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Engaging with others to identify areas of learning.

Nicholas Mark Page!

ABSTRACT

This study evaluates how a community of practice of twelve collaborating Modern Foreign
Languages teachers can improve students’ literacy levels in the target language and develop learner
autonomy. The group of practitioners identified reading as a neglected skill as students and teachers
alike consider it to be easier than listening, speaking and writing. The community of practice agreed
that taking a phonics approach in reading promotes fluency, which enabled me to create a
multipurpose intervention which combined reading aloud with reading comprehension over a
series of lessons. The twelve practitioners agreed that the impact of this intervention would be
measured by analysing the results of a student questionnaire and by collecting samples of
learners’ work. By reading aloud relatable, authentic texts, students enjoyed reading, confidently
interpreted longer texts and improved their pronunciation.

! Nicholas Mark Page, Head of French, Dixons Academies Trust, email: nicholasmarkpage@gmail.com
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1 INTRODUCTION

The aim of this study is to evaluate how a community of practice of twelve collaborating Modern
Foreign Languages teachers can improve students’ literacy levels in the target language and develop
learner autonomy. A community of practice can be defined as a ‘group of teachers who are engaged
in achieving a common goal, share to a certain degree a set of values, norms, and orientations
towards learning, and operate collaboratively with structures that foster students’ independence’
(Van Maanen & Barley, 1984, p. 287). As well as promoting learners’ autonomy, such collaborative
cultures create ‘engaging classroom environments, where students ask questions, share ideas and
understanding, and construct meaningful knowledge’ (Jolliffe, 2015, p. 1). These conditions result
in higher levels of achievement for students (Goddard, 2010) and offer the potential for
‘transformative’ professional development for teachers (Pounder, 1999).

This professional community of teachers collaborated to design their own literacy interventions
appropriate to their school contexts, making decisions about them from their collaboration calls.
The group of practitioners identified reading as ‘a neglected skill, as teachers consider it to be easier
than the other skills and pupils believe they are stronger in it than they are’ (Wilson, 2014, p. 10)
and according to Ofsted, the teaching of reading is a ‘weakness in many schools’, with ‘schools
often limiting reading materials to short texts found in textbooks or past examination papers’
(Ofsted, 2011, p. 44). However, the professional community agreed that using authentic texts full of
‘serious language’ in the second language (L2), which is a language that is easily relatable to the
learners’ daily lives, ‘making it full of force and meaning, giving them the drive to use it’ (Hawkins,
1987, p. 220), would enable learners to enjoy reading, and confidently interpret longer texts within
the Zone of Proximal Development (ZPD) (Vygostsky, 1997). Ensuring that authentic texts are
personally relevant to the learners in this ‘socially structured setting’ (Vygotsky, 1987, p. 172)
would increase students’ engagement in lessons (Bower, 2019), and there would be an improved
comprehension and attitude to reading (Macaro, 2008), but the importance of phonics could not be
ignored.

The community of practitioners also agreed that a phonics approach is more likely to promote
fluency in L2, so | decided to focus my intervention on reading aloud. Being able to read aloud is an
early achievement in first language (L1) acquisition for most learners, and ‘it could be regarded as
somewhat odd if a person, literate in that language, could not read aloud in a comprehensible way’
(Gibson, 2008, p. 33). My experience in the classroom and relevant literature shows that learners
enjoy reading aloud in L2 because ‘they feel like the objective is not to perform, but rather to
practise pronunciation and achieve comprehension’ (Stevick, 1989, p. 108), even if their attitudes
differ towards the target language (Macaro, 2008). Some pupils at my school are reluctant to
practise pronunciation in speaking activities or orally contribute to whole class discussions about
comprehension, but reading aloud is ‘a way of reducing communication anxiety’ (Foss, 1988, p.
409), and such a controlled, imitative activity can make students feel ‘secure enough to make their
first utterances’ (Gibson, 2008, p. 32). However, the community of practice agreed that
‘comprehension can sometimes be compromised by reading aloud’ (Gibson, 2008, p. 33), and so it
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should not be its sole purpose. This powerful collaborative conversation, in which colleagues were
engaged in sharing ‘goals, strategies, materials, questions, concerns, and results’ (Dufour, 2004, p.
4), enabled me to create my own intervention appropriate to my school context.

The academy will be referred to as ‘School X’ so that the establishment and its pupils remain
anonymous. Most of the student cohort live in a ward which is in the most deprived quintile
nationally (Southwark Council, 2017). 40% of pupils have a reading age which is below their actual
age (school data for School X, 2021) and keeping students engaged in lessons is the school’s main
challenge (Appendix 6). This challenging school context and the discussions from the collaboration
calls enabled me to create a highly engaging intervention which focused on reading aloud to
improve learners’ pronunciation and their general comprehension of authentic texts in the target
language. The twelve practitioners agreed that the impact of this intervention would be measured by
analysing the results of a student questionnaire and by collecting samples of learners’ work.

In the first part of this study, | will conduct a literature review of the collaboration and learning
theories relevant to my approach in the classroom. | will then analyse the community of practice
which has made positive contributions to this intervention. | will then evaluate the impact of this
intervention before | consider the implications for future practice.

2 LITERATURE REVIEW

The fundamental theories for my sequence of lessons are Hawkins’s concept of serious language
(Hawkins, 1987), Bower’s motivation model (Bower, 2019) and Gibson’s (2008) and Stevick’s
(1989) analyses of reading aloud.

As well as second language acquisition theories, Harris’s analysis of a ‘culture of trust enhances
performance’ (2013, p. 1) in communities of practice has also influenced my teaching and vision.
Harris states that ‘leaders create the organisational conditions necessary for teachers to engage in
collaborative relationships’ (2013, p. 25), and this seems particularly relevant to this study as Teach
First (TF) and the Institute of Education (IOE) at University College London created these
organisational conditions, by arranging collaboration calls for the community of practice and
distributing formal guidance to its members. This structured setting has enabled members to engage
in ‘open and honest conversations to reflect on their practices and identify ways in which they can
improve’ (Harris, 2013, p. 27). Yet, this culture of trust is lacking at School X due to the
organisational conditions of the Continuing Professional Development programme (CPD), which
have created weak ‘social capital’ (Harris, 2013, p. 12) as relationships among teachers are not
characterised by ‘high trust and frequent interaction’ (Harris, 2013, p. 25). Harris’s analysis is
highly relevant in this study as the weak social capital at School X has not enabled me to
confidently engage in conversations with other colleagues about this intervention, which has made
me question the purpose of a professional learning community.

Literature produced by Dufour (2014) was highly relevant to this collaborative study, as he explains
the purpose and goals of an ideal community of practice. Dufour (2014, p. 1) states that, ‘to create a
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professional learning community, focus on learning rather than teaching’ and discuss ‘goals,
strategies, materials, pacing, questions, concerns, and results’. This explicit guidance regarding the
expectations of the members of a community of practice enabled me to comfortably approach the
professional community arranged by TF and the IOE, knowing that there would always be a
‘colleague to turn to’” (Dufour, 2014, p. 6) because of the community’s common objective. Dufour
(2014, p. 4) also describes how collaboration calls are ‘explicitly structured to improve the
classroom practice of teachers—individually and collectively’ and this enabled me to truly believe
that the feedback and comments from my peers would empower me with the knowledge to create a
worthwhile intervention.

My intervention is influenced by Hawkins’s theory (1987) about serious language. The serious
language in these authentic texts ‘serves as an intention to mean’ and is personally relevant to the
learners, which will play a key role in securing the desired outcomes of this project, as an ‘absence
of ‘intention to mean’ in language transacted in the foreign language classroom’ (Hawkins, 1987, p.
237) is why students quickly become disengaged in reading activities. Serious language in authentic
texts, which serves as a function to the learner, is effortlessly retained, whereas non-serious
language in a reading activity, which the learner cannot relate to, is not effortlessly retained (1987).
This theory is beneficial to the students at School X as they enjoy reading the target language (TL)
in contexts which relate to their own experiences, and as their confidence grows in reading in
French, they have taken an interest in the beliefs and routines of native speakers of francophone
countries, reflecting an increased ‘capacity for empathy’ (1987, p. 216).

Bower’s process motivation model (2019) is based on Coyle’s three key aspects of motivation
(Coyle, 2011, p. 10) which are ‘learning environment, learner engagement, and learner identity’. If
one of these aspects is missing from a classroom culture of student-centred learning (Piaget, 2003),
students will become disengaged in reading aloud, and language acquisition will not occur.

Employing Bower’s process motivation model has played an important role in this project as its
focus is ‘not on creating interest, but on sustaining the learner’s interest over a long period of time’
(Bower, 2019, p. 565). Reading aloud sustains the learners’ interest over a long period of time
because students can get more actively involved with the text, taking on roles with their partners in
a secure, socially structured setting (Vygotsky, 1987) and decoding messages together if they are
unsure. Bower highlights ‘learner engagement’ (2019, p. 564) as a source of motivation in her
framework; reading aloud increases learner engagement as it is a shared experience in which
students enjoy reading a text together in various ways, in lieu of sitting in silence and answering a
few comprehension questions. Reading aloud can also improve ‘group cohesiveness’ and ‘self-
worth’ in Bower’s model (2019, p. 564) as students are aware that teamwork is essential to find
elements of the task’s solution (Vygotsky, 1987), and this awareness makes them accountable for
their learning and gives learners a ‘feeling of competence’ within the group (Bower, 2019, p. 564).

Research about reading aloud carried out by Gibson (2008) and Stevick (1989) has strongly
influenced my intervention at School X as they believe that all learners of a second language should
be able to read aloud in a ‘comprehensible way’ (Gibson, 2008) (Stevick, 1989) in order to achieve
fluency. Not only are learners regarded as ‘fluent’” when they can read aloud in a ‘controlled,
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imitative’ manner (Gibson, 2008, p. 32), but they are practising several skills at the same time
(Stevick, 1989). Both researchers state that whilst learners are reading aloud, they have the ability to
navigate the sounds, the pragmatic meaning and the grammatical features of the text which enables
them to ‘extend and strengthen their network of associations among all these aspects of the
language’ (Stevick, 1989, p. 108). I believe that providing regular opportunities to extend and
strengthen this network by reading aloud would greatly benefit the 40% of pupils at School X who
have a reading age which is below their actual age (school data for School X, 2021).

Although reading aloud can help learners review all aspects of the language, Stevick (1989) and
Gibson (2008) focus their research on using this tool to practise pronunciation and achieve general
comprehension. Stevick (1989, p. 76) argues that ‘a learner can read the same text aloud over and
over for pronunciation practice, concentrating on one feature at a time and giving special emphasis
to certain sounds’. In addition, Stevick (1989) claims that students become aware of different
sounds as they repeatedly read the same text aloud. Gibson (2008, p. 33) argues that reading aloud
enables learners to ‘chunk the text into sense groups, even if they do not understand all the words—
and to memorise new words’. However, Gibson recommends that achieving general comprehension
‘should not be the main purpose of reading aloud’ (2008, p. 33), and this activity should have
multiple purposes, which is why | have decided to focus on improving pronunciation and general
comprehension in this intervention.

Gibson (2008) and Stevick (1989) also argue that all students feel at ease when they are reading
aloud because the objective is not to perform an unscripted conversation in front of the whole class
but to focus on ‘how you sound with your partner’ (Stevick, 1989, p. 84). This lessens anxiety
levels in the room, and preparation activities such as ‘having the teacher read it out first’ and
providing ‘indirect correction’ (Gibson, 2008, p. 34) to the whole class create a supportive
classroom atmosphere, which is crucial in School X considering its daily challenge of keeping
students engaged in lessons (Appendix 6).

3 METHODOLOGY

The ideas shared in the community of practice enabled me to form the methodology for this
intervention. TF and the IOE created the organisational conditions which foster collaborative
dialogue amongst teachers (Harris, 2013) by arranging collaboration calls and distributing formal
guidance to colleagues. The formal guidance, which included a step-by-step guide, lectures,
seminars and a wealth of literature, made it clear to members of the community of practice that each
meeting would be explicitly structured to improve classroom practice (Dufour, 2014). Topics
formed part of this explicit structure in each collaboration call which were ‘goal, design,
implementation, assess and reflect’. In addition, maintaining such a rigid structure meant that roles
were assigned to different members of the community in each collaboration call such as ‘chair, note
takers, monitoring hands up, timekeeper and rabbit hole monitor’. I believe that creating topics and
roles in each collaboration call enabled colleagues to comfortably ‘develop norms or protocols to
clarify expectations regarding responsibilities and relationships’ (Dufour, 2004, p. 4) as members of
the professional community requested clarification when there had been a misunderstanding and
provided constructive criticism when they disagreed with an aspect of the call. However, it can be
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argued that ‘serious problems could arise in situations where teachers have different goals,
incompatible approaches or widely divergent teaching styles’ (Bailey, 1992, p. 162). This is not the
case within this community of practice, as the formal guidance, agreed topics, and rotating roles all
contributed to creating a culture of trust where ‘genuine listening’, ‘respect’ and ‘integrity’ (Eddy,
2016) were the norms. Furthermore, having the same shared goal enabled the community of
practice to constantly ‘focus its efforts on overcoming the challenges’ (Dufour, 2004, p. 4) related
to literacy in Modern Foreign Languages (MFL) and creating interventions appropriate to the
differing school contexts. Initially, producing a meaningful intervention was a concern for the
majority of the professional community’s members. Yet, all the teachers benefited from being part
of this community of practice as ‘those who are not very good at starting from scratch can benefit
from using the ideas discussed in pre-teaching collaboration and make it into something of their
own’ (Bailey, 1992, p.162).

| have always been interested in reading in the MFL classroom simply because colleagues have
little to say about it, or it is conceived by many practitioners ‘as a tool for exposing learners to
written vocabulary and short phrases already presented orally’ (Macaro, 2008, p.99). I have also
observed many successful readers who ‘make use of combinations of top-down and bottom-up
processes, rarely sticking to one strategy within those processes for very long” (Macaro, 2008,
p.101), which enabled me to critically reflect on the variety of strategies being taught and employed
in my classroom. These reflections were raised with the community of practice, and members
concluded that a strategy which could provide ‘social interaction and mediated, scaffolded activities
between teachers and learners’ within the ZPD (Vygostsky, 1997, p. 9) whilst offering learners an
‘inspiring diet of challenge and interest’ (Bower, 2019, p. 565) would be beneficial to all students.
This socially-structured approach (Vygostsky, 1997) which would challenge all learners (Bower,
2019), led me to question the impact of reading aloud in MFL, creating the need for this
intervention.

The focus of this intervention would have been on a one-year group, but I decided to carry out this
intervention across all the year groups that | teach (Year seven to Year 10) as reading aloud is a
skill, and ‘government policy makers expect all teaching to include a large component of learning
skills’ (Harris, 2014, p. 23). This skill was taught over a series of lesson plans (Appendix 12), and
the impact was measured by collecting students’ work (Appendices eight to 11) and distributing a
questionnaire (Appendix one).

4 RESULTS

This evaluation will follow the structure of the questionnaire in order to critically evaluate the
impact of every aspect of this intervention. Question one reads, ‘by having the text read to me by
the teacher, I can identify words that I do not know how to pronounce’ (Appendix one) and 98% of
students from all year groups responded ‘true’ (Appendices two to five). As the overwhelming
majority of the student cohort responded positively to this question, it can be argued that ‘listeners
should be given something to listen for’ (Gibson, 2008, p. 32), such as words that they cannot
pronounce, before they have to read the text aloud themselves. I also believe that ‘the proper
production by the teacher of punctuation signals, stress, and intonation’ (Amer, 1997, p. 46) enabled
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the students to locate words which they could not pronounce and this short preparation activity
provided a supportive classroom environment for the most unconfident students (Gibson, 2008).
Furthermore, as ‘reading aloud by the teacher helps readers discover units of sound that should be
read as phrases rather than word by word’ (Amer, 1997, p. 46), students could listen to the
pronunciation being modelled by the teacher as well it being read out loud in comprehensible
chunks (Gibson, 2008) and as a result, they felt secure enough to make their first utterances in the
following exercise (Stevick, 1989). However, I doubted that ‘listening for words that you cannot
pronounce’ was a rather vague instruction, as Amer states that ‘learners should be consciously
aware of the objective of reading aloud’ (1997, p. 46). Yet, 98% of students responded positively to
question one, which demonstrates that learners understood the objective of the task and found it
beneficial.

Question two reads, ‘by reading the text aloud, I improve my pronunciation’ (Appendix one), and
83% of students across all participating year groups responded ‘true’ (Appendices two to five). The
overwhelming majority responded positively to this question, as by reading the text aloud in pairs,
they were more actively involved with the text, taking on shared roles with their partners in a
secure, socially structured setting (Vygotsky, 1987) to achieve perfect pronunciation. This shared
responsibility, which sustained the learners’ interest over a long period of time (Bower, 2019),
improved group cohesiveness and self-worth (Bower, 2019) in this student-centred learning
environment (Piaget, 2003) as the students were thrilled to read the text aloud with their peers
instead of reading it in silence. Reading the text aloud with their peers also provided them with an
opportunity for social interaction within the ZPD (Vygostsky, 1997), which enabled them to rely on
each other's skills to complete the task autonomously in pairs (Harris, 2014). In addition, the teacher
contributed to this student autonomy by modelling the task in the previous activity (Harris, 2014) to
ensure that they had the tools and knowledge to read the text aloud in pairs. Imitating the teacher, or
the French native teaching assistant (TA) in many cases, enabled the students to become aware of
different sounds as they repeatedly read the same text aloud (Stevick, 1989), and many of them
replicated the TA’s accent and intonation suggesting an increased capacity for empathy (Hawkins,
1987). As well as replicating the TA’s accent and intonation, even the most unconfident students
successfully reproduced correct pronunciation whilst reading aloud (Gibson, 2008) and it was
highly noticeable that the students took this task very seriously. Learners were asked about their
attitude towards this task, and all of them replied, ‘it’s a serious task because we want to sound
good at French, and the text includes language that we use every day’ (Appendix seven),
demonstrating that these authentic texts ‘served as an intention to mean’ and were ‘personally
relevant to the learners’ (Hawkins, 1987, p. 237). Voicing an awareness of their level in the L2
(Bower, 2019) and demonstrating a serious attitude towards this task confirms that the first two
stages of this intervention, having the text read aloud to them by the teacher and then reading it in
pairs to achieve perfect pronunciation, are aligned with the professional community’s goal to
improve learners’ literacy levels.

Question three reads, ‘by reading the text aloud with my partner, I understand what the text is
about’ (Appendix one). In years seven, eight and nine, 70% of students responded ‘true’
(Appendices two to four) and in year 10, 55% of learners responded ‘true’ (Appendix five). It can
be argued that comprehension can be compromised by reading aloud (Gibson, 2008) as the students
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become too focused on trying to perfect their pronunciation. However, as learners have an unusual
degree of ability to switch their attention rapidly among the sounds and the meanings and the
grammatical features of the text (Stevick, 1989), reading aloud has provided the students with the
opportunity to chunk the text into sense groups (Gibson, 2008), which enabled them to grasp the
general idea of the text. In addition, if the learners had not read the text aloud to gain general
comprehension, they would have read the text in silence, and more often than not, learners reading
in silence ‘tend to read word by word due to their limited linguistic competence’ and ‘guided by
their anxiety to understand each word, sentences lose their integrity and consequently become
meaningless’ (Amer, 1997, p. 46). Moreover, sentences did not become meaningless in this socially
structured setting (Vygotsky, 1987) because learners had a shared responsibility to discuss their
general understanding of the text with their peers after reading it aloud before sharing their
summary with the rest of the class (Appendix 12). Summarising the general idea was facilitated by
the use of serious language in these authentic texts (Hawkins, 1989), as a personally relevant text
increases learner engagement (Bower, 2019). | also believe that students confidently embraced this
part of the intervention because they have become accustomed to exploring different reading
strategies in their English lessons (Appendix six), such as ‘finding the main idea of a paragraph,
recognising topic sentences, distinguishing main idea from supporting details’ (Macaro, 2008, p.
109), to mention a few. When students make links to other subjects because they have already
acquired that knowledge in a different context, they see this as stimulating and relevant (Bower,
2019), which produces cognitive growth (Piaget, 2003). However, only 55% of the year 10 students
reacted positively to this part of the intervention, which cannot be ignored.

Just under half of the students in year 10 stated that reading aloud did not help them understand the
general idea of the text. Amer states that ‘if reading aloud is made a regular and integral part of the
teaching and learning process, it can have a positive effect, but unplanned, occasional reading aloud
may not have a positive effect’ (1997, p. 46). This research supports year ten’s reaction to the
questionnaire (Appendix five), as the students in this GCSE Higher French class only did
occasional reading-aloud activities due to the length of the texts at that level and the amount of time
it takes to read them. Yet, the students in years seven, eight and nine had four more opportunities to
read aloud, which made it become, in their eyes, a regular and integral part of the teaching and
learning process.

Question four reads, ‘I prefer reading the text aloud with my partner to understand what it is about
before I have to answer comprehension questions’ (Appendix one). 60% of learners in year seven
responded positively to this question (Appendix two), 50% of students in years eight and nine
responded positively to this concept (Appendices three and four) and 60% of year ten students
responded positively to this aspect of the intervention. By analysing the results of this
questionnaire, it is clear that, overall, fewer students were in favour of this final aspect of the
intervention compared to previous aspects. | believe that these results were strongly influenced by
learners being consciously aware of the previous objectives of reading aloud (Amer, 1997) because
the teacher placed too much emphasis on improving pronunciation and understanding the general
idea of the text (Appendix 12), which the learners rather enjoyed (Appendix seven). However, when
the students had to read the text again to look for detail, the atmosphere completely changed in the
classroom, as ‘exercises such as “find the French for X” push learners into a different ‘gear’, quite
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apart from the one we would want them to be in if they were reading for pleasure’ (Woore, 2014, p.
107). It can also be argued that ‘students do not depend on reading aloud but use it as a resource
which benefits their use of other resources’ (Stevick, 1989, p. 85), and the most successful readers
use a variety of strategies to understand and interpret the text in lieu of placing all their energy on
one strategy (Macaro, 2008), which justifies the cohort’s answer to question four. Yet, I believe that
if the teacher had explicitly explained the process of reading aloud from beginning to end, from
practising pronunciation to gaining a general understanding of the text to answering questions about
detail, the students would have reacted more favourably to this final aspect of the intervention.
Moreover, with ‘appropriate practice, readers gradually realise that they can achieve a higher level
of comprehension by reading aloud’ (Gibson, 2008, p. 33), but only if the objectives of each task
are made clear to them. Explaining to students why we do things increases learner engagement
(Bower, 2019) as long as personally relevant, authentic material is used (Hawkins, 1987).

5 CONCLUSIONS

Overall, 1 believe that this reading-aloud intervention was a success across all year groups as it
improved students’ literacy levels in the target language and developed learner autonomy. The
questionnaires, student feedback and output demonstrate that reading aloud enabled the learners to
perfect their pronunciation in the TL and achieve a general understanding of the text before
answering comprehension questions about detail. All students actively engaged in this socially
structured intervention which enabled them to share their joy for reading with their peers, and this
was due to the collaborative discussions which occurred within the community of practice. The
community of practice provided a collaborative platform to develop an intervention appropriate to
School X’s context, which enabled students to switch their attention rapidly among the sounds and
the meanings and grammatical features of the text whilst summarising their general understanding
of the text with their partners. This multipurpose intervention provided the learners with further
strategies to increase their literacy levels in the TL, which is crucial at a school where 40% of
students have a reading age which is below their actual age. However, some aspects of the
intervention need to be improved for future practice.

In the future, the objectives of each step of the intervention must be clearly defined so that students
recognise the importance of every stage of the lesson, from beginning to end. Emphasising the goal
of each component will enable learners to benefit from the variety of reading strategies which this
intervention offers and will continue to contribute to their cognitive development. In addition,
consistency is the key to this intervention’s success in the future as students will continue to
recognise reading aloud as an integral part of the teaching and learning process, which will increase
literacy levels in the target language and develop their autonomy.

Finally, it was a privilege to be part of this community of practice as | benefited from using the
ideas discussed in the collaboration calls and made them into something of my own. This
community of practice, which did not follow a scripted meeting agenda and reserved genuine
listening, respect, and integrity as its norms, offered transformative professional development for its
members and led to the creation of numerous successful interventions to improve literacy levels in
the target language.
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7 APPENDICES

Appendix |: student questionnaire

This is an anonymous questionnaire. Do not write your name anywhere on this sheet and
answer the questions in English.

1) By having the text read to me by the teacher, I can identify words that I do not know how to
pronounce.

TRUE / FALSE

2) By reading the text aloud with my partner, | improve my pronunciation.
TRUE / FALSE

3) By reading the text aloud with my partner, | understand what the text is about.
TRUE / FALSE

4) | prefer reading the text aloud with my partner to understand what it is about before I have to
answer comprehension questions.

TRUE / FALSE
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Appendix 11: year seven responses to student questionnaire
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Appendix 111 : year eight responses to student questionnaire
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Appendix 1V: year nine responses to student questionnaire
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Appendix V: year 10 responses to student questionnaire
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Appendix VI: meeting minutes with Assistant Principal at School X

Me: What would you say is our main challenge here at School X?

Assistant Principal: Keeping the students engaged in lessons.

Me: Thank you for that. What reading strategies do you explore with the students in your subject?
Assistant Principal: | teach English. We explore all possible reading strategies in English; no stone
is left unturned. Every reader is different and if the strategy works for them, then it works for us.
Regular examples include finding the main idea of a paragraph, recognising topic sentences,
distinguishing main idea from supporting details etc.

Me: OK, thank you. Do you and the students read texts aloud in English lessons?

Assistant Principal: Of course. Reading aloud is a really good strategy for practicing intonation

and gaining an understanding of the general idea of the text.

Appendix VII: conversations with students about reading aloud

Me: Why do you think about reading aloud?

Students: It’s a serious task because we want to sound good at French and the text includes
language that we use every day. It’s fun as well because we can work with our partners.
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Appendix VIII: work completed by year seven student
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Appendix I X: work completed by year eight student
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Appendix X: work completed by year nine student
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Appendix XI: work completed by Year 10 student
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This lesson plan was adapted to each year group and class context

Teacher (T)

Students (Ss)

27

57

10°

3’

Ss complete a translation
activity containing language
from previous lessons which
will enable them to complete
the tasks in this lesson.

T asks Ss to translate the title
and objectives into English
and give the date in the TL.

Ss complete a mix and match
activity containing new

language which will appear in
the following reading activity.

Ss complete a dictation, using
language from the previous
activity and do now activity.
Ss show that they understand
the language and write it
correctly in a sentence.

Ss listen to a text being read
out by the teacher. Ss read
along and focus on locating
words that they cannot
pronounce.

Ss demonstrate that they can
retrieve language from
previous lessons, specifically
grammatical concepts and
topic-related vocabulary, to
prepare them for this lesson.

Ss show that they understand
what the lesson is about and
what they will achieve by the
end of the lesson.

Ss demonstrate that they can
identify the meaning of these
new language items by
matching them up with the
corresponding English words

Ss complete a dictation
enabling them to hear the new
language and record it in the
written form with language
that they have already learnt.
This activity will enable them
to ‘notice’ the construction of
the new language in syntax

Ss show that they can follow
the speed, intonation and
pronunciation of a text being
read out to them without
getting lost. Ss show that they
can mentally practice
pronunciation by specifically
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focusing on words that they
cannot pronounce.
5 Ss take it in turns to read the | Ss demonstrate that they have
text aloud with their partners. | internalised the T’s
T monitors correcting pronunciation, intonation and
pronunciation errors if speed by reading the text
necessary. aloud with their partners.
5 Ss show that they have
Ss discuss the general idea of | understood the general idea of
the text in English with their | the text after having it read
partners, before being aloud to them and after
questioned about it by the T having read it aloud
themselves. Ss show that they
are able to summarise the
general idea of the text in
English
10° Ss respond to comprehension | After being exposed to this
questions which focus on the | text twice in the reading aloud
details of the text. Ss quickly | activities, Ss demonstrate they
locate the answers, so T asks | can quickly locate the details
follow-up questions to of the text by answering a set
develop Ss linguistic of comprehension questions.
knowledge. Ss also show that they can go
beyond the language in the
text by answering T’s follow-
up questions.
Ss translate sentences from
10° Ss complete an English to English to French to show
French translation activity to | that they can retrieve the
show that they have language from the lesson,
understood and acquired the | understand its meaning and
language from the lesson write it correctly in the
written form.
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