their male counter parts academically for several gender-related fac tors. 

(Tsige Haile, 1989; Seyoull1 Tefera, 1991 ; Genet Zewde, 1991). One of the factors 

is male students' dominance over female students. 

When it comes to language learning/teaching, this problem seems to be more 

serious, because male students dominance over female students in language class 

means female students interact less and speak less in mixed-sex group discussions. 

Concerning this potential problem in language classroom, while Amanuel 's ( 1996) 

research on gender differences in verbal participation and assertiveness groups 

found no gender differences. no other research on participation of girls in relation to 

participation of boys in English as a foreign language class room has been carried 

out so far in the country. 

Since Amanul's ( 1996) study has limitations of being the study of the best students 

only, it is necessary that a research that addresses the limitations and explores less 

pri vi leged areas of the country is carried out with a different methodology from that 

of the previous study by Amanuel. 

1.2. Statement of the Problem 

Adal1l<l Teachers Training College (A TTC) is located south of Adama Town on the 

main road to Wonji Sugar Factory. It was upgraded from Teachers Training Institute 
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(TTl) to TTC level in 1999 Since then it has been trainin greachers at diploma level 

in Regular, Evening, and Summer programs. The colJr>ge has got [our streams: 

streams of Social Science. Natural Science, Mathematics, lind Aesthetics. It ha, 

admitted a large number of students or trainees to these strei1lIlS. In September 2005. 

for example, it adm itted 60 male and 189 female students {a 'total of 249 students) to 

Language Stream only, though it did not admit any ' new' students in 2006 to any of 

its four streams for unknown reason. Many of the female stlldents joined the college 

with relatively lower Ethiopian General School Leaving Certificatf' Examination 

(EGSLCE) results (m inimum for g irls 1.80; and minimum for boys 2.00) through 

the A ffirmative Action Pro~'. n\m const ituted by the Regional Education Bureau. As a 

resLllt, the current female students' figure is by fa r larger than that in the earlier 

years. 

Although the number of fe male students in the stream is gett ing higher. it seems tliat 

there is male students' dominance over female student.s' i'riinterpers;nal interactions 

in classrooms, and gender is likely to be an important t~ctor in classroom 

interactions. Male students' dominance is a significant problein for female students 

in 1l1ale dominated educ,ati onal settings of such kinds. Ii i~ s ignificant because it 

influences g irls ' verbal parti (; ipation in all form s of academic interact ion : pair work. 

group work, and teacher-class discussions. Male dominance over female means girls 

interact less and speak less in mixed- sex group di scuss ions. This problem of girls ' 

reti cence ill mi xec!-sex group disc uss ions becomes even more important when one 

con ;; iders that language use is an important aspect of language learning. 

1,3. Objectives of the Stud y 

The general objective of the study is to investigate thepartkipati on of female 

students in mixed-sex groups and single-sex groups to see iftlie"e i ~ any differential 

participation. Under thi s genera l objective, the speci tic concerns of the stud y are to: 

" , 



i) examine the part ici ra tion of female students in mi xed-sex groups; 

ii ) examine the partic iration of female students in single-sex groups; 

iii ) find out in which group compositions the female students participate beller: 

and 

iv) investigate the factors for any imbalance in participation. 

1.4. Significance of the Study 

The study is significant as it takes into account what goes on in the actual classroom 

and negatively affects language learning. It is hoped that the findings of the study 

will shed light on the kind of group composition in which female students 

parti ci pate better. Thi s is hoped to benefit language instructors as it can make them 

be aware of the kind of groll p composition female students participate in better. The 

findings of the study can also give some ideas to material developers. 

1.5. Scope of the Study 

The study is limited to the second year 10+3 diploma Program Language Stream 

students at Adama Teachers College. More specifically, it concentrates on only one 

regional college, as it would not be manageable to proces data if it were from more 

than one college . 

Although the researcher is aware of the fact that the non-verbal behaviors 

accompanying the verbal behaviors are very important aspects of communication. 

the researcher has limited his study to verbal acts to avoid complications. 

4 
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1.6. Definitions of Terms 

Participation: any verbal contribution in group discussion. 

Turn: a short utterance or an extended utterance by one person as long as that 

person speaks and before another one comes in and starts speaking. It may 

start from a single w0rd and goes to a talk. 

Cu mulative Grade Point Average (CGP A): sum of grade points of different 

semesters divided by credit hours in the semesters. 

1.7. Acronyms Used 

XL: unidentified learncr 

LL: several learners simultaneously (including laughter) 

5 
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CHAPTER TWO 

REVIEW OF RELATED LITERATURE 

2.1. Roles of Classroom Interaction in Second Language Learning 

A great deal of research has been conducted to see whether interaction or amount of 

learner participation and acq ui sition/proficiency achievement correlate or not. And 

studi es have exhibited mixed results. 

Seliger (1976), Naiman el al. (1978) and Strong (1983 and 1984), as reported In 

Ellis ( 1994: 592-93), came up with positive correlations. Seliger (1977), cited In 

Ellis (1994), conducted his study with six adult learners of English and measured 

their participation by the amount of verbal interaction that occurred. In order to 

check their learning he gave different tests (such as cloze, structure and 

comprehension). The results were such that total interaction scores correlate 

significantly with structure and aural comprehension tests and proportion of 

in it iations correl ated s igniti cantly with aural compression test. Naiman e l 01 (1978). 

c ited in (Ellis 1994), on th :: ir part took L2 learners of French from different grade 

levels and measured their participation through various measures of classroom 

behavior (e.g. student hand'l'3ising, student complete/partial responses and. student 

correct/incorrect responses) . The researchers measured the learning through 

comprehension and initiation tests and found positive results. Similarly, Strong 

(1983 and 1984), in Elli s (1994), took 13 kindergarten pupils in bilingual 

classrooms and measured their participation with responses learners made to 

utterances produced by olhers. To see whether they have learnt or not he used 

vari ous measures of lingui st ic correctness, vocabulary and pronunciation based on 

6 
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cl ass room speech . The result was that children's responsiveness correlated 

signi ficantly with proficien cl' measures. 

Allwright and Bai ley (1991 ) and Ellis ( 1994) report that Day ( 1984), Ely (1986) and 

Slimani (1987) have foun e! no relationship between participation and proficiency 

achievement. However, these findings do not seem conclusive because what we 

practically see in our daily life seems to contradict their findings. 

Otherwise, other second language researchers (e.g. Allwright, 1984 and 1989: 

Allwright and Bailey 199 1: Stern 1983; Molamah- Thomas l987; Chaudron 1988; 

Ellis 1988, 1992 and 1994: Rivers 1987 ; Van Lier, 1988) have given us much 

insight into the importance o t' interaction for better language 'learning. 

Classroom interaction is significant as it is the sine qua non, to use Allwright' s 

( 1984) words, for language development. Concerning the importance of interaction 

in the classroom Chaudron ( 1988:10), quoting Allwright (1984) and Breen ( 1985), 

writes the fo llowing: 

Interaction is viewed as significant because it i s argued that; (I) only 
through interaction can the learner decompose the TL structures and deri ve 
meaning from classroom events; (2) interaction gives learners the 
opportunities to incorporate TL structures into their own speech".; and (3) 
the meaningfulness for learners of classroom events of any kind, whether 
thought of as interactive or not, will depend on the extent to which 
communication has been jointly constructed between the teacher and 
learners. 

According to the above \ iew, classroom interaction prov ides second language 

learners w ith opportunities to practice the target language through the input that they 

encounter. 

7 
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Adding to thi s, E lli s (J 98R : 95) notes that interaction contributes to th e students' 

language deve lopment as il is " the means by which the learner is able to 'crack' the 

code" , Rivers (1987:4) on her part says that" through interaction studen ts can 

increase their language store as they listen to linguistic material , or even the out put 

of their fellow students in di scussion and problem solving tasks . 

Interaction is significant nOI only to get our message across but also to extend our 

linguistic competence. T hrough interaction, as Allwright ( 1984) says, learners 

practice communicat ing their ideas and learn linguistic forms, i.e ., grammar. 

vocabulary and pronunciati on. The interaction hypothesis proposed by Long (1985), 

as c ited in E llis (1992, shares thi s view and stresses the fact that the process of 

interaction or communication is a learning process . 

HOlVever, Krashen (1982) ,l rgues that interaction assumptions can be materia lized 

only when the learner ob tains input that is rough ly suited to the leve l of 

development the learner has reached. Therefore, language deve lopment wil l take 

place. as he further says, if the learner obtains ' comprehensive input' as thi s will 

ensure that the input is at the right syntactic level. But it can be argued, as E llis 

(1988) says, that it is not input in itself that is important rather the interaction as this 

involves the learners ' active contribution to the process of interaction. Swain (1985) 

in E llis (1994), when proposing comprehensive input, on her part, believes that 

learners do not needjust comprehensible input but rather the opportunity to use their 

lingu istic resources. She cla ims that learning/acquis ition can be promoted when 

there are opportunities for pushed output. This is important not only to achieve fu ll 

grammatical competence but also to convey the message. Swain's argument in her 

words, as c ited in E llis ( 1994: 282) is that: 

... production may em:, ,urage learners to move from semantic 
(top-down) to syntactic (bottom-up) processing. Whereas 
comprehension of a message can take place with little 
syntactic analysis of the input, production forces learners 
to pay attention to the means of expression. 

8 



It is, therefore, important to push learners to produce more since that will aid their 

acquisition of the language. For interaction to take place both input and out put are 

very important. 

Interaction is a mutual endeavor in the sense that it is at least a two-way process. It 

requires the active participation of the two parties. Hence, we cannot think of a 

language classroom without interaction. That is why Allwright ( 1984: 159) says that 

interact ion in its broad ped~gog ic sense is "an inescapable and inescapably crucial 

aspect of classroom life". 

Interaction in language classroom could be between the teacher and the students 

and/or between students and students. Since student-student interaction, as Varnos 

and Gass (1985), cited in Aston (1996: 130), argue can maximize negotiation for 

meaning and make input more comprehensible, "students should be encouraged to 

interact among themselves··. One technique, among the many, to increase student­

student interactiun is group work. (Group work is di scussed under section 2. 2.) . 

It is on the basis of the abo\"e views that second language researchers underscore the 

pedagogical significance o!" classroom interaction and say that learners learn better 

in the process of interact ion as they negotiate meaning and make input more 

comprehensible (e.g. Aston . 1996; Allwright, 1984: Van Lier, 1988; Ellis, 1992 and 

1994). 

2.2. Group Work as a Technique to Increase Classroom Interaction in Second 

Language Learning. 

Group work in second language classroom has been recommended based on its 

pedagogical significances. Its use stands against a traditional teaching model that 

depicts the teacher as the nwner and giver of information, and students as learners 
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and receivers. The old paradigm considers students as passive recipi ents of what 

they are offered. 

Ho\Vever, the old parad igm <I f teaching is being dropped for new paradigm based on 

theory and research that have applications to learning. The follow ing, as reviewed in 

Berhanu (2000), are four among many other commonly held assumptions for using 

group work in education in general and second language teaching/learning In 

particular. The assumptions are interrelated, and are not distinctly separate. 

First, it is believed that " knowledge is constructed, discovered, transformed, and 

extended by students" (Johnson and Johnson, 1994: 26 1). These writers suggest that 

the main role of teachers i s to create the conditions within which students can 

construct meaning from wh at they are learning. At the core of this assumption is the 

belief that people can learn from each other as well as from teachers and knowledge 

is constructed and reconstructed as a social process. Reynold (1994:26) writes, 

·'understanding in any fi e id of enqui ry is something whi ch is constant ly being 

created and negotiated and formal education should support that process through its 

methodology". 

In group discussion, it is assumed that all participants come to see themselves as 

mutual discoverers making contributions of equal weight in a co-operative and non­

threatening atmosphere. Abercrombie (1975), as cited in Berhanu (2000:24) writes 

that" ... if the s tudent receives a body of knowledge from what seems to be a remote 

monolithic source and swallows it whole in childlike way, he is less likely to 

question it, less likely to be able to modi fy it as need arises, than if he has received 

as a mature person, from a challengeable equal". 

Second is the notion of ' active ' as opposed to 'passive' learning, an idea invo lving a 

view of the learner as a secker of soluti ons rather than a gatherer of information. 

)0 
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Giving weight to student discovery in the learning process IS a view which 

emphas izes the importance of learner involvement if a de'ep·er and more enduring 

learn ing experience is to be achieved . In this frame work undel:standing comes from 

the learner act ive ly · ·I~lanip li l ating sy mbol s, posing questions and seeking answers. 

reconci ling what is found one time with what is found at another, comparing 

findings with those of other students" (Piaget 1964), cited in Berhanu (2000 :24) 

Thirdly, group work is thought to foster creativity and a capacity for critical 

thinking in students rather than si mply the retention and unquest ion ing acceptance 

of spoon-fed knowledge. Bruner (1957), cited in Berhanu (2000:24) refers to this 

kind of creativity as 'going beyond the information given, a learning process which, 

through an active dialogue with other students, encourages in students the desire to 

work things out for themsel ves, to sort out information and ide~s . so as to be able to 

go on to new ways of seeing and understanding the subject. 

Filla lly, group work is seell as vital in "bringing about a change in the authority­

dependency relationship" \\ hich ex ists between teacher and student. (Abercrombie 

and Tt:rry, 1978, ci ted in Bcrhanu, 2000:25) . It does so by allowing students grea ter 

freedom of express ion thus promoting an increase in autonomy and willingness to 

tak e responsibility for their own learning. Abercrombie (J 975), as cited in Berhanu 

(2000:25) writes " ... . the di stinctive contribution that small group teaching can make 

to education is in encouraging students to become more autonomous as learners". 

The group system aims to emancipate students from the a.tithority-dependency 

relationship, and to help them develop intellectual indepf:!ldence and maturity 

through interaction with peers, by glimpsing not only thecontexr itl which several 

equals see the problem. Th e idea of learner autonomy has aiso been emphasized in 

the field of language teaching (Wenden 1987). 

II 



In sum, advocates argue that the use of group work in teaching offers participants 

the opportunity to gain access to a valuable learning experience with the potential to 

liberate them from over dependency on the ' word' of the tutor, through the 

development of the ir own capacity for critical thought, encouraging them to take a 

more active responsibility fo r their own learning. 

The points discussed so far emphasized the pedagogic value of group work 111 

education in general, includ ing language teaching. 

There are also arguments with more emphasis to pedagogic value for group work in 

EL T. The arguments show that group work increases language practice 

opportunities, motivates kamel'S, improves the quality of student talk. helps 

individualize instruction and promotes a positive affective climate. 

Long and Porter (1985) argue that one of the main reasons for low achievement by 

many language learners is s i mply that they are not given the opportunity to practice 

the new language. When k arners are organized in such a way that the teacher selS 

the same instructional pace and content for everyone, by lecturing, explaining a 

grammar point, lead ing drill work, or asking quest ions to the whole class, a typical 

teacher of any subject talks for at least half, and often for as much as two thirds of 

any class period (F landers 1970), cited in Berhanu (2000: 26). In a 50 minute 

iesson, that would leave 25 or less minutes for the students. In an EFL class of 30 

students, which is common in Ethiopia, this averages out to 50 seconds per student 

per lesson. One can imagine how short this time would be per student per lesson. 

The students are almost not allotted time to interact among themselves . 

..;r-
Brumfit (1984:87) holds that "the use of pair and group work is the only available 

bas is that can increase the aillount and intensity of practice during oral work". 

12 



Concerning the idea that group work motivates learners, Reynolds (1994:26) says 

people learn more when th ey are involved and are enjoying themselves when they 

are motivated. Long and Porter (1985) al so believe that group work motivates the 

language learner because it allows for a greater quantity and richer variety of 

language practice, practice that is better adapted to individual needs and conducted 

in a more positive, affecti ve climate. Students are also individually involved in 

l esson ~; more often and at a more personal level. 

The belief that group work motivates learners has also been supported by empirical 

evidence. It has been found. for example, that small group, independent study can 

lead to increased motivati on to study a second language among beginning students. 

In another study, second language learners responding to a questionnaire also 

reported that they felt less inhibited and freer to speak and make mistakes in small 

group discussion than in lockstep organization. (Littlejohnson 1983). 

As to the idea that group work improves the quality of student talk, Long and POlier 

(198 5) hold that group work can help a great deal to develop students' 

comm unication ab ili ty. First. unlike the lockstep where the teacher acts as a di stant 

initiator of talk and students as the interlocutors, face-to-face communication in a 

small group is a natural setting for conversation. Second, two or three students 

working together fo r five minutes at a stretch can engage in cohesive and coherent 

sequences of utterances, th ereby developing discourse competence. In other words, 

they are not limited to prOl!lIcing hurried isolated "sentences" wh ich are thought to 

be typical in lockstep teaching. Thirdly, as shown by Long et at (J 976), cited in 

Long and Porter (J 985), students can have the chance to take on roles and adopt 

positions and can thus practice a range of language funct ions associated with those 

roles and positions. In shorl. it is argued that when students work in small groups, 

the quality of student talk improves a lot. Learners can also have the opportunity to 
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develop at least some of the vari ety of skill s, which make up commun icative 

competence in the target language. 

Concerning the belief that group work individualizes instruction, Long and Porter 

( 1985) hold that group work can help consider individual di fferences among the 

learners in language learlll!lg, as opposed to lockstep organization. Thus. group 

work is, the writers argue. a first step towards individualization of instruction. 

Brumfit (1984: 77) argues, "Placing students III small groups assists 

individualization, for each group, being limited by its own capacities, determines its 

own appropriate level of working more precisely than can a class working in 

lockstep, with its larger numbers". 

As regards the be lief that group work promotes a positive affective climate, Brumfit 

(1984), Berhanu (2000) amI Seime (1999), among the many, argue that group work 

reduces stress. This stress is high in lockstep organizati on particularly when the 

students learn that they mu, t respond accurately and above all quickly. "Small group 

setting, for its size resembles that of natural conversational groupings, is more 

natural than that of fu ll c lass and hence reduces the stress which accompanies public 

performarice in the classroom" (Brumfit, 1984:77). 

From the aforementioned discussions, group work is highly recommended in second 

language classroom. 
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2.3. Gender Differences in ESL Classroom Interaction. 

In the field of second language learning and teaching, there are vanous facto rs. 

exte rnal and internal, which affect language learning. Gender difference is one 

among the various factors. 

2.3.1. Gender/Sex Differences 

Before any discussion of SC \ or gender differences, it is good to start wi th the terms 

"sex" and "gender" . Sex and gender have been variously defined and interpreted. 

They are often interchangeably used in different li terat.l.lr~ to refer to biological 

maleness! femaleness. Sex/gender distinction, however, is widely used among social 
. ' . 

scienti sts. It is considered as a useful analytica l too l for studying di fferences 

between men and women . 

In many cases, 'sex' is used in connection with the biological categories of female 

and male. It refers to "bio logical characteristics that define humans as fema le or 

male" . (World Heaith Org:iI1 ization 2002 online) . While these sets of biologica l 

characteri stics are not mutu ,~ lIy exclusive, as there are individuals who possess both, 

they tend to di ffe rentiate humans as males and females. But some writers do not 

accep t this dichotomy. Treicher and Frank (1989), Shapiro ( 1991), and MOQre 

( 1993 ), in Amanuel (1996). for instance, claim that sex lS probl ematic as it is 

inefticient when one considers sexually ambiguous infants. 

For many, gender is a soc ia lly and culturally constructed d'iffei'enc;e between men 

and women within a cu lt ural system. Gender, as defined in World Health 

Organization (2002) online. refers to "the array of socially constructed roles and 

relationships, personality tn1 its, attitudes, behaviors, va lues, re lative power and 

influences that soc iety asc ribes to the two sexes on a differential basis". 
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Gender is not only a social concept, but also an individual concept in the sense that 

it is also something people reel about themselves. Money (1989) identifies these two 

concepts as "psychological sex", the individual' s self-image, and social sex, the 

complex of attitudes and expectations that a society attaches to mal eness and 

femaleness. 

Our perceptions of gender are not static; they shi ft with time. As gender roles 

change in the course of lime, our perceptions of gender shift. Besides, because 

cultures are not homogeneous, within any culture and even subculture our 

perceptions of gender vary at a given time as well. That is why gender is further 

defined in World Health Organization (2002) online as " ... an acquired identity that 

is learned, changes over time. and varies widely within and across cultures". 

From the aforementioned points, gender can be understood to be a socially and 

culturally constructed and changeable concept whereas sex is believed to be natural 

and unchangeable concept. I lowever, there is an argument by Caplan (1987) cited in 

Amanuel (1996) that even though the term sex is believed to be something natural , it 

has contained different meanings at different times and is socially created. This 

indicates that the sex/gender dichotomy is problematic. Whatever the problematic 

di chotomy, more importa l>i has been the study of sexlor gender differences in 

several human domains. Generally, it is possible to distinguish between 

stereotypical and actual distinctions between men and women. 

~ 

There is an almost universal belief that men and women have innate characteristics 

that typifY them. For instance, women are often described as weak, submissive, 

dependent, emotional, co-operative (Abebayhu, 1995). Even according to some 

feminists women are caring. more attuned to personal relationships, less concerned 

about success, more orient ed to the home (Betze and Fitzgerald, (1987), cited in 
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Amanue l (J 996: 10). Men on the other hand are cons idered " independent. 

aggress ive, and decis ive (Bukatko and Marvin 1992 : 58). 

Research into gender differences in certain academic domains and their causes has 

come up with more actual differences. Maccoby and Jacklin (J 974), cited in 

Amanuel (1996: II) concluded that while the two sexes do not differ in overa ll brain 

power, females show higher scores on verbal ab ility tests. According to them, boys 

are 3-4 times more likely to stutter than girls are . In modern languages, girls out 

perform boys at all educatillnal levels (Hughes and Preston in Sunderl and, 1994). 

Nevertheless , whatever sex-based di fferences there are, they do not clearly appear 

until adolescence by which time children w ill have learned culturally approp ri ate 

sex roles (Betze and Fitzgera ld , 1987). For instances, Sherman's ( 1979), as cited in 

Amanuel (1996), sample oj' 9th and 6th graders showed no sex based cogn iti ve 

differences. Concern ing educational attainments, it appears that sex-based 

attainments differ culturally. [n western cultures in general: 

The school progress of girls is superior to that of boys. Girls less frequently 
need to repeat a grade and girls are more likely than boys to be accelerated 
and promoted . In college, women consistently receive higher grades than do 
men in major fiel ds ranging from the humanities to the exact sciences 

(Betz and Fitzgerald 1987: 100). 

This better achievement 01' girls than boys does not seem to work in developing 

countries due to various reasons . In Ethiopia, college girls, due to various socio­

cul tura l reasons, are more like ly than boys to be fo rced to withdraw or be di smi ssed 

(Tsige Haile 1989) which ,Ippears to be a very serious case of what Betze and 

Fitzgerland (J 987) call "ICmale chronic under-utilization of their ab ilities and 

ta lents", (cited in Amanuel 1996). The deep-rooted patriarchal thinking among ollr 

people Genet ( 199 1), cited in Tesfaye ( 1997), contributed its share for the lower 

status of women educational achievements . 
\.: 
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2.3.2. Gender Relations in ESL Classroom. 

From the concept of gender comes the concept of gender relations: relations 

between males and female s, fema les and females , males and males. They are 

important in the school compound in general and in the classroom in particular 

because much of the learning that takes place is embeded w ithin them (Sundrland. 

1994). Studies into friendship system and playgroups tend to be unisex (Best, 1883: 

Etaugh Liss, 1992; Maccobv and Jacklin, 1987 ; Thome, 1993; Bailey 1993; as cited 

in Amanuel 1996). "Fairly dist inctive styles of interaction deve lop in a ll-boy and 

all-girl groups" Maccoby (1990), in Bailey (1993: 516) 

Jones and Smart (1995) argue that girls have higher confidence in their same-sex 

groups than in mixed-sex groups. Girls in mi xed-sex di scu ~s ion groups feel they are 

conversing with their superior partners while boys feel they are interacting with 

their inferiors (Eagly and Wood, 1985 and Unger, 1975 ; as cited in Amanuel 1996). 

Lockehead and Harris (1984) support this idea that whi le mixed-sex grouping 

creates opportunities for boys to dominate, such grouping makes females 

subordinates. 

In support of thi s, (Zimmerman and West, 1975; West and Zimmerman , 1983; and 

Williams, 1989; in Shehadeh 1999) have found that in native sT1eaker-native speakel 

(NS/NS) interact ion females were subject to interruptiol~ '.' 'j" ")re ' frequently than 

ma les with males attempting to exercise more dominan"" ('.ve;: the conversation. 

They observed that males dssert aI, asymmetrical right t,; CO ' ,l?< Ii !opics and do so 

without evident ' repercuss ions ' , They also observed that Pl~ii tend to deny equal 

rights to women as conversational partners, with respect to rights to the fu ll 

utili zation of their tums and support for the development ofwpics. 

.. ~ 



Similarly, in a study designed to investigate the effect of gender in non-nati ve 

speaker-non-native speaker (NNSINNS) language classruom interaction. Gass and 

Varon is (1986) have found that there are differences between men and women in the 
,. 

am ount each participates in the conversation, and in the control each has over the 

direction of the interaction . ( rass and varonis (1986: 349) summarize the findings of 

their study as: "Men took greater advantage of the opportunities to use the 

conversation in a way that allowed them to produce a greater amount of 

comprehensible output, whereas women utilized the conversation to obtain a greater 

amount of comprehensible in put" 

In a more detailed study. Shehadeh (1994) found that same-gender dyadic 

interaction provided better contexts for females to (a) self-initiate repair and (b) 

produce comprehensib le ou: put than mal es; whereas mixed-sex group interaction 

provided better contexts fo r males to (a) request clarification, (b) self- initiate repair, 

and (c) produce comprehensible output than females. 

The findings of Shehadeh \ study support those reported by Gass and varon is 

(1986) and Pica e/ at (i 989) in that men appear to take greater advantage in the 

group activity ( a mixed-sex task) to use conversation in a way that allowed them to 

retain the turn, enjoy a greater amount of talk, and thus produce a greater amount of 

comprehensible output than women. On the other hand, Shehadeh' s study also 

revealed that same-sex dyad s offered women comparatively greater opportunities to 

produce comprehensible OU lput than men. 

One aspect of Shehadeh 's li ndings shows that difference of gender enables men and 

women to play differen' roles in conversation. Namely; in mixed .. gender 

conversat ions, males seem to take more opportunities to talk , to dominate the 

conversation, to make a greater number of self-and other-illiti'lted repairs , and to 

produce comprehensible ou tput; whereas females seem to utilize the conversation to 

19 

I 

J 



obtain a greater amount 01 comprehensible input. These differences are imp(lrtanl 

when we realize that conversation plays an important role in the development and 

progress of L2. For exampl e, I-latch (1978), cited in Shehadeh (1999: 259) argued 

that syntax develops out or conversation : one learns how to do conversat ion. one 

learns how to interact verhall y, and out of this interaction . :.yntacl ic structures are 

developed. Gass and Varon is (1986: 348) also argue that ' conversation ... provided 

the input that learners used for building syntactic structl're ', whi le Long ( 1996) 

suggests that conversation creates more opportunitie~ for the negotiation of 

meaning. This negotiation of meaning, in turn, creates great"r "pportuniti es for the 

provision of comprehensible input (Krashen 1994) and for the production of 

comprehensible output (Swain 1995). And these_the provision of comprehensible 

input and the provision of comprehensible output_are crucial requirements fo r 

progress and development in the second language, since the former ass ists L2 

learners' receptive ski lls ( li stening and reading) , and the latter ass ists their 

perfo rmance/productive ski lis (speaking and writing). 

But that female students seem to utilize mixed-gender interaction to obtain 

comprehensible input does not compensate for the oPPol'mnitj' 'they lose to develop 

comprehens ibl e output an d they rell1alll disadvantageou ,; m mixed-gender group 

interaction in the EFL class '·, )om. 

Viewed from this perspective, the results of the studies implY that males in mixed­

gender interaction have greater and better opportunities ttl communicate, promote 

their productive skills, a'1d progress in the second language, 'than female s. [n other 

words , it means that fema k 3tudents fail to benefit equally from learner-centered. 

co-operative activities that are nowadays recognized as beneficial for language 

acquisition. If they cannot equally benefit from mixed gender communicative 

activities, it may turn out tel be that communicative language teaching methodol ogy 

has little to offer for female , lucients. 
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2.4. T urn Taking in Second Language Classroom Interaction 

Conversation analysis is important in dealing with social interaction in general anci 

classroom interacti on in particular in rigorous empirical and formal ways (Cook. 

1989; Coulthard, 1985; Schi ffcin, 1994). It deals with classroom interaction, (which 

is important in this study), on the basis of the analysis of turns or the exchange of 

turns. Conversation analysis tries to give solutions to problems related to the 

distribution of turns or the exchange of turns at talk (Schiffcin, 1994). 

It seeks answers to questions such as: how are participants allocated turns at talk ~ 

How do they know the current speaker has fini shed speaking and other person can 

hold the floor? How does the next speaker get the turn? Under what circumstances 

do turns overlap or silence or gap occurs? and other related questi ons. Thi s req ui res 

close investigation of turn laking in classroom discourse in this case. The study of 

, the nature or the pattern of turn taking is, therefore , important if we want to know 

how interaction is organized and managed by the participants in the classroom 

discourse (Taddese, 1997). This is because it is impossible to think of interaction 

without at the same time raising the issue of turn taking. As Van Lier ( 1984: 94) 

writes, "turn taking studies the systematic nature of speaker change in different 

settings". In doing so, Van Lier adds, it addresses the basic problem of discourse 

analys is _ the question of how one utterance follows another in a rati onal, rule 

governed manner. Van LieI' further adds, the matter of who speaks and when is not 

random ; it is governed by regularities of some kind, whether we call them rules. 

regulations, procedures or conventions. These non-randomness (or let us call them 

procedures) may be determined in advance in the form of strict rules (e.g. debates) 

or they evolve as norms in the interaction itself .In relation to this Van LieI' 

(1988;96) identifies three major issues that such procedures basically address: 

I. the proper si ze or length of a turn; 

2. the identification of the end of a turn; and 

3. the sequence of turns or who comes next. 
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J n any fo rm of interaction such issues exist and the inted o::utcrs should ab ide this 

progress for proper exchange of meaning or for communication ~0 c'-,cULAlthough there 

is a simple set of ordered rul es equall y availab le to all part icip1nls, turn taking sys tems 

. as Fairclough (1992:152) and Short (1996:213), cited in Tadoese (1997) indicate, are 

not always organized around equal rights and obligations for all participants. This is 

because turn taking is highly affected by power. There is a difference in distribution of 

rights and ob ligations between powerful and non-powerful interlocutors. All other 

th ings being equal, we observe the follow ing differences in tllrn di stribution between 

powerful (P) and non-powerfbl(NP) interactants ; (a) P may select NP to speak, but not 

I ice versa; (b) P iTlay self-select, but NP may not do; (c) P may take the longer turn. 

but nut NP; (d) P may initiate exchange, but not ]\II'; (e) f may have: the must turns and 

so on. In many institutional type of discourse where there '\:'e " 0 ;;:qual rights and 

obl igations we see an asymm etrical distribution of righi, (c, to .. I r, self-sekcl. or to 

interrupt. or i.o control the floor fo r a long time) and obli W;~iL,IY ' ;:. ~: . to speak i f chosen 

[0 do so). 
, . 

" 

One of the problems in the study of turn taking is that there is no clear .. cut detinition for 

I he concept ' turn ' . Many discourse and conversation analysts have tried hard and found 

extremely difficult, if not impossible, to give a precise definition 'to the concept ·turn· , 

]-Ience the problem we encounter when exploring the nature of turn taking in intorillal 

conversations or institutional types of discourse (e.g. classroom), as Nunan (1985), in 

Tadde,,, (1997) points 'out, is In decide what a turn is ane! to ;denti fy when one turn has 

t'nded and another has begun . 

Van Li er ( 1988 ;100) says that whil e an interaction is goin g oro ' ,'lay not he dirtieuil 

III idCll li t'y (1 turn as we can simply point Ollt at the pe,",,,',' ~ " . I :":: .. h.) ld ,ngti!c tlour 

anel sre~ki n g, Furthermore, 11': adds, we might tend to say ' ;Id , •• C' I', ': 'CClI(S vv hcllc\cr 

one person speaks, for as long ,j S he or she speaks, and until aJ,,' thel' person spe8ks , But 
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the problem here is that in the course of the interaction some one else may jump in ancl 

hence turns may overlap as a consequence of which we may have problems in deciding 

whether to accept the later as a new and separate turn or not. 

Not only that, we may encounter false starts , restarts, half-finished or cut-off turns. and 

so on in which the borderlines are likely to be blurred and make it difficult to separate 

and demonstrate the turns(Nunan, 1985; Van Lier, 1988). Such problems can be easil y 

observed predominantly in natu ral or informal conversations where turns are not pre­

a llocated; they are locally managed. 

Defining a turn in a more specific and precise way is very difficult since a turn cannot 

be understood as a static unit. In relation to this, Goodwin (1977), as cied in Van Lier 

(1 988:102-103) writes the following: 

A definition of the turn as a static unit with fixed boundaries does not 
accurately describe its structure. Rather, the turn has to be conceptualized 

as a time bound process .. .. It. .. does not seem possible to first define the 
turn and then work out how it is to be exchanged. Rather, intrinsic structural 
elements of the unit being exchanged, its boundaries, seem implicated in the 
process of exchange itself. 

According to the above view, the turn should be understood and conceptualized as a 

time-bound process . It is the time that matters and determines the structure of the turn. 

In an attempt to define the turn , the question ' what is a turn?' may not be answered. 

What can be answered rather is 'when is a turn ' since this takes us to description of 

what a turn will ' turn out to be ' (Van Lier, 1988). 

F or the purpose of this study, a turn is defined as a short utterance or an extended 

utterance by one person as long as that person speaks and before another one comes in 

and starts speaking. When put in a continuum, it starts from a single word at the len 

extreme and goes to a stretch of talk at the right extreme. It should be remembered that 

li stening responses or back-channels are not regarded as turns; they are rather 
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considered as lubricators, to use Orestorm's (1983) term (as cited In Van Ler. 

1988:116). 

2.4.2. Classification of Turns 

Class ification, as Van Lier (1988: 107) writes, is an "exercise in the clarification of 

concepts". Its s ignificance depends on how useful it is for any subsequent work. 

The difficulty of giving a clear-cut definition to turn in the study of turn taking has a 

consequent result upon categorizing or class ify ing turn taking. And there are problems 

ill categorizing or class ifying tu rn taking in the second language classroom. One bas ic 

problem is the difficulty to get readymade class ification model that matches ones 

purpose of study. The researcher used Van Lier's (1988) modified classification mode l 

so that the model fit s the purpose of the study. The detailed discuss ion is found in 

chapter three of this study. 

2.4.3. Studies Made on Classroom Participation in Ethiopian Context 

Some studies have been conducted in the Ethiopian context on issues such as 

ciassroominteraction, participation, explanation, turn taking patterns, and gender 

di fferences in participation and assertiveness groups. 

Abdulkadir Ali (1983) carried out a study to find out the kind and frequency of 

verbal and non-verbal behaviours that transpire when teachers and students in four 

selected 12th Grade English classes interact. Two of the quest.ions he invest igated 

were how much of all events in the class comprised teacher' s talk and how much 

students' talk. The findings showed that three out of the four teachers did 57% to 

84% of the talk in the class and the remaining teacher did 57% of the talk . And the 

other finding was that in the three classes students did 12% to 18% of the talk and in 
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the fourth one 35%. It was observed that although students' participation in class 

discussion was minimal, the teachers did a great deal of prompting. 

Meselech Habte (1991) undertook a study to describe the methods senior secondary 

school English language teachers used. Her findings showed that the lessons were 

dominated by teacher talk and grammar explanations with very litt le student 

involvement. 

Woldu Michael (1996) in his attempt to describe the nature of explanations given by 

grade ten English language teachers investigated the amount of class time spent on 

giving explanations. His finding was that the six sample teachers on average spent 

40% of the class time on giving explanations. He also found out that out of the 

explanations given teacher initiated explanations constituted a significant 

proportion. 

Fikirte H/Mariam (1996) also tried to find out the extent to which social and 

pedagogic factors influence the participation behaviours of (i) AAU Freshman 

students in general; and (ii) relatively ' high ', 'average', and ' low' classroom 

participators in particular. Her study showed that both social and pedagogic factors 

have positive influences on the participation behaviours of the maj ority of the 

students. However, the posit ive intluences of pedagogic factors were found to be 

greater than the positive influences of social factors. The study also revealed that 

there was no significant difference between the influences of social and pedagogic 

factors for the ' high ' and ' average' participants. However, pedagogic factors were 

found to have greater influence on the participation behaviour of' low' participants. 

Amanuel Gebru (1 996) in his study investigated gender differences in verbal 

invovlment in Freshman English classroom group discussion. His subj ects were 

students who scored A in ESLCE in English. The subj ects were divided into 
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majority-female, majority-male, and half male-half female groups', Interacti onal 

turns which were used to measure participation were divided into long and short 

tu rns, These were counted and the means for the females and mal es in majority­

male, majority- fen)al e,half male-half female groups computed and compared, T-test 

results showed that gender did not produce any significant differences in verbal 

participation in all the groups in the study, The study also looked into assertiveness 

differences between males and females, Correlations were performed to determine 

any relationships between asserti veness and verbal involvement, but no signilicant 

correlations were found either for males or females, 

Taddese Habte (1997) in hi s attempt to describe the nature of tu rn taking found out 

that the great majority of the turns the students took were in response to spec ifi c 

sol icits, i,e" by allocation , The study showed that students did not se lt~ se l ec t 

frequently and were dependent on the teacher's and group leaders' allocations for 

opportunities to talk, The study also revealed that even if the students were 

characterised as taking less speaking turns on their own initiative and as being more 

dependent on teacher-allocated turns, the class was to some extent interacti ve, The 

study indicated that the turn taking patterns showed students were using the target 

language to communicate their ideas, The study also showed that most of the 

students were taking long turns, 
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CHAPTER THREE 

THE DESIGN OF THE STUDY 

3.1 Introduction 

It has been stated that the main objective of the study is to investigate the patterns of 

participation of female students in single-sex groups and mixed-sex groups. Under 

this general objective, the specific objectives of the study are to : 

.:. examine the participation of female students in single-sex groups; 

.:. examine the participation of female students in mixed-sex groups; 

.:. find out in which group compositions female students participate better; and 

.:. investigate causes of differential patterns of participation of female st ucients 

in the given group compositions, ifany. 

3.2. Subjects of the Study 

The subjects were second year first semester 10+3 Diploma Program Language 

Stream students tak ing English in Use III (Eng 211) at Adama Teachers College. 

They were 36 (27 female and 9 male) students from different zones of Oromia 

Regional State. Language stream students were purposively selected under the 

assumption that their Engl ish Language competence is better than that of other 

students and does not hinder their participation much in their group acti vities. 

Second year students of the given stream were purposively selected because a 

colleague who was wi lling to cooperate by arranging make-up class was offering the 

course to the mentioned year students. Out of the tive sections of the given st!'eam 

students, those whose four semester cumulative grade point average (CGPA) in 

Eng lish courses was 2.00-2.50 were purposively selected; and from them 27 fema le 
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students, five from each of three sections and six from each of the remainig two 

sections, and 9 male students, two from each of four sections ' and one from the 

remaining fifth section, were randomly selected. The 'students were made to form 

groups of six members, and three single-sex groups and three mixed-sex groups 

were formed. The students learned for three double periods in the given group 

composition. The researcher observed the class for the first double period. In the last 

two double on-off periods the participation of female students in both single-sex 

groups and mixed -sex groups was examined. 

3.3. Instruments of Data Collection 

Since the study concentrates on student-student interaction in their group 

discussions, turn taking of the students in their group discussions was described to 

find out the pattern of partici pation of female students in both single-sex groups and 

mixed-sex groups, and hence is descriptive. To this ' end, the data-gathering 

instruments were video recording the group discussions and interviewing some of 

the female students and the male students in the classroom. 

A video camera with a built-in sound mechanism that needed no additional light 

than the day light was used to record the discussions. The video recording was 

preferred to the audio recording for easy identification of each partic ipant (i.e .. 

students) as she/he takes the turns and for detecting how they get and give turns and 

how often and for how long they use their opportunity for discussion. The interview 

helped the researcher to get information as to why the female students' verbal 

behaviors in single-sex groups and mixed-sex groups vary. 

Although the researcher is aware of the fact that the non-verbal behavior, 

accompany the verbal behaviors and that they are verv important aspects of 

I 
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communicat ion , the resea rcher has limited his study to verbal acts to avoid 

complications. 

The students were divided into six groups (three mixed-sex groups and three single­

sex groups) and the recording was made while they were discussing in their groups. 

The recording was made two times (i.e. , once in each double period). For the: 

observation period, the students were fake-filmed to develop familiarity with the 

recording. Since the course has double period which lasts I hour and 40 minutes, on 

the average one group was videotaped for 15 minutes in each of the double periods. 

[n general, the video recording was made for 3:00 hours . 

At the end of the last double period, five female students and five male students 

were randomly selected for the interview. The female students were interviewed at a 

time and the male students were interviewed at another time. Although he is aware 

of the fact that female students may not feel at ease when interviewed by a male 

teacher, the researcher himself made the interviewing with both groups, since there 

was no female English teacher to help him interviewing the female students. 

3.4. Model for the Analysis of Recorded Data 

In order to achieve the objective of the study, the video-recorded data was 

transcribed verbatim with a special focus on turns and turn types as turns can help us 

describe the pattern of classroom participation among students. 

The researcher used Van Lier's (1988) modified model to describe the data on turn 

taking. Van Lier generally class ifies turns as primary distinctions into four majo l' 

categories; namely, prospective ( the way the turn is linked to the subsequent turn) , 

retrospective (the way the turn is linked to the preceding turn), concurrent ( a turn 

that is taken during a current turn which is related to that turn in a servicing 

sense),and neutral ( a turn which is indeterminate as any of the above three and 
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which is not implicative or prospective or retrospect ive relations to its surrounding 

turns). Van LieI' further exp lains the more specific distinctions of each category. He 

identities the fo llowing sub-categories under each major class itication/ category: 

I . Prospective 

A. Allocating : nominate. signal or gaze 

B. Soliciting: verbal (general solicit) or behavioral 

C. Ending: end, g ive up or give way 

2. Retrospective 

A. Allocated : pre-allocated or locally managed 

B . Unallocated : response to solicit, sel f-select, floor seeking, negative feedback 

or stolen. 

C. Ok-pass. 

3. Concurrent 

A. Listening response. 

B. Intra-turn repair/repair initiation 

4. Neutral 

A. Rehearsal 

B. Private 

Van Lier's (J 988) class ifica tion is complex and detailed . It contains concepts that 

are too detailed and are irrelevant to this study. It also contains the non-verbal 

categories, which are not considered in this study. 

Allwright ( 1980) and Seliger (1983) focus on prospective and retrospective 

categories to analyze turn taking, without considering if a turn subsequently 

allocates a next turn or activity, to whi ch Van LieI' obj ects. They beli eve that these 

two ca tegories would enable them to ident ifY the learner 's initiative, for example. 
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whether a particular contribution was initiated by the learner or made in response to 

a teacher 's allocation. This may help to analyze participation in teacher-centered 

language classes. But it seems clear that these two major categories do not suffice to 

measure participation of group discussion. Van Lier (1988) suggests that the issues 

of topic control and management are also important manifestations of active 

participation in group discussion. We thus have four basic categories in which 

personal involvement of group interaction is expressed: 

I. Retrospective actions (self-selection); 

2. Prospective actions (a llocation); 

3. Topic management; and 

4. Activity management. 

Van Lier suggests that this is sufficient for a close analysis of active participation 

based on turn taking. Van Lier (1988: 128) says, " it is particularly well suited for 

the analysis of group work and group relations, and that it is very learner-friendly, 

as opposed to most other coding systems which are largely teacher-oriented. 

Having seen what it is in the interaction that marks a participant 's active 

involvement, a next step is to find a way to score every contribution in terms of the 

criteria identified. This is possible by preparing a 'schedule' containing co lumns for 

the four criteria and rows for the participants and coding the transcri pts from the 

recorded data. 

Van Lier (1988: 123-125) suggests a senes of questions intended to permit a 

detailed coding for active participation , based on a micro-analys is of recorded and 

transcribed data. Particu larl y important questions, from the point of view of 

initiative, are asterisked, and the researcher focuses on these areas. 
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A.Topic work. 

I . Is the turn or turn-part on-stream (continuing)? 

2. Is the turn or turn-part on-stream discourse (i.e. private, involuntary. the 

result of schism)? 

*3. Is the turn or turn-part off-stream (discontinuing, divergent, marked-for­

change) ; does it introduce something new? Or does it deny/dispute a 

proposition or request for a prior turn? 

B.Self-selection 

* I. Does selection to speak originate from this speaker? 

2. Does selection to speak originate from a previous speaker, or from a 

pre-allocation rule? 

3.Indeterminate. 

C.Allocation 

* I. a) is part of the work of this turn or turn-part that it selects from among those 

present one specific next speaker? 

b) Does it specify next activity or content? 

c) Does it continue the work mentioned under a) and/or b) done by the 

speaker in a previous turn? 

2. Does the turn or turn-part not specifically select next speaker or specify next 

activity/content? 

3. Indeterminate. 

D. Sequence, Activity 

I. Is the turn or turn-part part of a sequence of turns (but excluding listening 

responses and neutrallurns)? If yes, is it: 

*a)first part (whether or not other parts in fact follow); 
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b )subsequent part (continuing part, or repetition of first part); 

*c) closing part (if the sequence is more than two turns long)? 

*2.1s the turn or turn-part independent of sequence, but not a listening response, 

OK-pass, or neutral turn? 

Van Lier further suggests that affirmative responses to the asterisked questions 

indicate some degree of initiative on part of the speaker. Any turn or turn-part (or 

turn-constructional unit, or turn consisting of several such units) may thus be given 

one or more stars. Van Lier believes the important and significant advantage of this 

procedure is that on ly clear cases need to be coded so that ambiguities and unclear 

turns in the transcript can be ignored. 

The procedure of starring turns in the way suggested allows for quantitative work of 

two kinds; a) a crude quantification of total stars per participant, which can be 

shown as a percentage of total stars for a stretch of classroom discourse, or divided 

for each participant by the number of his/her turns that have oite or more stars, \ 0 

give a rough level of participation. (See Table I for further explanation). This 

quan ti ficat ion provides a measure of the amount of active participation of learners 

during certain lessons or parts of lessons. However, as Van Lier (1988: 128) writes, 

the list of criteria allows LI S to go "beyond this and identify also various kinds of 

participation" . A more interesting and revealing procedure is the tabulation of 

starred turns per question area A- B-C-D. (See Table 2 for further explanation). 

This shows if there is a pattern for certain participants to employ initiative in the 

areas of topic work, self-selection, allocation and sequencing of discourse. 
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CHAPTER FOUR 

RESUL TS AND DISCUSSION 

4.1. Results 

4.1.1. Distribution of Turns among Participants in Mixerl.,<e:>: Groups 

One of the specifi c objecti ves of this study was to examine the participation or 

fem ale students in mixed-sex groups in relation to the pariicipation of their mal e 

counter parts. Tables 1-6 present the relative participation of female and male 

students in mixed-sex groups in Lesson One and Lesson Two. 

Before the tabular presentation of the data, the explanations of columns of the tables 

are given as follows: 

A: total turns taken by each participant; 

B: percentage of the total number of turns in the extract; 

C to G: number of turns allocated no stars, one, two, three, or t'.'llr stars respective ly; 

H : total number of turns starred; 

1: tota l number of stars obtained; 

.I: participation leve l (PL): I divided by 1-1, or star-avera ;~e or ;;t3 'Tf:d turllS: 

K: participation index (PI): the square of J multiplied by B. \,lih ich takes into 

account star-average, and also share of total turn takiEg; 

L: rank order, including the teacher 

M: rank order, excluding th e teacher 
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Table l. Distribution of Turns among Participants in Mixed-Sex Group of Group I 

* PI 

* * Total Part. Part. PI Rank 

Tota l * * * Starred Tota l Leve l Index Rank Order 
I , 

Turn s TT% IT * * * • Turns Stars (PL) (PI ) Order (P I) 

A B C D E F G H I J K L M 

T 2 5.88 - - - - 2 2 8 4 94.08 5 -

*MI 9 26.47 - I 3 3 2 II 24 2.18 125.90 I I 

*M2 6 17.64 - I 4 - I 6 13 2.16 82.30 4 4 

*M3 7 20.58 - 2 2 2 I 7 16 2.28 107.25 2 2 

FI 4 1\ .76 2 - I - I 2 6 3.00 105 .84 3 3 

F2 3 8.82 2 - - 1 - I 3 3.00 71.0 1 6 5 

F3 2 5.88 I - - - - - - - - - -

LL I 2.94 I - - - - - - - - - -

XL - - - - - - - - - - - - -

Tota l 34 100 6 4 \I 6 5 29 2.69 - - - -

As can be observed from Table I , *MI, M2, *M3, F I and F2 got Participation Index 

(PI) of 125 .90,82.30, 107.25, 105.84 and 71.0 1 respectively (see column K) and 

accordingly stood first, fourth,second, third, and fifth respectively when put in rank 

order (see Column C). The male participants stand 1-3 whereas the female 

part icipants are on the other extreme of the rank order. Besides, although the teacher 

asked the group to choose volunteer group leaders now and then (four times in the 

course of the group discussion), purely male participants got all the four chances. 

M I, M2, and M3 are starred to show that they were group leaders in the group 

discuss ion. F3 is out of ran k because she got no starred turn . This means that she did 

not take any initiative to take part in the group discussion. In general , the tab le 

indicates that the amount of verbal participation of femal e participants is by far less 

than the amount of verbal participation of male participants. 
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The quantification outlined in Table I provides a measure of the amount of 

participation of the participants in Lesson One and Lesson Two. This does not show 

if there is a pattern for cerl ain participants to employ initiative in the' areas of topi c 

work, self-selection, allocation, and sequencing of discourse. This can be indicated 

by the tabulation of starred turns of participants. The tabulation of starred turns for 

Group I is presented in Table 2. 

Table 2. Distribution of Starred Turns among Participants in Mixed-sex Croup 

of Croup 1. 

Turns TT% Topic Work Self-selection Allocation Sequence Total 

(A) (B) (C) (D) 

T 2 5.55 2 2 2 2 8 

*MI I I 30 .55 5 4 6 8 23 

*M2 II 30.55 7 7 8 9 3 1 

*M3 9 25.00 2 6 6 8 22 

FI 2 5.55 I I I I 4 

.F2 I 2.77 I - I I 3 

F3 - - - - - - -

Total 36 100 18 20 24 29 91 

It can be seen from Table 2 that the female participants in the mixed-sex group 

discussion took less initiati ve in the group interaction than their male counter pars. 

*M2 took more initiative in the interaction than any other participants in the group. 

He did more topic work (7), voluntarily took more turns (8), did more a llocation of 

speaker and activity by controlling the ' agenda ' (7), and started more sequences (9) 

than other participants in the group. *MI and *M3 were next performers to *M2. 

*Ml did more topic work (5) than *M3 (2) whereas *M3 did more self-selection (6) 
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The quantification outlined in Table I provides a measure of the amount of 

participation of the participants in Lesson One and Lesson Two. This does not show 

if there is a pattern for certain participants to employ initiative in the areas of top ic 

work, self-selection, allocation, and sequencing of discourse. This can be ind icated 

by the tabulation of starred turns of participants. The tabulation of starred turns for 

Group I is presented in Table 2. 

Table 2, Distribution of Starred Turns among Participants in Mixed-sex Gro up 

of Group 1. 

Turns TT% Topic Work Self-selection Allocation Sequence Total 

(A) (B) (C) (D) 

T 2 5.55 2 2 2 2 8 

*M I II 30.55 5 4 6 8 23 

*M2 II 30.55 7 7 8 9 31 

*M3 9 25.00 7 6 6 8 22 

F I 2 5.55 I I I I 4 

F2 I 2.77 I - I I 3 

F3 - - - - - - -

Total 36 100 18 20 24 29 91 

It can be seen from Table 2 that the female participants in the mixed-sex group 

discussion took less initiati ve in the group interaction than their male counter pars. 

*M2 took more initi ative in the interaction than any other participants in the group. 

He did more topic work (7), voluntari ly took more turns (8), did more allocation of 

speaker and activity by controll ing the 'agenda '(7), and started more sequences (9) 

than other partic ipants in the: group . *MI and *M3 were next performers to *M2. 

*M I did more topic work (5) than *M3 (2) whereas *M3 did more self-selection (6) 
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than *M l (4). Except these di fferences, both did equal speaker allocat ion (6) and 

equal sequencing of discourse (8). 

When it comes to the female participants, F 1 and F2 did only 1 topic work, I 

allocation, and I sequencing of discourse each . F I did only I self-selecti on whereas 

F2 did none. F3 got no starred turns. It means that she di d not propose any new 

ideas, did not deny or obj ect to what was proposed by others (no topic work) , did 

not voluntarily originate any speaking (no self-selection), did not verball y select 

others to speak and ass ign activity (no allocation) , and did not start any sequencing 

of discourse (no sequence) . 

In sum, Table 2 indicates that female participants in the mixed-sex group discussion 

took by far less initiative in the areas of topic work, self-selection, allocation, and 

sequencing of discourse. 

37 



: 

Table 3. Distribution of Turns among Participants in Mixed-Sex Group ofGrou(l 3 

Total TT% * PI 

Turns * • Total Part. Part. PI Rank 

H • • • Starred Total Level Index Rank Order 

* * * * Turns Stars (PL) (PI) Order (PI) 

A B C D E F G H I J K L M 

T I 3.44 - - - - I I 4 4 55.04 4 -

*M I 6 20.68 I - I 3 I 5 IS 3 186.12 I I 

M2 4 13. 79 - 2 I I - 4 5 2.5 86.18 3 3 

*M3 9 31.03 - - I 4 - 5 16 2.28 161.30 2 2 

FI 2 6.89 2 - - - - - - - - - -

F2 2 6.89 I I - - - I I I 6.89 5 4 

F3 2 6.89 2 - - - - - - - - - . 

LL I 3.44 - . - - - - - - - - -

XL 2 6.89 2 - - - - - - - - - -

Total 29 100 8 3 3 8 2 16 37 2.31 - - -

It is shown in Table 3 that * MI, M2, *M3 , and F2 got PI of 186. 12, 86 .1 8, 161.30, 

and 6.89 ' respectively and accordingly stood first, third, second and fourth 

respectively. *M 1 and *M3 played the role of group leaders and made by far better 

contribution than other participants made. No female participants in the group. 

except F2 , got a starred turn. This placed F 1 and F3 out of the rank order. F2 got 

only I starred turn. 

The table in general shows that the amount of verbal participation offemale students 

in the given mixed-sex group discussion is by far less than the amount of verbal 

participation of their male counter parts in the group. 
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Table 4. Distribution of starred turns among participants in mixed-sex group 

of Group 3. 

Topic Work Self-selection Allocation Sequence 

Turns TT% (A) (B) (C) (D) Total 

T I 5.26 I I I 4 7 

*MI 5 26.31 2 3 5 19 29 

M2 4 21.05 I 3 4 II 19 

*M3 9 47. 36 I 7 9 20 37 

FI - - - - - - -
F2 - - - - - - -

F3 - - - - - - -

Total 19 100 ) 14 19 54 92 

Table 4 indicates that *M3 did more self-selection (7), more allocation of speaker 

and activity (9) and more sequencing of discourse (20) than other participants in the 

group. Nevertheless, he did less topic work (I) than the next performer *MI. *M I 

did 2 topic work, 3 self-selection, 5 allocations and 19 sequencing of discourse. The 

self-selection M2 did (3) is equal to the self-selection *MI did. Except this, M2 did 

less allocation of speaker and activity (4) and less sequencing of discourse (II) than 

other male participants did. 

When it comes to the initiative the female participants took in the given mixed-sex 

group discuss ion, the table indicates that none of them did any contribution in the 

four question areas. They did no topic work, no self-selection, no allocation and no 

sequencing of discourse. The overall direction of the group interaction was 

controlled by their male counter parts in the group. 
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Table 5. Distribution of TUl"Ils among Participants in Mixcd-S~x Group of Group 5 

1--1 Toral-pT'Yo ' -l--·:n---- --r---r---i-i-PI-l 
' Turns • • Tota l Part. I Part. I PI I Ran k I 
i D i * , * Starred Total Level [ Index Rank I Order I 

1

1

--_-- - A--. : _B --I··· T,m, S,"" (PL) I (PI) 0",,, f ( PI )~ 
C D 1 E F G H I J

j 
K ~ L M I 

I T 2 -1 5. 1-:-2 -+--+--;-+--+-2c-"-I-- -c2--I-, - 8- <I -81:92 I -'-I - I =:=J 
i ' MI --11- 28.20 1 3 3 II . 

1·~M~2-+-~7--+717~.9~4~-+--r·-+-41I-

r *M, 6 15J8 -+---+---t--:-t-3::-t-:-t--~-i-+T7S+2R85 -1-
1

- - 1-

7.69 I I 2-~i-.t~~7~-61 ~ 
I I I : 7.69 . __ 7 _ .. L_6 __ 

~. 3 7 ~ _~ . - 3 3 I 69. __ -~--L~-
1 LL 2 5 I 2 I - - - ! -
i XL 2 512 2 L h-r - - - - ± -T·-----1 
!.~~~~ ~ ___ ~~ . _~[~ __ l_dl ~ 5 _I 22-f-66_~ 3 O~_ ~ ___ . _:--=~r=J 

In Table 5, it is seen that *MI , "M2, *M3,FJ ,F2 and F3 got PI 0[207.10. 16l.46, 

2 15.85.30.76,7.69 and 69:2 1 respectively and stood second, thirci , first, fifih. and 

sixth in the rank order respectively. The male participants stood 1-3 with very big 

ditIerences of PI from the fema le participants. The female par'ti cipants are on lhe 

other extreme of the rank order. MI and M3 took the responsibilityof group leaders 

whereas none of the female participants shouldered the ·responsibility despite the 

equal opportunity given to ~II of the group members to be chosel) as group leaders. 
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Table 6. Distribution of starred turns among participants in mixed-sex group 

of Group 5. 

Turns TT% Topic Work Self-selection Allocation Sequence Total 

(A) (B) (C) (D) 

21T 2 5.5 2 2 2 2 8 

*Ml 11 30.00 4 9 2 1 1 26 

*M2 7 19.44 ~ 5 3 7 18 J 

*M3 6 16.66 3 4 2 7 16 

Fl 4 11.11 - 1 - 1 2 

F2 3 8.33 - - - I 1 

F3 3 8.33 1 1 - 1 3 

Total 36 100 13 22 9 30 74 

Table 6 shows that *Ml did more topic work (4), voluntarily took more turns (9) 

and started more sequences ( II) than other participants did. However, the allocation 

of speaker and activity he did (2) was less than the ones *M2 did (3). Both *M2 and 

*M3 did equal topic work (3) and equal sequencing of discourse. However, *M2 did 

5 self- selection, and 3 allocation whereas *M3 did 4 self-selection, and 2 allocation. 

When it comes to the initi ative female participants took in the group di sc llss ion. 

none of the three (F I, F2 and F3) did any allocation of speaker and activity, two of 

them (F 1, and F2) did no topic work, and one of them (F2) did no self-selection. All 

of them (F 1, F2 and F3) started only one sequence each. Both F I and F3 did only 

one self-selection each. Only F3 from the female participants did topic work, which 

was only 1. 
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It is indicated in the table that the initiat ive the female participants took in the four 

question areas is very less when compared to the initiative their male counter parts 

took in the mixed-sex group discussion. 

4.1.2. Distribution of Turns among Female Participants in Single-sex 

Groups 

One other specific objective of the study was to examine the participation of fema le 

students in single-sex groups. This is presented in Tables 7-12. 

Table 7. Distribution of Turns among Female Participants in Single-Sex Group of 

Group 2 

Total TT% * PI 

Turns * * Tota l Part. Part. PI Rank 

H * * * Starred Total Level Index Rank Order 

* * * Turns Stars (PL) (PI) Ord er ( PI) 
~ * -t 
I A B C D i E F G H I J K L M 

f-T 3 7.89 - - ! - - 3 3 12 <I 126.24 2 -

FI 5 13. 15 - 2 2 2 - 6 12 2 52.60 4 3 

I *F2 10 26.3 1 - 4 2 2 2 10 22 2.2 127.34 1 I , 
F3 3 7.89 - - 2 I - 3 7 2.33 42.83 6 4 

-
*F4 7 18.42 I 2 2 2 - 6 12 2 73.68 

, 

" j 

F6 3 7.89 - - I I - 2 5 2.5 39.94 7 5 

XL 2 5.26 - - I - I 2 6 3 47.34 5 -

LL 3 7.89 I I I - - 2 3 1.5 17.75 8 -

i Total 38 100 2 2 II 8 6 34 79 2.32 - - -

It can be observed ti-om Table 7 that Fl, F2, F3, F4, and F6 got PI of 52.60, 127.34, 

42 .83, 73.68 and 39.94 respectively and accordingly stood third, first, fourth, second 
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and tifth respectively. FS was absent from Lesson Two and her contribution IS 

incomplete and is not taken into account. 

• F2 and * F4, who stood first and second in the rank order, shouldered the 

responsibility of group leader. *F2, who was given two chances to be sel ected as 

group leader is by far ahead in the amount of participation. 

Table 8. Distribution of Starred Turns among Female Participants in Mixed­

sex Group of Group 2. 

Topic Work Self-selection Allocation Sequence Total 

Turns TT% (A) (8) (C) (D) 

T 3 10.34 3 3 3 3 12 

FI 5 17.24 3 3 - 5 II 

I *F2 10 34.48 3 6 4 10 23 

, F3 3 10.3 4 1 3 - 3 7 

I 

I 

*F4 6 20.68 2 5 I 7 15 

F6 2 6.89 - - - 1 1 

Total 29 100 12 20 8 29 69 

Table 8 indicates that *F2 did better in voluntarily taking turns (6), allocating 

speakers and activities (4), and sequencing of discourse (10) than other participants 

in the group, except that she did equal topic work to the one FI did(3). F 1 di d 3 

topic work, 3 self-selection and 5 sequencing of discourse, but did not allocate 

speaker and activity. *F4, the next group leader to *F2, did 2 topic work, 5 selt~ 

selection, 1 allocation, and 7 sequencing of discourse. The table shows that all 

participants except F6 did topic work, and sel f-selection. F6 did not allocate 

speakers and activities and so did F I and F3 . 
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The tabl e indicates that unlike in the mixed-sex group, the .female participants in 

their same-sex group got Illany starred turns, taking initiative in the four question 

areas of A-D. *F2 and *F4 shouldered the responsibility of group leader controlling 

the overall direction of the group interaction. 

Table 9. Distribution of Turns among Female Participants in Single-Sex Group of 

Group 4 

Total TT% * PI 

Turns * * Total Part. Part . PI Rank 
I 

B I * • * Starred Tota l Leve ! I 
I 

Index Ra,'l k Ordel 

* i * * * Turns Stars (PL) (P I) Orde r (P I) 

A B C D E F G H I J K L M 

*F I 5 16.66 - 2 I 2 - 5 10 2 66.64 3 " J 

*F3 10 33.33 - 1 3 5 1 10 26 2.6 225 .. 310 1 1 

F4 3 10.00 - - - 3 - 3 9 3 90.00 2 2 

F5 6 20.00 1 - 4 - 5 8 1.6 51.20 5 5 

F6 2 6.66 - - - 1 - 1 3 3 59.94 1\ 4 

LL 1 3.33 1 - - - - - - - - - -

XL - - 1 - - - - - - - - - -

I Total 30 100 3 3 10 12 1 27 63 2.33 I - - -

From Table 9, we see that F I, F3, F4, F5 , and F6 got PI of 66.64, 225 .3 10, 90.00. 

51.20, and 59.40 respecti vely and stood third, first, second, fifth and fourth 

respectively. *F3 showed more active involvement in thegro\lp discussion than 

other participants in the group. She stood first with high score of PI, scoring more 

than double of F4, who stood second. *F l and *F3 shouldered the responsibility of 

group leader. *F3 got two chances of leadership of the group. F2 was absent from 

Lesson Two, and her contribution is not taken into account, as it is incomplete. 
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The table indicates that unlike in the mixed-sex group, the fem ale participants in 

their same-sex group got lllany starred turns, taking initiative in the four question 

areas of A-D. *F2 and *F4 shouldered the responsibility of group leader controlling 

the overall direction of the group interaction. 

Table 9. Distribution of Turns among Female Participants in Single-Sex Group of 

Group 4 

Total TT% * PI 

Turns * * Total Part. Part. PI Rank 
I 

B I * * * Starred Total Leve l I Index Ra .'lk Ordel , 
* * * * Turns Stars (PL) (PI ) Order (PI ) 

A B C D E F G H I J K L M 

*FI 5 16.66 - 2 I 2 - 5 10 2 66.64 3 3 

*F3 10 33.33 - I 3 5 I 10 26 -2.6 225 .. 310 I I 

F4 3 1000 - - · 3 · 3 9 3 90.00 2 2 

F5 6 20.00 1 · 4 · 5 8 1.6 51.20 5 5 

F6 2 6.66 . · · I · I 3 3 59.94 " 4 

LL I 3.33 I · · . · . . - · · · 

XL . . I · · . · . . - · · · 

! Tota l 30 100 3 3 10 12 I 27 63 2.33 
I · · · 

From Table 9, we see that F I, F3 , F4, F5, and F6 got PI of 66.64, 225.310, 90.00. 

51.20, and 59.40 respectively and stood third, first, second, fifth and fourth 

respectively. *F3 showed more active involvement in the gropp discussion than 

other participants in the group. She stood first with high sc.ore of PI , scoring more 

than double of F4, who stood second. *F! and *F3 shouldered the responsibility of 

group leader. *F3 got two chances of leadership of the group. F2 was absent from 

Lesson Two, and her contribution is not taken into account, as it is incomplete. 

-14 



• 

.. 

Table 10. Distribution of starred turns among female participants in mixed-sex 

group of Group 4. 

Turns TT% Topic Work Self-selection Allocation Sequence Total 

(A) (B) (C) (D) 

*FI 5 22 .72 2 3 - 5 10 

*F3 10 45.45 I 8 4 10 7' _J 

F4 3 13.63 3 3 - 3 9 

FS 3 13.63 I 1 1 3 6 

F6 1 4.54 - - - I I 

Total 22 100 7 15 5 22 49 

Table 10 indicates that * 1'3 did better in voluntarily taking turns (8), allocating 

speakers and activity (4), and sequencing of discourse (10), though she did less topic 

work(1) than F4(3). F4 did 3 topic work, 3 self-selection, and 5 sequencing of 

discourse, but did not do any allocation of speaker and activity. *F I did 2 topic 

work, 3 self-selection, and 5 sequencing of discourse, but did not do any allocation 

of speaker and activity though she was a group leader. F5 did I topic work, I self­

se lection, I allocation and 3 sequencing of discourse. F6 started I sequence, but did 

none of the remaining question areas (topic work, self-selection, and allocation). 

From the table, it can be seen that the female participants in their same-sex group 

took fair initiative in the four question areas of A-D, controlling the direction of tbe 

group interaction. 
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Table 11. Distribution of Turns among Female Participants in Single-Sex Group of 

Group 6 

* PI 

* * Total Part. Part. PI Ran k 

Total B * * * Starred Total Level Index Rank Order 

Turns TT% * * * * Turns Stars (PL) (PI) Order (PI) 

A B C D E F G H I J K L M 

' T I 4 - - - - I I 4 4 64.00 4 -

FI 4 16 - I 2 I - 4 8 2 64.00 4 4 

*F2 5 20.00 - - 5 I - 6 13 2.16 93.31 3 3 

*F3 7 28.00 I 2 2 2 - 6 12 2 11 2 2 2 

i F4 2 8.00 I - - - I 4 4 4 128 I I 

F5 4 16.00 - I 2 I - 4 8 2 64 4 4 
-

LL 2 8.00 - - - - - - - - - - -

Total 25 100 2 4 II 5 2 22 49 2.22 - - -

Table II shows that Fl, *F2,*F3, F4, and F5 got 64.00, 93.31 , 112.00, 128.00 and 

64 .00 respectively and stood fourth, third, second, first, and fourth respectively. All 

of them got starred turns of various numbers (from 1-6). Both F2 and F3 played the 

role of group leaders. F6 was absent from Lesson Two; her contribution was 

incomplete and thus was not considered. 
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Table 12. Distribution of starred turns among Female participants in mixed-sex 

gl'oup of Group 6. 

Topic Work Self-selection Allocation Sequence 

Turns TT% (A) (B) (e) (D) Total 

T I 4.34 I I I I 4 

FI 4 17.39 2 2 - 4 8 

*F2 6 26.08 3 6 - 6 )5 

*F3 6 26 .08 2 4 - 6 12 

F4 I 4.34 I I - I 4 

F5 4 17.39 I 3 I 3 7 

Total 23 100 10 17 2 21 50 

It is possible to see from Table 12 that *F2, one of the group leaders, did better in 

topic work, and self-selec tion than other participants in the group, but the 

sequencing of discourse she did is equal to the one *F3 did (3) . The table indicates 

that all the participants in the group did topic work and sequencing of discourse. But 

none of them except F5 allocated speaker and activity, which seems to have been 

compensated by self-selecti on, as all of them self-selected to take turns to speak (see 

column B). 

The table also indicates that. unlike in the mixed-sex group discussions the femal e 

participants in their same-sex group discussion did reasonably fair topic work, self­

selection, and allocation. 
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4.2. Discussion 

The research points to gender disparity in classroom partic ipation. The research 

findings support the findin gs of Lockhead (1970), Gass and Varonis ( 1986), Pica et 

a l ( 1989). and Shehadeh ( 1994). However, the present findings contradict the 

findings of Amanuel ( 1990). Thi s cou ld be attributed to that Amanuel's subjects 

were the most privi leged an d the best students whereas the subj ects of this study 

were less privileged and low achievers. The methodology used by Amanuel is again 

different from the methodology used in this study. In Amanuel 's study turns were 

divided into short and long whereas in this study the distinction between short and 

long turns was not made as a turn can go from a single word to a stretch of talk . 

Also in Amanuel's study pattern for certain participants to employ initiative in the 

areas of topic work, self-selection, allocation, and sequencing of discourse, whi ch 

are important to mark a participant 's active involvement in group interaction, was 

not considered whereas it is considered in this study. 

The results of the transcribed data indicate that the amount of participation of femal e 

students in mixed sex groups was less than the amount of participation of their mal e 

counter parts. The female participants took the other extreme of the rank order 

whereas the male participants stood on the top subsequently (1-3) in each mixed-sex 

group . The results also indicate that in mixed-sex groups female participants took 

less initiative than their male counter parts in areas of topic work, se lf-select ion. 

allocation and sequence. Female participants did not take the responsibility of group 

leader in mixed-sex groups though each group was given four chances to choose 

volunteer group leader and change roles. All the four chances went io the male 

participants in each mixed-sex group and the male participants controlled the overall 

direction of interaction among the mixed-sex groups. 
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The interview results support the aforementioned findings. 100% of the male 

respondents and 80% of the female respondents sa id they believe that girls are less 

active participants in group discussions than boys are. As a result 80% of the male 

respondents said, they prefer working in mixed-sex groups to single-sex groups 

because they want to 'assist' or encourage the female students (their 's isters ', to 

quote their words) . Twenty per cent of the male respondents said they prefer 

working in mixed-sex groups to single-sex groups because the female students do 

not contribute much in group discussions. Eighty per cent of the female respondents 

on their part said they prefer working in mixed-sex groups to single-sex groups 

because they had trust in the answers the male participants give or the answers they 

themselves give after discussing the issue with the male participants and they feel 

that they would academically benefit from such groups. Twenty per cent of the 

female respondents said th ey prefer working in the girls-only group because boys 

dominate them in group discussions. 

The results, therefore, validate the presence of male dominance in mixed-sex group 

discussions. The male participants in such groupings took greater advantage to use 

discussion in a way that al lowed them to retain the turn, enjoy a greater amount of 

ta lk, and thus produce a greater amount of comprehensible out put than the female. 

On the other hand, the findings also revealed that single-sex group discuss ion 

offered female participants comparatively greater ' opportunities to produce 

comprehensible output than mixed-sex group discussion. The rtwlts df the recorded 

transcripts show that female participants in single-sex groups took more initiative in 

areas of topic work, self-selection, allocation and sequence than they did in mixed· 

sex groups. Th e female partic ipants shouldered the responsibility of group leader in 

their same-sex groups whereas they did not do any in mixed-sex groups. Therefore, 

s ingle-sex group interacti on provided better contexts for femal es to produce 
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CHAPTER FIVE 

SUMMARY, CONCLUSIONS AND RECOMMENDATIONS 

5.1. Summary 

The study aimed at finding if there are gender differences in verbal participation in 

mixed-sex group discussions. To this end, mixed-sex groups of half females -half 

males and single-sex groups of females were formed and their verbal participation 

in group discussions was video-taped and transcribed verbatim. Van Lier ' s (1988) 

modified model was used to describe student-student interaction in group 

discussions in terms of interactional turns. 

Results showed that the amount of verbal participation of female students in mixed­

sex groups was by far less than the amount of participation of their male counter 

parts. The female students in all mixed-sex groups took the other extreme of the 

rank order whereas their male counter parts took the top position . Female students in 

the mixed-sex groups took less initiative in the four question areas of topic work, 

se lf~ selection , allocation and sequencing of discourse than their male counter parts. 

None of the female students in the mixed-sex groups shouldered the responsibility 

of group leader though each group was given four chances in the course of the group 

discussion to choose volunteer group leaders. All the chances were given to the 

male participants and the overall direction of the discourse' was controlled by them. 

The female students in the single-sex groups, however, shouldered the responsibility 

of group leader and the discourse was controlled by them. Results also indicate that 

the amount of verbal participation of female students in the single-sex groups seems 

to be more than the amount of verbal participation of female students in the mixed-

sex groups. 
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On the other hand, female students shouldered the responsibility of group leader in 

their same-sex group discussions. They made more active personal involvement in 

their same-sex group discussions than they did in mixed-sex groups. The amount of 

participation they made in their same-sex group discussions also seems more than 

the amount of participation they took in mixed-sex groups. 

The turn taking patterns observed show that even if their English was poor. the 

students were using the target language to communicate their ideas. The tindings 

give us some insights that female students in mixed-sex groups tend to be dependent 

on their male counter parts in group activities. On the other hand, the findings also 

give us some insights that female students in their same-sex groups take the risk to 

shoulder their responsibilities in group activities. 

5.3. RECOMMENDATIONS 

The following are recommended based on the findings : 

I. Instructors should aware their students that student-student interaction in 

classroom promotes language learning as it provides the students with the 

opportunities to practice the target language among themselves; 

2. Female students should be encouraged to take turns and use the target 

language in mixed-sex group discussions as they do in their same-sex group 

discussions and; 

3. Female students shoul d also be encouraged to take risks in playing the role of 

group leader to practice controlling the overall direction of the discourse. 
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Implications for Further Research 

The study has considered only gender differences as likely factor affecting 

classroom participation in group discussions. However, there is an assumption that 

many variables, other than gender, may be at work in verbal participati on in group 

di scussions. Further research may consider the following areas with a more 

thorough description of subj ects: 

I. Such factors as quality of background education, student intelligence, cultural 

background , socia l an d economic classes, and tradition (city vs country) : 

2. A number of personality characteristics, which may be associated with 

participation; and 

3. Non-verbal participations as they are very important in participation. 
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APPENDICES 

I. Discussion Tra nscripts 

A. Discussion Transcripts of Lesson One 

Group 1 

A B C 0 

• • • • I. T. Okay, you are going to choose two tasks out of the following four. 

Let me wri te them on the blackboard. [After writing the four tasks]. 

Well, I now want you to get in to groups of six members. Boys 

together. and girl s together. Harry up, please. lamal, you come here 

and join the girls group; you also do the same. Now choose two tasks 

from the given four, one to di scus today and the other to discuss next 

period. Discuss in your group to choose the two and you will tell us 

why you have chosen the two from the given four. Fifteen minutes. 

Quick. Don't forget to choose vo lunteer group leader. 

* * * • 2 MI. Okay, let us talk or di scuss. Shall we start by choosing group 

leader? 

• • * • 3 M2. Yes , yo u are group leader. I choose you. 

* • • 4 M3. We tak e, em, we accept. Do you object?[Looking at F2] 

• 5 F2. No . 

• * • 6 M3. And you? [Looking at F3 and F I] 

7 F3 . No. 

g F l.The same. 

* • * 9 MI. You say that, okay. Let us talk ; which topic shall we select~ 

• 10 M3. Em, Vlhich then? 

:I: • • II MI. Quickly. time is ... 

* * 12 M2 . Em, 1' 111 reading. The second ; yes that. Drinking alcoho l. chat. 
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cigaretl '~ . yes, bad habit, is it not? 

13 Fl. Yes. right. 

, 14 Ml. Why') Tell , why? What about first. First. 

, 15 M 1. No, second, please second one. That is better, is it not? 

16 1"2. Yes, ,,'cond o 

* 17 MI. Oka\ . second. Reason, reason; because we have to tell reason. 

, 18 M 2. Because that is bad; very bad. They bring health, economy and 

many many problems 
, 

19 'MI . Yes. they clamage health, we finish money, no work and man y 

many problems. Let me write down. 

* 20 Ml Yes, later you will tell. Yes, write down. 

Group 2 

21 *F2 . Peopic who drink quarrel , become sick, suffer headache , vom it. 

many prcblems. Chewing chat is bad also why because you need 

money tt lr buying you sit, no wo!·k . 

22 Fl. All arc good ideas very , very good. 

23 Fl. Wait. please, you also. She has not finished. 

24 F 6. Yes, she has not. 

)-
-) Fl . Enou~ i l , enough 

26 F j . Conti nue, finish 

27 *F2. Smoking bring many many problem . For eX3.mple. em .. . . em. 

You finish money, concerning health, lung problems, cough, not 

good smell , all these are bad. Is it not, Kadija? 

28 F4 . Yes . ,\ 11 are bad habit, you say true. 

29 *F2. Cap we acid another? Who can add? 

30 F I. Here, look; drinking, chewing chat, smoking, make you out cast. 

People don't like 

31 *F2. Yes, that is true. But we have not said? New idea that not said 

before. 

GO 

I 
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Group 3. 

ABC D 

* * * 
• 

* * * 

* 

* * 

* 

* * 

* * 
* * 

* 

* * * * 

32 MI. What about the problem of cancer? 

33 M j . 0 1 Ya. Smoking also brings cancer. 

34 M I. Lung cancer. 

35 *M3. True. Right you are. Because there are different kind of cancer. 

Yes. Good. Do you have some to add? 

36 F2. Em, yes . Bad smell when you breathe. It is difficult to sit in front 

of people because of that. 

37 *M3. Very good. Good idea again. That is why lad ies have to 

Parti cipate. 

38 M2. Because of gender issue. Haha, is it not? 

39 h Yes 

40 *M3. Good many many points or ideas. Do we have time to 

conti nue? 

41 M I . I thi nk we have no time. Tell us what you have write down. 

42 M2. Yes, summary. Key key points because we 3r~. go ing to 

Report; right? 

43 Fl. Yes, yes. 

45 *M3. The points are the fo llowing; 

Smoking brings many problem such as economical problem by 

finishing money, health problem on lung, cough, cancer also bad 

smell. Drinking brings many problems such as economical because 

you pay much money to buy alcohol, quarrel with other people. kill 

or die. yo u may also get sick headache and a ll body pain are 

comm un. Chewing chat also hnve .. 

46 T. Well , time is, O! Twenty minutes elapsed. You now stop di scuss ion 

among groups and report. You tell us wh ich tasks you have chosen 

and why. [Reporting went on mainly by )!roup leaders 1. Good, now 
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the majority have chosen the second task which reads "People in our 

Country Traditionall y Drink Alcohol , Chew Chat and Smoke 

Cigarette .. ". You now once aga in discuss the task in yo ur group. 

Dot down the important po ints. You are going to writ~ an t:ssav 

based on the points you dot down whi le the di scussion is on. 

Group 4 

47 'F3 . Yes. that is good. It is an interesting topic, yes? 

XL. Yes. 

48 F2. We can say many things about this. 

49 *Fl . Right. Let us start from the question. It says ' if yes why? How" 

Why should we banid [to mean band)? How can we banid? are the 

the first questions. Banid means to stop, the teacher said. Okay? 

How can we stop people who have the habit qf drinking, chewing 

and s-moking? Yes, [ind icating F2] 

50 F2. Em, by teaching people. 

51 *Fl . Yes. good point. Another point? 

52 Fl. But it is habit. It is difficult or it is, impossible to, to stop habit. 

You can teach, but it is difficu lt they do not stop smoking, 

chewing and alcohol. They crumot work, they are not active 

when they are not getting that. 

53 Fl Okay. Okay. Yes to stop habit is very very difficult, it means . 

Fine. Yes please? 

54 F2. That is difficult. But it is important for yo ung people so that 

they will not start or begin. Before de'!eiClD the habit, it is 

important to teach. 

55 F4. So, that is not stopping. 
., .' 

56 Fr,. Some people can stop. Some people who : ;av~ the habit can stop. 

I know. 
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57 *Fl. Yes. It means teaching can help. Another? 

58 F5. The government has to prevent them. 

69 *F3. How? 

70 F5. He can. Why not? 

71 * F3. I mean, the method or the way. 

72 FI. The government can do that by punishing those who produce 

cig~rette those who smoke. 

73 *F3. Are yo u saying that?[Pointing to FS] 

74 FS . Yes. 

Group 5. 

75 M,. For example, can you study without 

chewing chat if you have the habit? Very difficult or it is not 

poss ible. I-[ow do yo u think so? 

76 M J . [ t is d ifficulL but if you clon ' t get, what can you do? 

77 1..L. H fl h [h ughter] 

78 M,. If I do n ' t get, I cannot stud y. That is what I say' 

79 *M2. Okay. That is difficult, but gradually I think it is possib le to 

reduce the habit. What about drinking the alcohol? [He looked at 

80 

81 

82 

83 

102). 

F2. It is possible to, to reduce and reduce and gradually stop. 

*M2. Okay, [Looking at FI]. 

P,.The same 

84 1'. You now have to change roles . Each group has to choose 

another group leader. Okay? Choose vo luntee r ones and go on 

your discussion. 

85 MI. We are go ing to choose another group leader? 

86 M2. Yes , [ am changed. Choose another one. 

87 M I. Let him be, [pointing to M3]. 

88 tvh. No. now from gi rl s. 
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* * * 89 F3. No. no. He is ri ght, [looki ng at M I] . 

* * 90 Fl. Yes. he, he. 

* * * 91 M2. Okay, please, don' t waste our ti me. Let him be and we 

continue. 

92 LL. Yes,yes. 

* * • 93 M2. Continue from what we said. We said we can gradually stop 

chewing and drinki ng. 

" * 94 *M3. So, we are left with smoking cigare'tte? 

* ~: * 95 Ml. Yes, I say it is also difficul t to stop. 

96 XL. I-Iaha [laughter] 

" " • 97 M2. Sti ll the re [laughing] 

• * • 98 MI. Yes, smoking and chewing are equal. The habit is very 

di flic ult or em ... very serious to stop. Many people can not 

stop smoki ng because of they cannot be active without that. It 

is because their stomach does not digesting food without that. 

So, [ say it is very difficult for them to leave cigarette. 

• " * • 99 M3. But if we educate the people about the harmfulness of these, 

you don 't think they can reduce or minimize? 

" • 100 F3. Yes, [nodd ing agreement] 

101 LL. Yes, that is it. 

Group 6 

.A B C 0 

• 102 FJ I think the points have already mentioned. The consequences 

are economic, health and social consequence. 

* • 103 F5. Ya, no new. WE said all. 

* * 104 *F2. Yes, the points are raised. But to go according to the order of 

the questions. [ mean to put the points in order. 

" * 105 F3. Yes [The previous group leader]. Also we can go to the detail. 
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~, * 

* 

" * 

* * 

<~ * * 

* 

106 Fl. 'Deta il? 

107 Fl. Y~s detai ls. When we say econom;c problel11s, it include 

pri vate economy, country economy and the like; yes? 

108 LL. Yes, yes 

109 F;. Yes. it is clear For example, the man smok ing. drinking and 

chewing has 10 pay money from hi s pocket. He is tinishing his 

salary. His children are becoming poor, they don ' t go to schoo l. 

They will become beggar when they grow. Look how it makes 

poor. 

11 0 F •. Yes. yes. True. 

II! FJ . There are many many others. 

11 2 F2. To make it suitable for our writing of the essay, let us put these 

points in step by step .. em oreler hy order When we say 

economic problem or consequencp.. this include; It makes 

indi viduals poor at private level, i(mak~s ('ount ry poor al 

coun try level. Also chewing chat, drin ~ i ng and smok; ng create 

problems health wise. 

11 3 LL. Yes, health , health wise. 

114 F6. Yes. They create lung pro blem, headache, cancer, all in all 

health problem. Em, also social problem, people don' t li ke 

you, because yo u quarrel. in sa lt and damage properl y. Is it 

no I') [Iouking at F2] 

11 5 F2.AII Ihese points are important. 

11 6 T. Alright ; time is up. Please, once please. Don't forge l. that we 

shall meet 011 the day after tomorrow right' ,,( t hi~ period 

11 7 F2.01 lime has gone. Le i us leave. it is e!")l,gh, ya. 

11 8 LL. Okay, okay . . . 
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B. Discussion Transcripts of Lesson Two 

NOle that the transcripl is in Ihe order orthe recording. The recording ofthe/irsl lesson 

storied wilh mixed-sex group and interchangeably went on to single-sex group. then 10 

mixed- sex group and so on IIntil each group was recorded once. The numbering oFlhe 

groups was given during the fi rst recording beginning with the mixed-sex group and 

il1lerchangeably going onto Ihe last sixth group. The same numbering was IIsed while 

recording the second lesson. Necording the second lesson slUrted with the single-sex grolll' 

discussion and interchangeahlv went on to the last group until each group wus recorded 

once. That is why the numbering in this transcript startsFom 2, moves back to l,thento 3 

and so on. 

Group 2 

A B C D 

* * * * 119 T. Wright you will get in to your previous group; I mean the groups 

yo u formed the day before. Be in your previous seats. Your top ic 

o f discuss ion, today, is the one yo u chose last time. J hope yo u 

remember the topic . Choose group leaders as usual , the will ing 

ones. Dot down important points whil e the discussion goes on so 

that you wi ll use them to write your essays. By the way, one of 

your group member is 

missing. What is wrong with her? 

* 120 F2. Absent 

* * 121 T. Why? Do you know the reason? 

• 122 F2. No, 1 don ' t know 

* * • • 123 T. Another is also missing from the other group. They should not 

124 have mi ssed thi s class . Okay, let you go on yo ur di scuss ion an y 

ways. 

125 F6. The topic was what? Who wrote yesterday? 
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Grou p 3 

ABC D 

" 

* * * 

174 M3. A lot of methods, many many are told by media, or on media. 

By being one to one, or only one girl friend, by usi ng 

condom, by abstaining all are told on media. 

175 *M 1. The problem is not don ' t knowing or lack of education on 

AIDs. You know, em all people men, women, chi ldren a ll 

know how HIV AIDS can be profected. But , you see. em 

they don't or we don 't use or implement by practice. 

Practically , we don't use or implement. 

* 176 F3. Yes correct 

* 177 F2. He is right 

* " 178 M2. So. what can we do? It is the problem 

* * 179 F2. We have to implement or bring in to practicall. 

* * * 180 M3. The problem is when drinking alcohol. They drink alcohol, 

they don't know themselves during night, they can go to bar 

ladies. 

* * 181 M2. Beautiful gi rl s also .. 

182 LL. Haha [l aughter] 

* * 183 *M I . Ush. Please. Solution, solution. 

* * 184 M3. As our psychology teacher says, behavivral change is 

important. We have to stop making mistakes drinking a lcohol. 

see ing beautiful girl s. 

185 XI. Haha. 

. , • 186 M3. yes what we learn, we have to bring into practical or 

practicing. 
) 
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Group 6 

A B C 0 
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* 

* 
, 

: 

, 
*" • 

• 

• , • , 
, , 

* " * 
• * 

, 

* • • 

*' * 

* 

Group 5 

ABC 0 

* * * :+< 

187 ' F3. The solution is educating, further educating people about AIDS . 

188 F2. Churches, mosques, and other religion ' people also have 10 

parti cipate very much. 

189 *F3. Yes. when I say education, it include all what you are say ing. 

190 FI. Always educat ing, educating. But doctors have di ed by AIDS. 

Tili s is told many times . Doctors, teachers, other intellectua ls. 

191 F5. You are right. There are many educated people who are dying 

by HIV AIDS. 

192 F4. And what do you think is the solution? 

!93 Fl. Educating is not a solution, that is what I am say. 

194 F5. AIDS has no solution except God. 

195 'F3. In addition to God, we have to think of other so lu tion. We have 

to il11plement what we learn. Some people can make mi stake. 

hUl11an being is not perfect. But we should not see only those 

who make mistake. 

196 F2 . And when I say church and mosque filthers have to leach, I am 

saying they have to leach people to accepi God. God can kecp us. 

197 *F3. Va. you are ri ght. Shall we say n0 so i li ti o n ~ 

Some pcople can make mistake, human beiilg is no perfect. 

198 F6. Yes. that is good idea. 

199 T. Don't forget to dot down the important POilllS so that you will 

include ther:l into yo ur essay. 
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" * 200 *M I , All right. Let us come to summarizing dotting down the 

important points, 

* • 201 M3, Start li'om why we say A IDS is worrying 

* 202 M I . Yes . you are ri ght. It wil l be convenient when we wri te the 

essay , 

* * 203 F2 , Sha ll we write the essay? 

* 204 *MI, Forget that. But, who is interested can do. 

* 205 F2. Yes, okay. AIDS is killing many many people . It is killing 

~ educa ted, yo ung and old. man and women, all. 

206 XL. Ycs, 

" * 207 "M I. Good. Old people are without help because the ones who 

have energy are killed by AIDS. Em, em 

* * 208 M3. Children are not going to school bcause no mother no father. 

No one to help them. Some school are closed because of 

teachers killed by HIV ya. 

209 FI. Yes. 

2 10 F3. Many problems. You are ri ght. 

* * 2 11 MI ,Good,We can also include all the ecohomical and social 

problem we said before . 

" * 2 12 M2. Yes, Because educated and energetic people are killed by 

AIDS, who bring economic growth? It is problem. 
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II. Interview Questions 

Interview 

The aim of these interview is to supplement a gender research currently being conducted. 

Since the success of the research depends on the truthfulness of your responses, you are 

kindly requested to respond the questions honestly 

For Girls 

I. If you were given the freedom to join the di scussion group of your choice, wou ld you 

prefer A) a girls only group B) a boys only group C) a mixed group of uoys 

and girls 

Why~ ___ . ___ _ 

2. In many cases in Engl ish classes, girls and boys sit wi th members of the same-sex and 

do not often mix. What do you think is the reason? __________ _ 

3. From your observation of group di scuss ion in Engli sh classes who do you think 

participate more. girl s or hoys~ A, Boys B. Girl s 

4. Do you see any advantages or disadvantages of working with boy; in group activities0 

I f yes, what are these 

5. Do you believe that boys are generall y better than girls as students and as discussion 

partness0 

6. Do you think yo ur indi vidual participation increases: 

A) in onl y girls group B) in mixed groups of boys and gi rl s. Why? _____ _ 



II. Interview Questions 

Interview 

The aim of these interview is to supplement a gender research currently being conducted . 

Since the success of the research depends on the truthfu lness of your responses, you are 

kindly requested to respond the questions honestly 

Fo r Boys 

7. If you were given the freedom to join the di scussion group of your choice, would you 

prefer 

and gi rl s 

Why? 

A) a girls only group B) a boys only group C) a mixed group of bays 

8. In many cases in English classes, girls and boys sit with members of the same-sex and 

do not often mix. What do vou think is the reason? - - --

9. From your observation of group discussion in English classes, who do you think 

participate more, girls or boys? A, Boys B, Girls 

;l (). 1)0 yell I see any advantages or disadvantages of working with girls in grou p actil'itic.<' 

If yes, \.vhat are these? 

Ii . Do you believe that boys are generally better than girl s as s tlld ~nts ancl as discllss ion 

partness? 

12. 1)0 you think your indiv idual participation increases: 

A) in only girls group B) in mixed groups of boys ~nd girls. y\ih y~ _ _ __ . _ _ _ 

January 2007 
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