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ABSTRACT

Vygotsky notes that children given a photograph will produce a much wider range of meanings if they attempt to re-enact it than if they attempt to describe it. We wondered to what extent the same effect was observable when children attempt to role play a foreign language video as opposed to discussing it with the teacher. Sure enough, we found that the utterances that accompany the role-play are in many ways much closer to the original text than those generated by the children in the whole-class discussion even though the role-play is more removed from the original text in time. In particular, we found that the utterances accompanying the role-play reconstruction of the video are richer in-clausal realizations of Halliday’s elements of Mood, Transitivity, and Theme. But instead of interpreting this result as implying the superiority of role play over teacher-student discussion, we suggest that the entire process, from video to whole class discussion, to role play, forms a complex unity (a microgenetic neoformation) in which the children gain what Vygotsky calls a “deliberate semantics”, that is, volitional control over the process of meaning. (185 words)
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INTRODUCTION: A REPLICATION REVISITED

Children confronted with a text in a foreign language, even when it is accompanied by a video, often appear unable to perceive connections between objects and events. Yet this appearance may be deceptive. Vygotsky demonstrated that a well-known experiment used to show that children perceived elements in a picture as being unrelated had been misinterpreted. Stern’s experiment, according to Vygotsky, showed only the child’s ability to express their understanding in words and not the understanding itself.   

“(I)f one and the same picture (let us say, the prisoner in jail) is shown to a three-year-old, he will say 'a man, another man, a window, a mug, a bench', but for a preschool child it would be 'a man is sitting, another is looking out of a window, and a mug is on the bench'. (...) A five-year-old establishes a connection between words in a single sentence, and an eight-year-old uses complex additional sentences. A theoretical assumption arises: can the story about the picture describe the child's thinking? (...) We will ask two children not to tell a story, but to perform what the picture shows. It develops that the children's play about the picture sometimes lasts twenty or thirty minutes, and primarily and most of all in the play those relations are captured that are in the picture. (...) The child understands very well that the people are in jail: here the complex narration about how the people were caught, how they were taken, that one looks out the window, and that he wants to be free is added. Here a very complex narration is added about how the nanny was fined for not having a ticket on the trolley. In a word, we get a typical portrayal of what we see in the story of a twelve-year-old. (1997: 193-194)" 

From this Vygotsky derives the idea that the child’s language awareness in comprehension and the child’s volitional control of expression develop simultaneously but in different directions, with comprehension proceeding from whole scenes to utterances to individual words, and expression proceeding from words to utterances to whole stories (1987: 250-251).


Vygotsky suggests that children build their knowledge of the foreign language onto the most consciously aware, highly analyzed, and least holistic semantic system of the native language (1987: 179). Thus Vygotsky places child foreign language learning near the end of a long line of growing language awareness culminating in written spech and scientific concepts. These he contrasts with “inner speech”, which often has the qualities we saw in the children’s very first attempts to describe the photograph. “Here speech consists almost entirely of predicates,” he writes. “We do not have to tell ourselves what the speech is about.” Written speech, on the other hand, must be explicit. This leads to the second “basic characteristic” written speech shares with foreign language dialogue: its “greater consciousness” and “volitional nature” (1987: 204). In the early translation of Vygotsky’s work, this is rendered as a “deliberate semantics” (1962, see http://www.marxists.org/archive/vygotsky/works/words/vygotsk1.htm). 

It is precisely this higher awareness that leads Vygotsky to believe that early foreign language learning extends the learning of the native language in a single zone of proximal development rather than simply beginning all over again from the start. This emphasis on the conscious awareness clearly sets his thinking about early foreign language learning apart, not only from Piaget’s ideas of “displacement” (see Vygotsky, 1987: 185) but also, contrary to what Lantolf and Thorne argue (2006: 294), from the mainstream of current thinking about second language acquisition, according to which the learning of a second language can recapitulate many of the mechanisms by which the first was learnt and in which language awareness is, if not actually inimical to acquisition, at the very least unnecessary (for a very early summary and critique, see Halliday, 1978).

As Chaiklin (2003: 62) points out, not all learning creates a zone of proximal development. Only learning which awakens processes that can lead to a revolutionary restructuring of the child’s growing personality can be so described.Vygotsky traces the growth of the child’s consciousness from “vague subcortical mental life” through the “Great We” to true self consciousness through seven age levels, all of which are centrally preoccupied with language in one form or another (1998: 196). Each age level begins with a “social situation of development” which presents the child with a predicament which cannot be resolved using the child’s extant resources. For example, at birth the child is physically separate from the parent but biologically entirely dependent upon them, and this biological dependence cannot be overcome through the entirely passive strategies exercised in the womb. Instead, the child learns passive responsiveness, then passive interest, and at last an active interest in the simple social life surrounding the child through feeding, responding to gestures and physical displacement. Similarly, at infancy, the child has achieved some degree of biological autonomy through social dependence but lacks the main means for social interaction, namely speech. The responsive imitation learnt in the previous stage is adequate for acquiring some intonation and even stress, but it does not give the child the inner meanings of language, namely vocabulary and grammar (1998: 256).



But of course we cannot simply take the constructs of social situation of development, neoformation and central/peripheral lines of development and transplant them to learning. Since learning has to lead development, it does not seem likely that learning would turn out to have exactly the same make-up. If it did, what would play the leading role that learning plays in development? Some writers have attempted to answer this question with the word “microgenesis”, a process which is theorized to be in some sense analogous to ontogenesis (and even phylogenesis) but on a shorter time scale (e.g. Wells, 1999: 5; Gánem Guttiérez, 2008: 121). Our solution below is somewhat less ambitious, although it will involve, as ontogenesis does, a succession of dilemmas whose resolution requires the creation of a new form of activity, which turn in presents a new dilemma. 

To measure the child’s progress from one dilemma to another, we will look at one instantiation of Vygotsky’s ideas about the development of practical consciousness in language, namely Halliday’s systemic-functional grammar (Wells, 1999: 35; Halliday, 2002: 354). In Halliday, the practical consciousness of social interaction is fully realized in clauses, but in our data we shall see they are often being realized as exchanges, with the teacher at first bearing the main burden of establishing Mood, Transitivity, and Theme in the discussion and the children only later learning to do so in the role play. For this reason we argue in the conclusion that the three forms of activities in our data are not pedagogical options, but stages of a single unified process.

Because the stress here will be on external ecological validity (on recording classes more or less as they actually occur) rather than internal methodological validity (tightly controlling variables), we must ask the reader’s indulgence of and even collusion with a bit of genre-breaking. The data will be used to illustrate a theoretical argument rather than prove or disprove a hypothesis, and the theoretical background section will, therefore, be integrated into a discussion of three practical classroom problems. First of all, how do children map what they hear onto what they’ve seen? Secondly, how can children understand comprehension questions that are actually more difficult than the text whose comprehension they purport to test? Thirdly, how do children re-establish elided contexts when they role play?  

BACKGROUND: TRIANGULATING THE CIRCLE
All the data comes from a class of third-grade children (eight to nine years old) in a public school in Seoul. During the teacher’s daily “discretionary period” they are shown an episode of the cartoon “Caillou” in English, which they then discuss and try to recreate with the teacher. (To preserve the anonymity of the children, we identify them only by their initials, although of course in the actual data full names are used.) The discussions and role-plays were recorded in class and transcribed, along with the original CD soundtrack, by the teacher, who is one of the authors. 

Our “Caillou” story is a commercial cartoon DVD produced by CINAR Canada, and not designed for foreign language teaching. The DVD consists of six episodes about three to four minutes in length, and tells of the everyday life of a small boy who grows from four to five years of age. The story is often narrated by a grandmotherly figure, which means that there a number of complex linguistic structures such as reported speech, unusual tenses, and expressions of mood and feeling. This means it is, in many respects, cognitively rather too simple, but linguistically too difficult for our class, who are just starting their state-mandated English language lessons.

One whole episode was used for each class. First, the teacher and whole-class watched one episode two or three times, and then the teacher and the children asked and answered about the episode and watched the cartoon once more. Within a few days, the teacher presented 6 scenes from the episode, either in the form of a comic strip with speech bubbles, or in the form of a map on the board. Finally, the children did a role play either using the pictures or map. Three episodes were role played using picture prompts and three episodes using the maps. The cartoon, teacher-student discussion (minus the teacher contributions), and role plays were all transcribed, yielding a data base of 1,405 turns. 

The “bootstrapping” problem: A picture worth a thousand words
Like Vygotsky’s scheme of ontogenetic development, each situation presents a specific problem, whose resolution calls forth a neoformation. This neoformation arises in the exercise of a central line of development, and in this case that line of development is passive reception as opposed to active production. However, the neoformation contains an immanent contradiction, a further complication which cannot be solved no matter how we extend it, and this gives rise to a new dilemma and a new stage of development.

The first situational problem is a familiar one: the teacher must use context to “bootstrap” the text. But verbalizing that context can necessitate far more language than the text actually teaches. The neoformation which arises is a “Look and Listen activity”centred on the cartoon input. In the following extract, the teacher simply presents the Caillou story of the day and, using Korean, asks the children to repeat as much as they can remember. Since they remember very little, she prompts them in their native language. 

T: SH-a, na do nolgo sipdago haeyaji. (SH, you should say I want to play too!)
SH: Mom, I play. 
HH: No. 
(long pause) 
T: Mokyoksikyeoyaji! (You have to take a shower) Caillou… 
HH: Caillou. Take a shower 
SH: Yes.. 
(long pause) 
T: Narang gati gajarago haeyaji. (You should say “Come with me!”) 
(very long pause) 

Although all the individual words (and even the three-word phrase “take a shower”) appear in the original script, not one of the children’s whole utterances do; the children are apparently reconstructing the utterances of the script from the teacher’s translations rather than from memory. 

The problem of how learners select some features of a scene as more salient than others and map utterances onto them has been called “bootstrapping” in first-language research, because the child is using one kind of information (in this case, a whole scene) as a bootstrap to to access a different kind of information, namely the words and their grammatical relationships (Cole and Cole, 1993: 278; Chiat, 2000: 30-32). Initially, the foreign language learner’s problem appears quite similar to that of the native language learner. Pinker argues that in first language acquisition, child language, and child-adult language, unlike adult language, has grammatical entities that directly correspond to semantic ones, e.g.
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This is what allows semantic bootstrapping to take place, for the child can map the semantic understandings onto syntactic ones (Pinker, 2004: 225). 


According to Oller (2005), foreign language learners can use this rough and ready semantic grammar to begin “pragmatic” bootstrapping right away. But a foreign language classroom, even with video support, does not always offer clearly visible pragmatic roles. For example, even in the role play, where mapping utterances to actions is more possible than in the whole class discussion, it is not possible for SH to get up and take a shower at HH’s command (and this is why the teacher has to suggest “Come with me!” instead). 


The child has been used to a world where contexts automatically give rise to discourses, and has only lately, upon entering school, considered the possibility of recording the resultant discourses as texts. Suddenly, the child is asked to reverse the whole procedure, re-animating a text as a discourse, and only imagining the actual context, as a linguist confronted with a fragment of text in a corpus is required to do (Widdowson, 2003: 87). All that, and in a foreign language too!

One way to supply the missing pragmatic roles is to use wh-questions as comprehension questions after the text. From this learners may learn to notice much less perceptually salient forms of deixis, both nominal, as in the uses of “which”, “what”, “who”, and “whose” questions to focus on “the”, “this”, and “that” in the text, and adverbial, as in the uses of “where” and “when” to draw attention back to uses of “there”, “then” in the text (Halliday & Matthiessen, 2004: 87). These questions focus on the key lexicogrammatical items in the story without (further) decontextualizing them. This is, after all, what skilled teachers already do with young children (Teale & Martinez, 1996: 337-338), and it has the great advantage in foreign language teaching of focusing not only on vocabulary items but on cohesive relations both within the text and between the text and the question. 

The “belly-button” problem: Wh-questions more difficult than the texts they purport to test
With this “wh-question” solution to the bootstrapping problem, a new problem arises: it often transpires that the wh-question is actually more difficult to understand or answer than the original text. As an earthy Korean proverb puts it, “the belly-button is bigger than the belly.”
In this extract, for example, the children apparently have no trouble dealing with the yes-no aspect of the question but have considerable difficulty dealing with the time reference, expressed by a wh-phrase.

T: Does Caillou like playing soccer when he couldn't kick the ball? Does he like it? 
YY: Yes. 
T: No. He doesn't like soccer. But later, when he kick the ball (sic) and he scores, does he like soccer? 
Ss: Yes. 
There is no way to gauge whether the second “Yes” reflects understanding or is simply a second try after “No” has been eliminated by the teacher. What is clear, however, is that the teacher and the children are not really speaking the same kind of language at all.

In his study of L1 primary school classroom discourse, Mehan distinguishes between “choice”, “product”, and “process” elicitations. These are discourse categories, but they have clear grammatical correlates: choice elicitations are polar, typically yes/no questions, such as “In the kitchen, does Caillou eat?”, while product elicitations, requiring a noun, verb, adjective or adverbial response, correspond to short answer wh-questions. “Why”, on the other hand, is clearly a “process” elicitation, since it requires lengthy predication in response (Mehan, 1979: 45). For this reason “Why” questions present particularly serious problems, for replying often requires the children to go beyond the text and make causal relations explicit. 

T: In the kitchen, does Caillou eat? Does Caillou eat? 
Ss: No. 
T: No, he doesn't. Why not? Why doesn't he eat? 
Ss: ...

T: 왜 안 먹을까? (Why doesn’t he eat?) 
Ss: 엄마 아빠 보고 싶어 세요.. (Because he misses his Mommy and Daddy.) 
In the original Caillou text, Caillou simply says he wants to return home. Thus answering the teacher’s “why” question actually requires more language than the text contains.

Fortunately, the child has other resources than the text or even the teacher’s questions to draw upon. McKay points out that when questions are tackled in a whole-class fashion, children often learn a great deal from each other’s answers, and thus argues that the ability of children to learn from each other (which she incorrectly describes as a “practice effect”) diminishes the validity of whole-class discussion for individual assessment (2006: 124). In addition to repeating answers given by other learners, children can share context created by other learners (by saying things like “Me too!”) or simply elide it (as we usually do in interaction when context can be seen by both parties). This tendency to play down or omit context is a major asset in answering wh-questions, because the teacher takes the burden of grammar on her own shoulders. However, it turns out to be a major problem in role play, at least when we consider role play as a means of reconstructing the text. 

The “butterfly problem”: An active role emerging from a passive chrysalis

Each solution brings with it a new problem. The wh-question from the teacher removes a great deal of the burden of being explicit from the learner by giving it to the teacher. But as a result, the learner does not take an active role in utterance construction; answering yes-no and even wh-questions does not help the learner construct new, autonomous utterances any more than creeping about helps the caterpillar construct a butterfly. The neoformation arising is, of course, the role play. 

In the story, Caillou’s father and Caillou are bicycling through a busy intersection. In the video soundtrack, this is rendered as:

DAD: What do we do now?

CAILLOU: We look both ways. Then we look both ways again!

DAD: That’s right!

GRANDMA-STORYTELLER Caillou liked telling his Daddy how to ride across an intersection.

In the question-answer session, the teacher simplifies. But the children simplify further still.

T: Look both ways. 
Ss: Look both way. 

Interestingly, some of the children actually expand on this in the role play,

C (That is, a child playing Caillou): We look both ways again.

But other children simply omit the verb, and of course the more contextualized role play does allow them to do this with impunity. Here one child prompts another.

JH (audience member prompting): Caillou! Both way. 
D (That is, a child playing Daddy): Caillou! Both way.

One important difference between the question-answer format and the role play is that the context and the characters of a story do not need to be put into words when the children act out a story. Yet it is precisely these elements that are often hidden by  deictics, pronouns, and indirect forms of reference) in the story itself and which must be specified in the question-answer. As Goodluck notes, role play allows children considerable scope for manipulating the materials, avoiding difficult structures and using easier ones, as well as for sharing answers and eliding explicit contextual references (1994: 154).

Each phase of a lesson constitutes a new and widening social environment of learning which presents the child with a contradiction between the new demands placed on the child and the now inadequate understandings worked out in response to earlier problems. The child’s response to this is a not a psychological neoformation but rather a form of social activity. In first language development, this would involve physical activity and role play before it involved vocabulary, grammar and explicit play with discourse roles and grammar rules. But as Vygotsky observes,  “(f)ew of the empirical regularities or laws characteristic of the development of the native language are repeated when a foreign language is learned by the school child (1987: 179).” In foreign language learning, we often begin with the volitional control of pronunciation, vocabulary, grammar and discourse roles and come to action and language use very late in the lesson or not at all.   
STUDY: FROM INTER-CLAUSAL TO INTRA-CLAUSAL CONTROL


Like Vygotsky, Halliday views consciousness as a social mode of existence (2002: 354); expression and understanding are both inter-mental before they become intra-mental. Each clause (and also units of language above the clause) integrates (at least) three major functions of language (metafunctions) at the same time: the clause acts “interpersonally” as a unit of exchange, “ideationally” as a representation of experience, and “textually”, as a cohesive message at one and the same time. This means that the major systems by which these metafunctions are realized (respectively, Mood, Transitivity, and Theme) are distributed throughout the clause (and, in our data, throughout whole exchanges). 

Mood is not simply an aspect of the verb phrase, but a way that the speaker positions himself in an exchange, usually realized by the subject as well as the finite verb. Transitivity is the whole configuration of a process (relational, mental, material, or verbal), including both participants, and circumstances. Theme is not simply the topic of a message but the way in which the whole utterance forms a bridge from speaker to hearer, and from old information to new. Yet while the systems of Mood, Transitivity, and Theme are distributed throughout the whole clause, we may also separate out particular elements (Subject + Finite, Verb, and the whole of the beginning of each utterance to the finite, respectively) which help realize each system for descriptive purposes.

For example, let us take the following utterance from our DVD script:

GRANDMA: He (Caillou) fetched Teddy and gave him a big kiss.

In Grandma’s utterance, “he” is the Subject, in so far as Caillou is the one on whom the validity of Grandma’s contribution to the exchange depends; this and the tense and polarity of the clause are what people confirm, contest and otherwise interpersonally bandy back and forth (which is why it can be identified a tendentious question tag, as in “He fetched Teddy, didn’t he?”). “He” is also the Theme, in that he is the starting point and topic of Grandma’s message; the use of the pronoun reflects the fact that it is given information, and the fronting reflects the circumstance that it is given from Grandma’s point of view. Finally, “he” is the Actor (or, as Halliday also describes this function, the Medium), because he is the hero of the fetching and kissing represented by the clause. We may (as we just did) treat them as separable for descriptive purposes, and in more complex, marked forms of discourse, we may even find them separated in practice (for example, we may find “Teddy was quickly fetched and kissed by Caillou” or even “As for Teddy, Caillou fetched him and gave him a big kiss”). But generally in unmarked speech, we find these three functions integrated, or as Halliday says, “conflated,” and mapped onto each other (2004: 62).


Precisely because Halliday’s grammar allows us to both separate out the functions for description and see how they are integrated and distributed throughout the clause in practice, it will allow us to differentiate between utterances where we do find a subject and a finite and therefore we have a complete, canonical mood structure, and those where the mood structure is distributed not through the clause but rather through a larger unit, such as the exchange. For example, in the DVD script we find this:

CAILLOU: I don’t like Julie.

Here the unmarked Theme/Subject/Actor is “I”, and Halliday claims this is the unmarked norm in everyday conversation (2004: 73). But in the whole class discussion, this appears as:

T: I don't like ? 

Ss: Julie. 

T: I don't ? 

Ss: like Julie.. 

We can see even the children’s second utterance does not yet have theme, subject or actor by itself; these are shouldered by the teacher, and thus realized inter-mentally in an exchange rather than intra-mentally in a clause. Compare this with the role play, in which the children say:

C (child playing Caillou): I don’t like Julie.

The vertical, inter-mental construction of Mood, Transitivity, and Theme has given rise to a horizontal, intra-mental Mood structure. And as in Scollon (1976), we see a vertical construction become a horizontal one in accordance with Vygotsky’s genetic law (1978: 57). What appears first as a “tall and thin” inter-personal discourse process appears later as a “short and fat” intra-personal, grammatical one.

A final advantage of using Halliday’s categories is that we found them very reliable: inter-rater agreement was over 90% over a sample of one hundred turns on all categories. Our first hypothesis, then, was that the children will have a much lower proportion of realized mood structures in teacher-whole class discussions than in the role play, and this will in turn have a lower proportion of realized mood structures than the text in the original DVD script. The bar graph below, which shows how learner turns “t-s” discussion and “s-s” role play compare with the mood structures in the original DVD script (“cd”), shows that this prediction was confirmed. The “Count” y-axis represents the total number of children’s turns in each activity, while the “Interact” x-axis shows the three different types of activity. 


FIGURE 1 Bar graph comparing Mood in role play, discussion and the DVD script.

It will be seen that the “ts” column has a far larger proportion of “na” utterances, that is, turns where the categories of Mood are “not applicable” because there is no finite or subject in the children’s utterance. According to Halliday & Matthiessen’s analysis (2004, p.153), this “na” category is rather diverse; it includes clause fragments such as “like Julie” seen above, where the finite and subject are available elsewhere in the exchange, but it also includes exclamations like “Wow!” which are “protolanguage”, with no mood at all, calls like “Oh, my god!” which are part of the mood but realized by a vocative rather than by a finite and subject, and greetings such as “Hi!”. Here we are interested in how fully realized structures emerge (and also how they are avoided when realizing them presents too much difficulty), so it is proper to have a category showing unrealized structures, no matter how diffuse; it is probably quite significant that most of what goes into this category are either one or two word utterances. 

However, one or two-word utterances such as “Look out!” and “Help!” were classified as commands, with implicit Mood elements not recoverable in the exchange. Interestingly, the proportion of “c” (command, or imperative mood structures), “q” (question, or interrogative indicative mood structures) and “s” (statements, or declarative indicative mood structures) are also more target-like in the role play than in the discussion. The table below gives the exact numbers and percentages represented in the bar graphs above. 

	Form of Activity
	Number
	Percent

	T-S Discussion 

C (command)

NA (not applicable)

Q (question)

S (statement)
	505 (Total)

20

435

9

41
	100%

4.0%

86.1%

1.8%

8.1%

	S-S Role Play

C (command)

NA (not applicable)

Q (question)

S (statement)
	472 (Total)

67

227

37

141
	100%

14.2%

48.1%

7.8%

29.9%

	DVD Script 

C (command)

NA (not applicable)

Q (question)

S (statement)
	428 (Total)

59

84

56

229
	100%

13.8%

19.6%

13.1%

53.5%


TABLE 1 Table of the numbers and percentages of Mood structures in T-S discussion, S-S role play, and the original DVD text.

In every category, we see that the s-s role play presents a much more target-like range of structures than the t-s discussion. We therefore hypothesized that Transitivity would emerge in the same way. First the teacher and the children would analyze the text into transitivity structures using question-and-answer discussion, with the burden of vocabulary and grammar on the teacher, and then the children would re-synthesize the text in role play, creating something much closer to the DVD script. This prediction too, was confirmed.
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FIGURE 2 Bar graph comparing Transitivity in role play, discussion and the DVD script.


Again, we see that the “na” category of unrealized (or rather, realized-in-exchanges) structures is by far the largest in the “ts” question-and-answer session, and much smaller in the “ss” role play, though not yet as small as the target text itself. If we subdivide the realized transitivity structures into Halliday’s categories of relational processes (that is, relationships of being and having, here coded “r”), material processes (that is, processes that entail physical action, such as “play” and “go”, coded “m” in the graph), mental processes (the processes of thinking and feeling, such as “want” and “like”, coded “men” in the graph), and verbal processes (that is, processes of saying, such as “call” and “tell”; these are coded “v”), we notice that there are actually more material processes in the role play than in the DVD script. Exactly how many more, along with the raw counts and percentages, is displayed in Table 2 below.
	Form of Activity
	Number
	Percent

	T-S Discussion 

M (material)

Men (mental)

NA (not applicable)

R (relational)

V (verbal)
	505 (Total)

51

23

416

15

0
	100%

10.1%

4.6%

82.4%

3.0%

0.0%

	S-S Role Play

M (material)

Men (mental)

NA (not applicable)

R (relational)

V (verbal)
	472 (Total)

107

43

223

96

3
	100%

22.7%

9.1%

47.2%

20.3%

0.6%

	DVD Script 

M (material)

Men (mental)

NA (not applicable)

R (relational)

V (verbal)
	428 (Total)

90

115

90

120

13
	100%

21.0%

26.9%

21.0%

28.0%

3.0%


TABLE 2 Table of the numbers and percentages of Transitivity structures in T-S discussion, S-S role play, and the original DVD script.

Our final hypothesis concerns theme. In Halliday, an unmarked theme is one that is expected; for example, the expected starting point of a declarative sentence is the subject (“He fetched Teddy”), and beginning an utterance with something else, as in “As for Teddy, he was fetched Caillou” is marked. Similarly, the unmarked theme of a yes-no question is the finite (“Does he eat?”) and that of a wh-question is a wh-word (“Why doesn’t he eat?”), while the unmarked theme of an imperative is “Let’s…” or the (often omitted). Once again, we predicted that the “s-s” role play would yield proportions of marked, unmarked, and “not applicable” (not fully realized) thematic structures that were closer to the DVD script than the “t-s” discussion, even though in time the role play activity was generally further removed. Once again, the prediction was born out, as shown in Figure 3 below:
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FIGURE 3 Bar graph comparing Theme in role play, discussion and the DVD script.

We can see that the children in the t-s discussion overwhelmingly lack thematic structure in their responses to the teacher. This is not surprising; as Halliday and Matthiesen say (2004: 100), answers such as “yes,” “no”, and “of course” have no thematic structure at all, since the “starting point” of the clause is actually the whole of the preceding clause in the exchange. The theme may also be provided by the teacher, as in the following example:

CY: 자전거 머시다. (The bicycle is pretty.)  
T: Yes, in English? 

Ss: Nice bike 
T: Yes. That's a nice… 

Ss: Bike. 

T: Bike. Okay, everybody, That's a…? 

Ss: Nice bike. 
As with Mood and Transitivity, we found that the children’s use of marked and unmarked themes were more target-like in the role play. The raw counts and percentages can be inspected in Table 3 below.

	Form of Activity
	Number
	Percent

	T-S Discussion 

M (marked)

NA (not applicable)

U (unmarked)
	505 (Total)

15

427

63
	100%

3.0%

84.6%

12.5%

	S-S Role Play

M (marked)

NA (not applicable)

U (unmarked)
	472 (Total)

74

226

172
	100%

15.7%

47.9%

36.4%

	DVD Script 

M (marked)

NA (not applicable)

U (unmarked)
	428 (Total)

102

82

244
	100%

23.8%

19.2%

57.0%


TABLE 3 Table of the numbers and percentages of Themes in T-S discussion, S-S role play, and the original DVD script.

In addition to the implicit grammatical analysis provided by the partitioning of clauses into questions and answers, the children were given two different forms of tools to help them recall and recreate the text in role play. For three of the episodes they were given a series of six pictures with balloons which indicated that the characters were speaking, while for three others they were given maps which showed the displacement of the characters for six different scenes in each episode. Interestingly, there was a striking difference between the episodes that were role-played with pictures and those that were role-played with maps, shown in Figure 4 below. Those which were role-played with pictures tended to be shorter in turns.

	Picture-mediated role plays
	Map-mediated role plays

	Episode
	 Average
 number of 
 turns
	Episode
	 Average
 number of 
 turns

	Caillou plays baby
	9.0
	Rosie bothers Caillou
	24.3

	Caillou’s new baby sitter
	12.6
	Caillou sleeps over
	39.2

	Caillou hurts  himself
	21.0
	Caillou’s big kick
	34


TABLE 4 Differences in average length in turns between role plays mediated with pictures and those mediated with maps.

Of course, some of this difference is undoubtedly due to the differing content (as can be seen by comparing different episodes that have the same mediational tool), but even the longest average role play with pictures is shorter than the shortest role play done with maps. The quality of the language is noticeably different as well, with more realized mood structures in picture-mediated role plays than map-mediated ones (53.8% vs.50.3%), as well as more realized transitivity structures (56.4% 50.9%) and more realized thematic structures (57.1% vs. 50.3%). In general, the “horizontal” (that is, the grammatical) structures were more complex in picture-mediated role plays, while the “vertical” structures (that is, the discoursal interactions) were more developed in map-mediated ones.
DISCUSSION: LINKED ACTIVITIES NOT DISTINCT ALTERNATIVES 

We saw in the “Nice bike” and “Like Julie” exchanges given above that when the teacher provided socio-interactional mediation, the children depended on the teacher for fully realized Mood, Transitivity, and Thematic structures (and of course this is even more obvious in exchanges involving yes-no and wh-questions); the structures are realized, but they are realized in exchanges rather than clauses. However, once the children have realized these structures in exchanges, they apparently become more available in the role play, and the role play at last allows the child to create a mental representation of the DVD script. We may summarize this process of grammatical analysis and resynthesis like this:

[image: image3.png]



FIGURE 4 A possible diagram of how discourse mediates lexicogrammar in the linked activities of cartoon input, t-s discussion and s-s role play.


It is a little tempting to point to the more target like structures in the picture-mediation condition and in the role play condition and declare these the winners fair and square. But there are three good reasons to resist this temptation and present a somewhat more Hegelian argument, whereby the three processes we’ve examined are functional stages in a single rather than systemic choices faced by teachers. 


The first reason is methodological; we do not have a control group and we cannot say what part of the improved performance on the role play is due to (e.g.) increased opportunities for production rather than an actual increase in capacity or what part of the improved performance is actually due to the prefacing discussion. In fact, at least some of the language that the children are using in the role play appears to come from the teacher-student discussion. For example, when the children were asking questions about the DVD story, they first used “left, right” in the discussion and the teacher “translated” this into “both ways”. Then the children used “both way” and “Look at both way” in their role play. 


The second reason is that when the teacher did go directly into the role play from the cartoon, she ended up translating the whole thing into Korean, and having the children retranslate into English. In this condition it is impossible to say whether the children understand the cartoon or simply understand the translation (Belyayev, 1962). In contrast, when she held a teacher-student discussion with wh-questions immediately after the cartoon, the children were much more able to role play, even when the role play came a whole day later than the discussion. 


The third reason why we do not want to make strong claims for role play is simply extant classroom practice. Most teachers appear to feel the need to check comprehension in some way before proceeding to a role play, and we might assume on the face of it that, teachers having tried the alternative and found it wanting, this practice must have evolved for good reasons.

CONCLUSION: FROM LEARNING TO DEVELOPMENT?

Let us conclude by examining the very last leg of the triangulated circle we find in Figure Four. Can we say that the children in this lesson have not simply walked away from it with an expanded bag of vocabulary and a somewhat more well worn tool kit of grammar? Even if we could, can we claim that it means qualitative ontogenetic development and not simply a modest quantum of every day learning?


Perhaps the real “take away” of this lesson is something at once more general to learning and more specific to the text than a word list or a set of grammar points: the children have simply learnt the time-honored pattern of teacher-to-teacher talk followed by teacher-to-student interaction followed by student-to-student work, along the lines of “Look and Listen” presentation, through “Listen and Answer” controlled practice to “Ask and Answer” freer practice in pairs. Through this highly traditional, even conservative, procedure, the children are using the teacher-student discussion to analyze the language into semantic roles and then re-synthesize them as a deliberate semantics.


This “triangulation of the circle” may only offer local understandings, and not understandings that are generalizable throughout the whole complex lexicogrammatical system. Worse, none of this is necessarily generalizable to language use outside the classroom. But since, as Vygotsky says, the social situation of development at this stage of the child’s life is inextricably bound with play and its continuation in the form of schoolwork (that is, compulsory work based on rules), this type of learning seems very likely to awaken processes that lead to development. The child is indubitably learning one thing: the child is learning how to go about learning in a classroom. In terms of foreign language learning, the child is learning at least one type of “interpretive procedure” (Widdowson, 1978: 31-32) that allows us start with a text, animate it as discourse, and then imagine it as a situation. If we do not succeed in putting all that is in the picture inside the children, we will have at least succeeded in putting the child into the picture.
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