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Abstract: The present study tried to take a critical looktba issue of heterogeneity of the class.
It examined the educational discourses of studantsteachers in order to shed some light on
the factors contribute to the issue of heteroggnaiterms of language knowledge and speaking
ability. It also aimed at providing a blue print tdaching and behaving for teachers confront
similar situations. In doing that, a class of gesleEnglish class at B.A level was observed
during its whole course and the gathered data we@mined critically. Results indicated that

the power of teacher is the main factor to be abergd and manipulated in making a class

homogeneous. It, however, is only a small parthef gtory of having a homogenous class in
terms of speaking ability.
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Introduction

Different scholars have defined and treated hetregus classes in different ways. Millrood
(2002) considered heterogeneous classes a conaninaftisuccessful and unsuccessful learners
and believes that the symmetry of needs of “whdkssc of individuals” should be met
sufficiently. Fialkova (2012) verified Geneva's (2) view point on heterogeneous classes and
argues that using students with higher level ofwedge as “assistants” while teaching,
implying illustrative materials and culturally sénse courses are among strategies teachers can
imply to meet the gender, language ability, religand ethnical diversity of students. Leaver's
(1993) study implies that students’ learning stgléhe most important factor teachers need to
focus on when selecting tasks for heterogeneosseta A somewhat different view on the issue
of heterogeneity of a class can be examining #salirses, which seems to be disregarded by
many researchers of education area.

Classroom discourse analysis concerns examiningpulise or language-in-use in classroom
context. It tries to embrace a bunch of factors matentially effect the nature of interactions and
discourses in the classroom context. Classroonodise analysis is therefore believed to be
both descriptive and prescriptive. It focuses oturadly occurring data and tries to identify
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patterns of interaction and discourse. Commonltapdroaches of classroom discourse analysis
are examining the language and trying to positiafgct discourses of similar and subsequent
classes in order to facilitate the processes df tyetting desired learning and teaching goals.
That is the way classroom discourse analysis camitio critical classroom discourse analysis
(Rymes, 2008). Walsh (2006) maintains that apgres to analyze classroom discourse fall
under at least three main categorleser action analysis approach as the first main approach
mainly depends on observing interactions and ewveintise classroom (Brown & Rogers, 2202)
and therefore can be considered a realization leéiaeral psychology as it supposes that there is
a stimulus response cycle in the classroom diseoMk&lsh (2002) considers classroom context
the product of interaction and discourse in relatioth the pedagogical aims of the lessons and
believes in the crucial role of understanding iatgional processes in providing and facilitating
learning opportunities. Inan (2012) compared theraction patterns of native and non-native
English language teachers on account of the fadtititeractional exchanges can significantly
attribute to the process of second language leguriie audio recorded some classes of NS and
NNS teachers in order to identify the basic classranteractions, corrective feedback and
scaffolding techniques used by them. Results ineicthat NS teachers more patient with regard
to the errors students had in the classroom. NMNShers, however, corrected most of their
errors. Interactional patterns in both contexts waether example of the traditional English
language teaching classes; question, responseeadtbefck. Teachers mainly asked questions
and only when students were not able to answereciyr they used their most common
scaffolding method “alternative questions”. Ridbyahim and Nambiar (2014) believe that
examining the interaction strategies of teachergeilirthe extent to which they fulfil their
pedagogic roles successfully. Up on investigatimg interactions of an EFL classroom by a
master teacher they identified four main interactgrategies enhanced interactive learning;
control of interaction or interaction managemenatsgies (e.g., raising tone when emphasizing
some points as well as asking questions), repaomerror treatment strategies (in a way that
repeating and modifying students answers so mangstiand asking students to repeat the
answers), speech modification and feedback stege@.g., valuing every response and using
positive feedbacks commonly ) and eliciting or disgsng strategies (e.g., posing various
guestions relevant to the topic and particulatwdents by saying their names).

Molinaria and Mamelia (2010) argue that questiogachers direct to their students usually
control the subsequent interactions in the classrdarough referring to some pre-specified
points. Almost 95% of all questions on a classaalked by teachers. Dillon (1998) also asserted
that students, the true and only seekers of knagyeldd educational contexts do not ask any
guestion at all. Teachers mainly tend to ask lovellguestions whose answers to a large extent
depend on the memorizing ability of students (MeH&Y9). Then, encouraging students to ask
guestions is a good way of expanding their knowdedznd provoking their cognitive
disequilibrium which in turn may lead to creatindearner centered class (Almedia, 2012) and
developing students™ power of thinking (Hunkins89pP Rezaee and Farahian (2012) however,
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looked at the speech dominance of teachers froiffexetht perspective based on which smart
guestions of teachers can help them get studetésitian and some feedback which is of help in
controlling and managing the class.

System based approaches of classroom discourse analysis in the same waysfon some fixed
patterns and categories that have been come uprasul of different observations in this
context (Wallace, 1998). They are supposed to lmirtradiction with the micro ethnographic
classroom discourse analysis, as the latter tended students and teachers practices as context
specific and dynamic emerge through the local adtgonal practices. It further more it focuses
on the tacit and unreflective conventions of betwain society, social order and power relations
in order to know about the ways and the extent hickv students and teachers prompt those
norms. Norman Fairclough's approach of discoursalyasis also considers a relationship
between textual and social worlds and examinguage critically (Kress & Hodge, 1979). It
pays attention to systemic functional grammar oflithay (1979) and social and sociolinguistic
theories of discourse (Foucault, 1972).

Despite all the apparent deficits one may preswnéhke system based approaches of classroom
discourse analysis, it has led to informative mifiwiner et al. (2014) investigated the meaning
making process involved in dialogic discourses edcher and students and mentioned that
unexpected interruptions and questions of studmmdead to negotiation and construction some
shared knowledge. Bellack et al. (1966) tried enidfy the pedagogical moves of interactions of
students and teachers in order shed light on themmn teaching cycles to different classes.
They investigated the interactions of more thardhnundred students and their teachers and
argued that some moves like solicit, response aadtion usually occur together. Some recent
studies, however, warn against using such sequeme¢ks classroom interactions on account of
contributing to teacher centered situations (elgasper, 2001). Students therefore are
encouraged to take a more tangible role in classrdiscourses. Barekat and M ahmoodi (2014)
asserted that improving speaking ability can berdmuted to a large extent by the establishment
of the dialogic discourse patterns in the classroom

Conversation analysis approach relies on investigating interactions with regasccontext and
meaning (Heritage, 1997). Studies followed conwesaapproach focus on such issues as turn
taking (Allwright, 1980)topic switches, and features of routine conversatguch as false starts
and hesitations in a local context. Proponentb@fdst approach are believed to be governed by
the principle of structural and functional linguistThey seemed to be concerned with the speech
acts and functions can be done using discourse gEtdnand Westgate, 1994). Cevasco and
Broek (2013) regard discourse comprehension as@gafaental element of student learning and
focus on conversational devices of making connectio spoken discourse. Exploring some
collections of three-turn discourses of ESL class=silted in the conclusion that the most
practical and local contingencies in the third twmch belongs to teachers are correcting errors,
reformulating questions and evaluation (Lee, 2003jnclair and Coulthard (1975) listed the
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speech acts can be considered a representati@rlzi\behavior of teachers and students. Their
list resulted in the development of a descriptivecarsive system which includes a hierarchy
starts by lesson and finished by act. Garfinkéd6{)) adopted conversation analysis, an
ethnomethodology approach (Sacks. et al, 1974hatyae classroom interactions. With regard
to turn taking in isolation, it was found that épresents a piece of discourse specific to the
classroom context as it accounts for the cohergnstin it and shows that intervening turns are
interdependent. Vine (2008) argues that the priesipf conservation analysis should be applied
alongside those of the sociocultural theory of neay when trying to understand classroom
discourses. She urges that classroom discoursgstmatgard learning as a socially constructed
process and pay attention to the ways of organizonyersations and the role of institutional
talk as they directly contribute to learning pracasd proper interaction in this specific context.
Mehan (1979) and Schegloff (2001) also believe thihat is named institutional discourse
exemplified by classroom discourse is a world awasn ordinary talk and should be understood
and analyzed as a type of conversation, which emjegt of general patterns and structures make
their analysis easier.

Considering the above mentioned studies, it sedasthere is still more in the fragments of
classroom discourse to account for. What is hapgem classroom discourses in terms of
contributing to the heterogeneous language knoweledgd speaking abilities of students?
Considering this issue, the study presents a afitiovestigation of discourses of students and
teacher of a heterogeneous class which is supgodeel a good representation of the potential
discourses of heterogeneous classes with simit¢duest at higher education in order to shed
some light on discursive factors affect their hegeneity. It should be mentioned that the term
“discourse”in this article refers to the ways of constitutikigowledge, along with the social
practices, forms of subjectivity and power relasavhich inherently exist in such knowledge’s
and relations between them . Foucault believesdisaburses are more than ways of thinking
and producing meaning. They constitute the 'naifrehe body, unconscious and conscious
mind and emotional life of the subjects they see@dvern (cited in Weedon, 1987). It is a form
of power that circulates in the social field andh edtach to strategies of domination as well as
those of resistance (Diamond and Quinby, 1988).

Theoretical frame work of the study

This study enjoyed Kumaravadivelu (1999) approatleraical classroom discourse analysis
which had been developed based on Foucauldiarspasturalism and Saidian post colonialism
to transpire L2 classroom discourse. Foucault (19B3F2) argues every utterance is controlled
by the discursive field of power and knowledge. Bowg not only manifested in top to down
flow from upper to lower groups in any social ordert also speared in the form of capillary
action. Said (1978) also give new understandinghefcolonial system by showing how it is
made functional by making a discourse about othéasing analyzed orientalism based on the
foucalt’s (1972) notion of inseparable existenc&mdwledge and power, he explained that text
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produced by the by writers, legislators, artig@yelers, and colonial administrators accorded the
authority posed by academic institutions thus anged reality for the rulers which they seek to
describe.

Kumaravadivelu (1999) criticized other approachksrdical classroom discourse analysis on
account of having limited scope and methods of exation, which inevitably would lead to
limited perspective on the issugis proposed model is actually a three dimensioma& which
tries to capture the sociolinguistics, sociocultumad the sociopolitical perspectives of the
discourse. Classroom discourse based on this mietels itself to multiple perspectives
depending on the discourse participants' precoademotions of what constitutes learning,
teaching, and learning outcomes.

The proposed model of Kumaravadivelu (ibid) dendltet like all other kinds of discourses,
classroom discourse is affected by a number ofagogolitical and historical factors. A
combination of the just mentioned factors and le@yrand teaching episodes motivate learners
to bring their racialized and gendered experienicés the class environment. Classroom
environments represents many levels of resistawbether articulated or unarticulated, and
therefore, it is necessary for any kind of claserabscourse analysis to focus on different forms
of resistance and inequality and the ways theyanite learning and teaching. Classroom
discourse analysis should also take into accowstodrse participants' beliefs, identities and
voices, and fears and anxieties. Considering tresiple mismatches between intentions and
interpretations of classroom aims and events, ssgpsof the extent to which critical
engagement is facilitated in the classroom andritieg what teachers practice and practicing
what they theorize, thus contributing to the distinag of the debilitating dichotomy between
theorists and teachers, between producers and menswf pedagogic knowledge are some
other points he recommends paying attention inyaivad classroom discourse.

Methodology

This study examined the educational interactiors @discourses of students and teacher at the
class environment in order to shed some light osculsive factors contribute to the
heterogeneity of students™ English language knogdeth doing that, a class of general English
had been selected randomly at B.A level at Razivésity, Kermanshah, Iran and examined
thoroughly. The general English course was helthenfall of the 2014-2015 academic year.
Overall, 45 students had been registered and &tlethe: class for a term (a sixteen session long
course). They fell under different fields namelppbed and sheer mathematics, nuclear and
atomic physics, general and zoology biology ancegarstatistics. 25 of students were male and
the rest of them were female.

At the beginning of the term, two general Englighras and an interview had been conducted to
get as much information as possible about theielle¥ English language knowledge. The first
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written exam included 20 items which examined tlk@iowledge of vocabulary, grammar and
pragmatics. The questionnaire designed based oms’iténcreasing level of difficulty and
required students to check (make a mark) next ecatiswer to show that it was correct. Two
researchers separately examined the written exdorebesing and inter rater agreement for
rating questions was determined. Agreement on thasare was nearly 100 percent. Based on
their comments those got 16 or more correct ansearkl be regarded advanced level students.
Getting the score of 10-15 right answers denotedl ithermediate level of examinees and
answering 1-9 questions correctly means they werdeginner level. The second exam
investigated their writing proficiency. Based ore thtle of the exam they were required to
choose a topic from the list they were given (tis¢ &lso arranged based on the presumed
increasing level of difficulty) and write at lea%0 lines about that. Based on the views of
researchers, their selected topics, consistencyaaadracy reflected their approximate level of
proficiency in English.

Semi structured interview had also been conduatedet some knowledge of their speaking
ability. This was also based on gradual movemenhfsimple to more difficult questions and
verifications of two researchers. The average tfnmterviewing each student was 10 minutes.
Students were then rated based on the scores dhride just mentioned exams. Surprisingly,
there was an agreement between students’ sconesdghiom three exams, so that, those who
were placed at the advanced level based on thiése$uhe first exam got also highest scores in
writing and speaking. In sum, results of the exanaicated that out of 45 students 6 were
advanced level, 23 were intermediate level anddLédcbe regarded beginner students in terms
of English knowledge.

In getting the required data for the study, the MyHength of their class was observed and
analyzed critically. Explanation and interpretativas carried out based on relevant theories of
discourse analysis.

Results and discussion

With regard to the speaking abilities of studehtsas noticed that although all top students had
the language ability of speaking in the seconduage, only one of them (a male one named X
for convenience) used to communicate with theheathrough it. He almost did not have any
interaction with other students and whenever he ask®d to comment on something or to
answer a question, he started speaking Englishinganoticed this, and being aware of the very
fact that a one term course is not long enouglenasore the existing speaking ability distance
among students, the most reasonable thing to dareasing a condition in which at least all top
students communicate in English and in this wayivate other students to lift their speaking
abilities too. Addressing, asking and talking wsthhdents in English were among the things the
teacher had done so many times. The result, howews anything but the engagement of even
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the few top students. Each or a combination offtlewing potential reasons may explain the
above mentioned fact.

1. Severe resistance of most students for beingosrd to English

Most students regarded speaking in English sonmteo$@how off and whenever the teacher or
the student talked with each other, they objected said ironically for example “wow, how
wonderful you are” Or “Does not your movie have tglgs”. The amount of criticize was so
high that sometimes X gave up and became silenit 3¢éems to be in line with Goffman’s
(1985) notion of stigma where almost all studeritshe class tried to say X “there is something
wrong withyou Try to be like us”.

2. Existence of the belief that passing the geneEadglish course does not require being able
to speak in it

This seems to be the result of educational polisgg mmandated curriculum which often tells
teachers what is and is not allowed in the clagardeLT teachers of ministry of education of
Iran, no matter whatever level they teach, shoe&bnt to such traditional teaching methods as
Grammar Translation mainly because it is in linthwhe way students will finally be tested. In
context of the study such students that only usedligh classes of their schools were
completely detached from the culture of EnglishglaageCanagarajah, (1993nd in the best
case, were only able to remember some vocabulandsgrammatical points. Their weakness
even in literacy skills was so evident that somestrthey refused to read an exercise and answer
it (as a part of the requirements of their clabssome other cases they feared that they will be
the object of ridicule among their classmates. Paists out to the fact that identity of students
can be influenced by the type of curriculum theyeviught based on. Identity is essentially a
“social phenomenon” (Buckholtz & Hall, 2004) not lpnin the sense that one’s social
interactions and discourses influence it but atsthe sense that contexts, practices and policies
construct that. To be more specific, whether soragsnconsidered a “shy” or a “sociable” a
“good” or a “weak” may result from the educatiopalicy a country follow.

3. The idea that speaking in such environment wilbt help students’ linguistic ability
progression

Some top students rejected the proposal of speakiBgglish because they believed that they
could not learn anything from other students. To rbere specific, the class was so
heterogeneous in terms of speaking ability thateslpes of higher level students were not
understandable to those of lower level and thoseheflower level students did not have
anything to help them progress linguistically. Bodution may be in grouping students in a way
that in each group a number of students are siroilaa little different work with each other.
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Using groups in which there are one or two higkeel student (s) may also be of beneficence in
that it can give higher level students more comfaeand provide lower level one a good source
of knowledge in addition to their teachers. NundA98) believes that two way tasks (that
encourage group work and interaction) have leammenge their linguistic knowledge and push it
to the limit. Positive interdependence which cardeeeloped as a result of group work prepares
learners to be effective participants not onlyheit classroom environment today, but also in
their work place tomorrow. Group work activitieanchelp learners explore the ways to use
power of cooperation. It can also recommend a coctstism view of knowledge making.
Enhancement of learners’ cognitive growth (Murrd@94; Vygotsky, 1978), motivation
(Dorneyie & Csizer, 1998), interaction (brown, 2D0f¥e among other benefits of paying
attention to positive interdependence. Proponehtooial learning theory also emphasize the
importance of seeing and imitating behavior antestants of other people in one’s behavioral
development.

4. Teacher's cease to use English upon seeing sitgleeluctance to use it

The issue of power relation in the class the stiodyised on was an interesting one. At the
beginning of the course the teacher selected asedaook that was a little beyond their present
level of knowledge (in accordance with Krashen®7(7) i+1 notion) but latter on as she saw the
reluctance and weakness of students to followatgdve up her ideals to move forward a unified
and heterogeneous class and set aside some usefsilgh each unit including the speaking

activities. One can infer that students’ resistaaice reluctance compelled their teacher to give
up. Then, power may also flow from lower level past the society to the higher level, which in

this case had a negative effect on their knowleddgevement.

Teacher as the single authority of the class cqldg an important role in making students
involved and interested in English in general apdaking in particular. As far as developing
speaking abilities of a heterogeneous class is ezoed teachers can do different things.
Devoting some time of the class to practice of EBhgkspeaking (e.g., introducing yourself,
talking about your family members, their jobs ard @), having students do the possible
speaking activities of their books, using short ameresting listening extracts from different
sources, having students repeat or sometimes supenvanat their teacher or classmates says in
English are among the activities to engage lowezllstudents. Higher level students can take be
regarded assistance of teachers in doing eaittiscdtion.

As far as creating a facilitative learning conditidor developing language abilities was
concerned the teacher tried out her power and tised options which were the realization of
her power in an ascendant order and apparentlyatteone was more useful than others. She
frequently invited students take part in classrabscussion which mainly targeted the linguistic
and non-linguistic points covered in their coursmlb Discussion for the linguistic items
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involved posing some questions and having studesmik on it (even collaboratively) and
answer them. For the nonlinguistic items, howed&gussion commenting on some social and
cultural issues referred to in each unit. The maumpose governed discussion section was
avoidance of having a traditional teacher frontédssroom and providing students with
meaningful learning condition. This surprisinglysuéied in a good participation of students
mostly when pragmatics and social issues were coede Students welcomed opportunities
provided them with the chance of expressing them thoughts, customs and cultures. The way
they interacted including the ways of addressirggspading and challenging each other was a
clear reflection of different cultures they belodde. For example, some of them expressed their
challenging and opposite ideas irrespective ofefffiect it could have on others but some others
were more conservative. Vygotsky (1978) believest tommunicative events are shaped by
cultural and historical factors, and thinking, ldag and development cannot be understood
without taking account of the intrinsically sociahd communicative nature of human life.
Discussion of the linguistic points could involvely the minority group of students who had a
pretty good background of English language. Othedents preferred to remain silent even
when they did not get a point although the teashererely welcomed any possible question.

As a part of the requirements of the class and timnework, students were required to do all
the activities of each units except those they wete to ignore. Although majority of the
students did the activities on account of fear afirg some grades, the better solution was
probably having them do them in the classroom enwrent and checking them in terms of
accuracy, because there existed some contradimtitveen students™ current level of knowledge
and the perfect and faultless answers they wrdté&habring the idea into the mind that they just
copied the right answers. Another solution mightbking them justify their answers at the time
of answering each question. The last idea to herglie linguistic knowledge of students was
taking some written exams. Students of the studk fmart into two exams; midterm and final
exam. Although the umber and the general natuthesh was pretty similar to each other, their
difficulty level was not the same. Comparing theutes of these exams one could clearly see
quite a difference in their scores. It can be usid®d then that having more exams can mitigate
the present distance between students’ level giiiltic knowledge.

Conclusion

According to the results of the study the mainésaith regard to making a class homogeneous
in terms of linguistic ability is the issue of té@ec. Where the power is exercised at its maximum
level (the written exams) students had higher aemeent. With regard to speaking ability,
however, a combination of factors including powéteacher, educational policies and identity
of students is at work.
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