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ABSTRACT

This study explored the construction of interpersonal meanings through multimodal
elements of teacher talk and teachers’ body language in Chinese as a second language
classrooms (CSL) in Malaysian primary schools. CSL classes have increasingly grown in
numbers but has yet to gain the attention of researchers in examining their discourse. The
study aims to: (1) identify the semiotic resources realised in CSL classrooms; (2) study the
use of linguistic and non-linguistic semiotic resources to construct interpersonal meaning in
CSL classrooms; and (3) study the impact of the interpersonal meaning constructed on the
teaching and learning of CSL. An integrated theoretical framework which brings together
various schools of thought namely Systemic-Functional Linguistics (SFL), teacher
immediacy and multimodal discourse analysis, was adopted to examine the interpersonal
meaning constructed in CSL classrooms, a first attempt in analyzing the discourse in
Malaysia. In addition, educational theories were referred to in order to systematically
discuss the deployment and co-deployment of various semiotic resources in constructing
interpersonal meaning via teachers’ roles and teacher-student relationships. The study
proposes a comprehensive framework in analyzing teacher immediacy, a realisation of
interpersonal meaning. Data were obtained from four CSL teachers from four schools in
Selangor, Malaysia and 63 students who attended the Level 4 CSL course in the schools
through classroom observations, recording of classroom lessons and interviews with the

teachers and students.

The study not only provides empirical data which is lacking in research previously carried
out in Malaysia identifying resources use in the teaching of second language but also

discusses the co-deployment of verbal and non-verbal resources evident in classroom



discourse to create meaning. In addition, the study impresses upon the importance of time
parameter and space to provide richer discussions of the semiotic resources identified.
Other findings include the fact that CSL teachers were to some extent multilingual such that
they can code-switch between Chinese, Malay and English, were sensitive to the cultural
norms of the various races in the classes, used the lexical item ‘teacher’ to refer to
themselves in teacher talk, appraised students positively through the use of judgement
resources and are creative in negotiating the various resources at every stage of their
teaching, able to foreground and background resources wherever relevant. Strategies
through the enactment of various teacher’s roles were identified to realize teacher
immediacy such as remembering students’ names, code-switching to facilitate student’s
learning, smiling frequently, and establishing frequent eye contact. Such immediate
behaviour of the teachers have positive impact on the teaching and learning of CSL which
includes reducing learning anxiety, increasing motivation and interest in learning,
developing student’s confidence, instilling good behaviour and developing student’s
discipline. These in turn help establish a close rapport and a meaningful teacher-student
relationship, creating a conducive learning environment for teaching and learning. The
findings of this study will benefit teachers of not only CSL classes but teachers of other
disciplines, developers of teaching programs as well as researchers in the field of

multimodal discourse.

Keywords: Chinese as a second language (CSL); Interpersonal meaning; Teacher

immediacy; Multimodal discourse analysis; Systemic-Functional Linguistics (SFL)



ABSTRAK

Kajian ini meneroka bagaimana makna interpersonal dibina melalui elemen multimodal
pertuturan dan bahasa badan guru dalam pengajaran bahasa Cina sebagai bahasa kedua
(CSL) di sekolah-sekolah rendah di Malaysia. Kelas CSL didapati telah semakin bertambah
bilangannya namun masih tidak mendapat perhatian penyelidik untuk mengkaji wacananya.
Kajian ini bertujuan untuk: (1) mengenalpasti sumber-sumber semiotik yang direalisasikan
dalam kelas CSL; (2) mengkaji penggunaan sumber linguistik dan bukan linguistik dalam
membentuk makna interpersonal dalam kelas CSL; dan (3) mengkaji impak makna
interpersonal yang dibina dalam pengajaran dan pembelajaran CSL. Satu kerangka teori
yang mengintegrasikan beberapa pendekatan iaitu Linguistik Sistemik Fungsian (SFL),
‘Immediacy’ guru dan Analisis Wacana Multimodal telah digunakan untuk menganalisa
makna interpersonal yang dibina dalam kelas CSL. Ini merupakan usaha pertama dalam
menggunakan kerangka sedemikian dan dalam menganalisa wacana tersebut di Malaysia.
Teori-teori pendidikan juga dirujuk untuk membincangkan secara sistematik pengunaan
sumber semiotik samada secara individu atau bersama dalam membentuk makna
interpersonal melalui peranan guru dan hubungan antara guru dan pelajar. Kajian ini
mencadangkan satu kerangka yang menyeluruh untuk menganalisa ‘immediacy’ guru, satu
bentuk realisasi makna interpersonal. Data diperolehi dari empat orang guru yang mengajar
CSL di empat buah sekolah di Selangor, Malaysia dan 63 orang pelajar yang menghadiri
kursus CSL tahap 4 di sekolah-sekolah tersebut melalui kaedah pemerhatian, rakaman

proses pengajaran di kelas-kelas dan temubual dengan guru-guru dan pelajar-pelajar.

Kajian ini bukan saja memberi data empirikal yang tidak didapati dalam kajian yang

dijalankan sebelum ini di Malaysia dalam mengenalpasti sumber-sumber yang digunakan



dalam pengajaran bahasa kedua tetapi juga membincangkan pengunaan bersama sumber
bahasa dan bukan bahasa dalam wacana bilik darjah untuk membentuk makna. Demikian
juga, kajian ini menengahkan kepentingan waktu dan ruang dalam memberi perbincangan
yang lebih mendalam tentang sumber-sumber semiotik yang dikenalpasti. Dapatan kajian
juga mendapati bahwa guru-guru CSL sedikit sebanyak dapat bertutur dalam beberapa
bahasa agar mereka dapat menukar kod diantara bahasa Cina, Melayu dan Inggeris, sensitif
terhadap norma-norma budaya pelbagai kaum di dalam kelas CSL, menggunakan perkataan

‘guru’ untuk merujuk kepada mereka sendiri.

Menilai pelajar secara positif melalui penggunaan sumber ‘judgement’ dan mereka juga
kreatif dalam perundingan pelbagai sumber pada setiap tahap pengajaran mereka, serta
berupaya untuk menengahkan dan membelakangkan sumber-sumber di mana yang relevan.
Strategi-strategi  melalui perlaksanakan pelbagai peranan guru dikenalpasti untuk
merealisasikan ‘immediacy’ guru adalah saperti mengingati nama pelajar, menukar kod
untuk memudahkan pembelajaran pelajar, sering tersenyum dan mengadakan kontak mata
dengan pelajar-pelajar. Tingkah laku guru yang sedemikian memberi impak yang positif
terhadap pengajaran dan pembelajaran dimana ianya dapat mengurangkan kebimbangan
dalam pembelajaran, meningkatkan motivasi dan minat dalam pembelajaran, membina
keyakinan pelajar, memupuk tingkah laku baik dan membentuk disiplin dikalangan pelajar-
pelajar. Ini seterusnya mewujudkan hubungan rapat dan yang bermakna antara guru dan
pelajar yang dapat membentuk suasana pembelajaran yang kondusif untuk pengajaran dan
pembelajaran. Dapatan kajian ini memberi manfaat bukan saja kepada guru-guru CSL
malah guru-guru dari disiplin lain juga serta pembentuk-pembentuk program pengajaran

dan pengkaji dalam bidang wacana multimodal.

Vi
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CHAPTER 1

INTRODUCTION

1.1  Background of the Study

Malaysia, a multiethnic country, provides for the teaching of several languages in primary
and secondary schools throughout the country. These languages are Bahasa Melayu or
Malay, the national language, English, Chinese and Tamil. There are two types of schools in
Malaysia based on their medium of instruction namely the national and national-type
schools. Nevertheless, the syllabus is similar in both types of schools but is taught in
different languages whereby the national language, Malay, is the medium in national
schools and Chinese or Tamil in national-type schools. The main aim of this policy is to
integrate the various ethnic groups in the country through the common syllabus. The
present study focuses on the teaching of the Chinese as a second language (CSL)
specifically in national primary schools to non-native speakers, who belong to different
ethnic groups, namely, Malay, Chinese, Indian and other minorities whose mother tongue is
not Mandarin. Apart from the Chinese Language taught in national primary schools
(Sekolah Kebangsaan, SK), Elementary Chinese, there are a few types of CSL courses
taught in Malaysia. For instance, the Chinese language taught in secondary schools as well
as in MARA Junior Science Colleges and Chinese as a second language course taught in
many private and government-funded universities at the tertiary level. The enrolment of
Malaysian students in CSL courses at all levels is on the rise. This trend could be attributed
to the rapid development of the Chinese economy over the past 30 years. It is therefore
hardly surprising that interest in learning Chinese is growing, as many Malaysians are

beginning to appreciate the economic value that comes with mastery of the language. The



emergence of China as an economic powerhouse overtaking Japan to become the world’s
second largest economy and as one of the important trading partners of many countries has
motivated even more people around the world whose mother tongue is not Mandarin to
study Mandarin Chinese. This is also the case in Malaysia (Sin Chew Daily, 2/1/2011),
where the language is now taught as a subject within the school curriculum. Another
contributing factor to the rise of enrolment in Chinese as a second language classrooms is
the unveiling of the national Education Blueprint in 2013 where it encourages all students
to learn a third language. This has great impact on the teaching of languages like Chinese
and Tamil and studies should be carried out to identify the impact on the teaching of these

languages in the present school system in Malaysia.

The CSL course in this research refers to the Chinese Language taught in National Schools,
or better known in Malay as Bahasa Cina Sekolah Kebangsaan (BCSK). The teaching of
the BCSK course is aimed at enhancing the status of national schools (SK) as the premier
choice of all Malaysian parents, especially Chinese parents who normally would enroll
their children in Chinese national-type schools. It is hoped that with the inclusion of the
BCSK course in national schools, parents who want their children to take up Chinese as an
additional language will enroll their children in these schools. Unlike the Chinese course
offered in the Chinese National Type Schools, which is designed as a first language course
for the native speakers, the BCSK course is designed as a second language course for non-
native speakers. BCSK was first implemented in 150 selected participating schools in 2007.
The number of national schools offering BCSK increased to 350 in 2009. According to
statistics revealed at the end of June 2008 (Sin Chew Daily, 1/7/2010), a total of 10,854
students in SK had registered for the BCSK course. Among them, 6664 (61.4%) were

Malays or Bumiputeras, 1834 (16.9%) were Chinese and 2356 (21.7%) were Indians. The



objective of the BCSK course is to enable students to acquire basic communication skills in
Chinese, as the course expects students to use the language skills learned from the BCSK
course to communicate and interact with native speakers effectively (Ministry of Education

Malaysia, 2006, p.1) and thus enhance integration with the various races in the country.

1.2  Statement of the Problem

This study uses the Multimodal Discourse Analysis (MDA) approach to explore how CSL
teachers construct interpersonal meanings in Chinese as a second language classrooms
through the employment of various semiotic resources which include verbal and nonverbal
representations. Multimodal discourse analysis is the analysis of the different semiotic
modes in a text or communicative event for meaning making. According to Hodge and
Kress (1988, p. vii), “meaning resides so strongly and pervasively in other systems of
meaning, in a multiplicity of visual, aural, behavioral and other codes, that a concentration
on words alone is not enough”. Kress (2000, p. 337) also points out, “It is now impossible
to make sense of texts, even of their linguistic parts alone, without having a clear idea of

what these other features might be contributing to the meaning of a text.”

Application of MDA began in the mid-1990s. The earliest research in this area was by O’
Toole (1994) who studied the display of three-dimensional objects. Other similar studies in
three-dimensional objects included those conducted by Alias (2004), O’Toole (2004) and
Pang (2004). This analytical approach has also been extended to study representations and
meaning making in media communication and education. Most of the research in mass
media analysed texts for advertising purposes (Chen, 2012; Cheong, 2004; Fauziah, 2010;
Han, 2012; Kress & van Leeuwen, 1996, 2006; Li, 2012; Lu, 2012; LQ 2012; Tang, 2012;

Wang, 2010; Wang, 2012; Xu, 2010; Zhou, 2012). Research has also examined story books



(Lim, 2007) and magazines (Bowcher, 2007; Royce & Bowcher, 2007), and investigated
hypertext (Kok, 2004; Lemke, 2002; Royce, 1998; Sang, 2011; van Leeuwen, 2005b).
Other studies in mass media analysed data from films, videos and movies (Baldry, 2004;
Iedema, 2001; Luo, 2010; Ma, 2012; O’ Halloran, 2004; Yuan, 2010). Studies in
educational settings have focused on two domains: teaching materials (Chen, 2009; Cui,
2012; Guo, 2004; Koulaidis & Dimopoulos, 2005; Lemke, 1998, 2002; O’Halloran, 2005;
Tay, 2007; Unsworth, 2001; 2006a; 2006b, 2007) and classroom discourse (Chen, Guo,

Freebody & Hedberg, 2005; Deng, 2014; Hood, 2011; Kress, Jewitt, Ogborn & Tsatsarelis,
2001; Kress et al., 2005; Li, 2014; Lim, 2011; New London Group, 1996; O’Halloran,

2000, 2005; Qian, 2012; Royce, 2002, 2007b; Unsworth, 2001; Wu, 2010; Yan, 2008;

Zhang & Wang, 2010; Zhang, 2011).

Most of the research which employed MDA to explore meaning making via the co-
deployment of various modes in printed material specifically focused on texts for
advertising purposes. Some research has examined classroom discourse, mostly in science
and English language classrooms, but research has not investigated meaning making in
Chinese as a second language classrooms despite the large number of learners studying
Chinese as a second language. Therefore, classroom discourse focusing on the construction

and negotiation of meaning in these classrooms remains unexplored.

Research into classroom discourse has emerged as a significant field of study since Sinclair
and Coutlthard (1975) developed the widely-adopted Initiation-Response-Evaluation (IRE)
analysis model (Schleppegrell, 2004, p. 442). Most previous research on classroom

discourse investigated English language use in classrooms (Cazden, 1988, 2001; Chaudron,



1988; Christie, 2002). Furthermore, many of these earlier studies only focused on the
textual/verbal medium, i.e., either the spoken language or the written text. To bridge the
gap, the present research therefore adopted the MDA approach to analyse not only the
verbal but also the nonverbal semiotic resources employed by CSL teachers to construct
interpersonal meaning via classroom discourse. The focus on CSL classroom is also
necessary as research is still lacking in the discourse of these classrooms as much attention

has been paid on English as a second language (ESL) classrooms.

The notion of interpersonal meaning proposed by Halliday (1978), adopted by this study, is
associated with the speaker’s negotiation of power (intrusion into an exchange of values,
influence others), role enactment (doing something, context of situation), and establishing
relationship (attitude, judgement), which is stated as follows:

The interpersonal component represents the speaker s meaning potential as

an intruder. It is the participating function of language, language as doing

something. This is the component through which the speaker intrudes

himself into the context of situation, both expressing his own attitudes and

judgements and seeking to influence the attitudes and behavior of others. It

expresses the role relationships associated with the situation, including

those that are defined by language itself, of questioner-respondent,

informer-doubter and the like. These constitute the interpersonal meaning

of language. (p. 112)
In the social communication of power negotiation, role enactment and relationship
establishment, as explained by Halliday (1978) the interpersonal meaning speakers
construct is mainly indicated by the way they engage in a communicative exchange, and
express their attitudes and judgements on the aspects of exchange, and the way they try to
influence the attitudes and behaviour of others in the communication. The forms and

outcomes of the interpersonal meaning construction are also relevant to classroom

communication.



Barnes (1974, p. 1) points out that many of the speech functions in classroom are

interpersonal in nature. This is stated as follows (cited in Cazden, 2001, p. 2):

Speech unites the cognitive and the social. The actual (as opposed to the
intended) curriculum consists in the meanings enacted or realized by a
particular teacher and class. In order to learn, students must use what they
already know so as to give meaning to what the teacher presents to them.
Speech makes available to reflection the processes by which they relate new
knowledge to old. But this possibility depends on the social relationships, the
communication system, which the teacher set up.

This statement highlights the importance of rhetorical (the system of contact) and social
aspects (participant’s power and role relations) of communication set up by the teacher for
cognitive development. Considering the dearth of research into these domains, it is
therefore necessary to investigate the social relationships and communication system set up
by the teacher via classroom discourse as these aspects of interpersonal meaning have
impacts on classroom teaching and learning, in particular, the cognitive development of
students. Informed by Halliday’s (1978) and Barne’s (1974) views, the interpersonal
meaning explored in this research therefore focuses on how teachers employ their spoken
language and body language to negotiate power, to enact various social roles, and to
establish solidarity relationship with their students in classrooms. It determines how
teachers serve as institutional agents in mentoring students and imparting knowledge,
developing skills and attitudes. In other words, interpersonal meaning constructed via
classroom discourse can effect changes in behaviour (knowledge, skills, and attitudes);

hence, student learning is defined as change of behaviour.

Research into teacher immediacy has long verified that a teacher’s verbal and nonverbal
behaviours have an impact on students’ liking of the subject and hence their achievement in

the subject (Richmond, 2002a). The teacher’s warmth, gentleness, attentiveness and



affability constitute teacher immediacy behaviour. Other immediacy behaviours include
showing empathy, understanding, sensitivity to the needs of students, respect for students
and giving equal and fair treatment (Gorham, 1988; Richmond, 2002a). On the importance

of immediacy behaviour, Richmond and McCroskey (2000, p. 86) remarked:

Several studies have been conducted looking at immediacy behaviors of
teachers during instructional communication with their students. These
studies have found immediacy behaviors to be associated with more positive
affect as well as increased cognitive learning and more positive student
evaluations of teachers.

The statements made by Richmond and McCroskey (2000) show that an “immediate”
teacher in the classroom helps to create a harmonious relationship with students; and this

positive effect helps to increase cognitive learning and generate positive emotions.

To understand the state of solidarity in the teacher-student relationship, a feasible way is to
examine how well teachers convey verbal and nonverbal immediacy behaviours. Richmond
etal., (2008, p. 207) explain,
Solidarity is the perception of closeness derived from similarity in
sentiments, behavior, and symbols of that closeness. As immediacy increases
[closeness] between persons, so does solidarity; as solidarity increases, so
does immediacy. We are much more likely to develop a solid relationship
with an individual who uses immediate cues with us than someone who uses
nonimmediate cues.
The above statement asserts the use of immediacy cues helps to increase solidarity, and in
turn, “as we become closer [develop a solid relationship] to another person, immediacy
tends to increase” (Richmond et al., 2008, p. 207). In short, increase of immediacy helps
increase the solidarity and vice versa. The present research strongly believes that, when

conducting research into the construction of interpersonal meaning in classroom discourse,

the teacher’s immediate and nonimmediate verbal and nonverbal behaviours must be



observed, as they have the interpersonal value and can provide insight into teaching

effectiveness.

For the past decades, teacher immediacy research was mainly conducted in classrooms at
the tertiary level via quantitative approaches (Andersen, 1978, 1979; Christophel, 1990;
Christensen & Menzel, 1998; Estepp, 2012; Furlich, 2007; Gorham, 1988; Gorham &
Christophel, 1990; Gorham & Zakahi, 1990; Mottet & Richmond, 1998; Pogue & Ahyun,
2006; Richmond et al., 1987; Saechou, 2005; Toland, 2011). The findings from these
studies were mostly inferred from students’ self-reports in questionnaires. The present
research, however, explores teacher immediacy in primary CSL classrooms in Malaysia via
both qualitative and quantitative approaches, through descriptive statistics, classroom
observations and interviews rather than self-reports in questionnaires as carried out by
previous studies, to elicit data for analysis. This study hopes that by adopting a qualitative
approach, it will further enhance previous findings and to find out if there would be any
differences in the findings when the context is teaching Chinese as second language as

opposed to teaching English as a second language.

There are two reasons for the investigation into the construction of interpersonal meaning
via multisemiotic resources. First, research which explores the construction of interpersonal
meaning in classroom discourse is scant. Second, the dynamic social aspect of classroom
interpersonal communication in multimodal contexts is very rich in interpersonal meaning
making. It is imperative to study the deployment of various non-linguistic semiotic codes
such as facial expressions, gaze, gestures and proxemics, and the use of linguistic modes in
making interpersonal meanings. Hood (2011) states, “there is an urgent need for more

research into the ways in which interpersonal epilinguistic body language functions in



relation to teaching and learning in face-to-face classrooms” (p. 48). This study is
answering the call for such research to be carried and in fact, this study goes one step
further by analysing how the nonverbal resources interact with the verbal resources in
realising interpersonal meaning. Such study has yet to gain momentum in Malaysia and

elsewhere especially in countries that offer Chinese as a second language.

1.3 Objectives of the Study
This research investigates the use of multisemiotic resources by CSL teachers to construct
interpersonal meaning in classrooms. Three research objectives relating to this goal are
stated as follows:
1. To identify the semiotic resources realised in Chinese as a second language
classrooms;
2. To study the ways in which linguistic and non-linguistic semiotic resources are
used to construct interpersonal meaning in Chinese as a second language classrooms;
3. To study how interpersonal meaning impacts the teaching and learning of Chinese

as a second language.

1.4 Research Questions
To meet the objectives of the study, four research questions were formulated, and they are
presented as follows:
1. What are the semiotic resources realised in the teaching and learning of Chinese as
a second Language?
2. How are the semiotic resources used to construct interpersonal meaning in Chinese
as a second language classrooms?

3. How is teacher immediacy, a core aspect of interpersonal meaning, constructed in



Chinese as a second language classrooms?
4. What is the impact of the interpersonal meaning constructed on classroom

teaching and learning?

1.5  Theoretical Frameworks

The theoretical framework underpinning the present study is based on three schools of
thought. First is the Systemic Functional Linguistics (SFL) (Eggins & Slade, 1997; Eggins,
2004; Halliday, 1970, 1973, 1975,1978, 1994; Halliday & Matthiessen, 1999, 2004; Hood,
2011; Jewitt, 2009; Kress et al., 2001, 2005; Lim, 2011; Martin 1992; Martin & Rose,
2003; Martin & White, 2005; Martinec, 2001), second is Multimodal Interactional Analysis
of Norris (2004), and lastly based on the theory of immediacy (Andersen, 1978, 1979;
Gorham, 1988; Mehrabian, 1969, 1971; Mottet and Richmond, 1998; Richmond, 2002a;

Richmond et al., 2008).

In undertaking the research, the present study analyses, interprets and explains the
interpersonal meaning of teacher talk through turn-taking and amount of talk, person
system, mood system, and appraisal theory of SFL. It will then investigates the
interpersonal meaning mediated through teacher’s action (body language), drawing on the
studies of nonverbal representation that have examined facial expressions, gaze, gestures,
postures and proxemics. Gesture analysis is based on the analytical approaches proposed by
Hood (2011), Lim (2011), and McNeill (1992). In addition, the study uses Martinec’s (2001)
affect system, modality system, and engagement system to analyse teachers’ facial
expressions, postures, and proxemics. Next, the study will analyse the co-deployment of
multisemiotic resources to identify how these resources support each other in teaching and

this analysis draws on the multimodal analysis approaches introduced by Kress et al. (2001,

10



2005) and Norris’s (2004) Multimodal Interactional Analysis to transcribe and analyse the
meaning negotiation in classroom communication, in order to determine the semiotic
resources realised in the teaching and learning of Chinese as a second language, and
investigate ways in which the linguistic mode (teacher talk) is co-deployed with the
actional mode (teacher’s action) in teaching. Finally, the study uses the theory of
immediacy from the school of communication (Andersen, 1978, 1979; Gorham, 1988;
Mehrabian, 1969, 1971; Mottet and Richmond, 1998; Richmond, 2002a; Richmond et al.,
2008) to explain and interpret teachers’ verbal and nonverbal immediacy behaviours and
how these behaviour impact teaching and learning in CSL classroom in Malaysia were

discussed based on the educational theories and concepts.

1.6 Conceptual Framework
Meaning is “something that one wishes to convey, especially by language” (Soukhanov,
1992, p. 1116). Thus, a function of language is to convey meaning. From the perspective of
function as “the action for which one is particularly fitted or employed” (Soukhanov, 1992,
p.- 735), Halliday asserts that a clause reveals three functions simultaneously: “clause as
message, clause as exchange, and clause as representation” (Halliday, 1994, p. 37). In
functional terms, a clause has the ideational function, interpersonal function, and textual
function, which Halliday refers to as ‘metafunction’ of language (Halliday, 1975, p. 56).
They are the cognitive, social and compositional aspects of language use. Regarding
interpersonal metafunction, Halliday (1970) argues that,
[interpersonal metafunction] serves to establish and maintain social relations:
for the expression of social roles, which include the communication roles
created by language itself — for example the roles of questioner and
respondent, which we take on by asking or answering a question; and also for
getting things done, by means of the interaction between one person and

another.
(Halliday, 1970, p. 143, bold added)

11



For the present research, based on Halliday’s (1994) interpersonal metafunction, the
construction of interpersonal meaning refers to the use of verbal and nonverbal resources in
communicating, interacting, and representing the participant’s roles and social relations in a

specific context.

Halliday (1973) notes that the linguistic resources used for construction of interpersonal
meaning are the Mood and Modality systems. The choice of mood tells people how the
speaker intrudes into speech; and the modality system can reflect the attitudes (judgement
and prediction) of a speaker towards people and material addressed, as to show approve or

disapprove, as well as intimacy or distance:

‘interpersonal’ ...embodies all use of language to express social and personal
relation, including all forms of the speakers intrusion into the speech
situation and the speech act......the interpersonal elements is represented by
mood and modality: the selection by the speaker of a particular role in the
speech situation, and his determination of the choice of roles for the addressee
(mood), and the expression of his judgments and prediction (modality) ......
specific uses of language of socio-personal kind...... We use language to
approve and disapprove; to express belief, opinion, doubt; to include in the
social group, or exclude from it; to ask and answer; to express personal
feeling; to achieve intimacy; to greet, chat up, take leave of; in all these and
many other ways.

(Halliday, 1973, p. 41)

Halliday (1979, pp. 66-67) also maintains that construction of interpersonal meaning is
cumulative, and drawing on semiotic resources for realising meaning is typically prosodic.
Interpersonal meaning construction is best studied through the meaning making action as a

whole. Halliday (1979) argues:
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Interpersonal meanings cannot easily be expressed as configurations of
discrete elements... The essence of the meaning potential of this part of the
semantic system is that most of the options are associated with the act of
meaning as a whole... this interpersonal meaning ...is strung throughout the
clause as a continuous motif or colouring... the effect is cumulative... we shall
refer to this type of realisation as ‘prosodic’, since the meaning is distributed
like a prosody throughout a continuous stretch of discourse...

(Halliday, 1979, pp. 66-67)

The present research investigates the construction of interpersonal meaning in CSL
classroom discourse where teacher and student relationship and teacher’s roles will be
discussed to examine the impact of interpersonal meaning in teaching and learning a second
language. With regard to the roles of a teacher, Hargreaves (1972) has identified five
principal instructional roles for teachers (pp.143-144).

¢ Information giver - Directing learning and lecturing

e Evaluator - Evaluating academic and other behavior

e Motivator - Using rewards to stimulate conformist activity

e Disciplinarian - Adhering to rules and administering punishment

e Value-bearer — Transmitting society’s dominant values

The five roles can be defined according to the following actions: instructing, facilitating,
evaluating, motivating, managing discipline and instilling values. This study will define

teacher’s roles based on the five roles listed.

Martin (1992) proposes that showing approval, disapproval, enthusiasm and abhorrence,
applauding and criticizing are expressions of affect, and including or excluding someone

from social groups reflects the attitude of a speaker in social contact maintenance. The
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expression of personal feelings and the intimacy behaviour is, to a large extent, related to
the social status of a person and the event encountered. Martin explains the factors of status,
contact and affect and suggests that appraising the speaker’s attitude comes from the
interplay of these factors:

Status refers here to the relative position of interlocutors in a culture’s social

hierarchy while contact refers to their degree of institutional involvement with

each other..Affect... refers to as the “degree of emotional charge” in the

relationship between participants.

(Martin, 1992, p. 525)

This notion has become one of the foundation blocks of the appraisal framework developed

by Martin and White (2005).

The construction of interpersonal meaning in CSL classrooms in the present study relates to
the teacher and student relationship established by both the teacher and students. Viewed
from the perspectives of the teacher, some indicators of an intimate relationship are
kindness, empathy, attentiveness, care, approachability, and so on, and these qualities are
traits of teacher immediacy. Teacher immediacy has been found as an important quality of a
teacher in teaching effectiveness as it helps to promote positive affect and relationships.
The behaviours indicating teacher immediacy have been identified by the communication
scholars (Andersen, 1978, 1979; Gorham, 1988; Richmond, 2002a; Richmond et al. 2008).
Renaud (2010) draws attention to the importance of teacher immediacy in interpersonal

values:

Appropriate levels of nonverbal and verbal teacher immediacy in the
classroom can help gain and retain student attention, motivation levels,
increase likeability, and approachability of teachers, and lead to more
learning of subject matter. (p. 12)
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Based on the discussion above, a conceptual framework of the present study is presented as

in Figure 1.1.
Interpersonal Meaning
® Roles
® Social relations
Realisation of interpersonal
meaning via multisemiotic
resources (Multimodality)
< SFL to analyse
» Teacher talk
o Amount of talk & No of
turns
o Person system
o Mood
o Appraisal to analyse
teachers’ attitude
— - » Teachers’ actions Semiotic resources in
Semiotic resources in o SFL actional analytical non-linguistic mode
linguistic mode approaches to analyse
teachers’ actions ® Teachers’ action
® Teacher talk > Multimodal Analysis (Body language)
% Multimodal Interactional o Facial
Analysis to analyse co- expressions
deployment o Gaze
% Teacher Immediacy to o  Gestures
analyse teachers’ talk & o  Postures
actions o  Proxemics
o Verbal Immediacy
o Nonverbal Immediacy

Action as a whole in Enacting
Social Roles |::>
e Instruction

Facilitation

Evaluation

Motivation

Discipline management
Value Instillation

Figure 1.1: Conceptual Framework for Constructing Interpersonal Meaning in CSL Classrooms
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1.7  Significance of the Study

This study is aimed at obtaining insight into ways in which language teachers employ
multisemiotic resources to construct interpersonal meaning in CSL classrooms. Cazden
(2001, p. 3) states that the classroom setting and social activity are important in shaping the
language of curriculum, language of control, and language of personal identity. She further
points out that one of the tripartite language functions is “the establishment and
maintenance of social relationship” (p. 3). As the interpersonal way of actions is one of the
basic and crucial components of language use in classroom discourse, it is therefore
important to understand how CSL teachers construct interpersonal meaning through
multimodal approaches. By documenting the discourse moves and analysing the motives
that utilize identifiable multisemiotic codes, it is hoped that the way interpersonal meaning
emerges as the result of the interaction and integration of various semiotic resources and a
speaker’s personal identity can be interpreted. Students now are exposed to various
technologies due to the digital era and as such they are used to ways of making and
construing meanings in multimodal fashion. Teachers, who must deal with the new
communication style of the young generation, need to have a good understanding of how
meanings can be constructed and interpreted multimodally. Equipped with such knowledge,

educators will be able to devise strategic discourse moves to facilitate students’ learning.

The multimodal discourse analysis approach has been widely applied to study meanings in
various fields as discussed in the Section 1.1 & 1.2. However, there is still little
investigation into classroom multimodal discourse, especially in Chinese language
classrooms. The literature review found that the number of multimodal discourse analysis
research carried out in Malaysia is still scarce. Among them, Attar (2014) analysed the

multimodal elements in Iranian English textbooks, Noor Dalina (2011) did a multimodal
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analysis of a female athlete in a Malaysian English language daily, Fauziah (2010) carried
out a Systemic-Functional multimodal analysis on Malaysian business brochures, and Tay
(2007) investigated two English language learners who developed literacy practices using
English multimodal texts. Few studies have been conducted on classroom interpersonal
communication (Mohd Safiee et al., 2008; Nor Shafrin, Fadzilah & Rahimi, 2009) and no
research has been carried out thus far in Malaysia which has examined CSL classrooms.
Therefore, it can be concluded that there is a need to conduct an investigation into
multimodal discourse in CSL in Malaysia, to achieve a better understanding of the
construction of interpersonal meaning between teachers and students from various racial

backgrounds.

It is hoped that the findings of this study can contribute to the body of knowledge regarding
the phenomenon of multimodal discourse and the teacher-student interpersonal relationship
in CSL primary school classrooms in Malaysia, from four perspectives. Firstly, the data
constitute multimodal classroom discourse, comprising verbal and nonverbal behaviours.
The study of the functions and patterns of nonverbal behaviours (facial expressions, gaze,
gestures, postures, proxemics) in CSL classroom communication is still absent in the local
context. Secondly, the research is one of the pioneer studies in Malaysia applying Martin’s
Appraisal theory (Martin & White, 2005) to analyze interpersonal meaning that emerges
from CSL classroom multimodal discourse. It is hoped that the findings in this study will
enrich the application of SFL and Appraisal theory in classroom discourse analysis. Thirdly,
the study of SK’s CSL classroom communication is a relatively new area, which has not
captured local researchers’ close attention. Lastly, few studies have examined interpersonal
relationships in classrooms by integrating theories from several schools of thought. The

present study analyses and discusses interpersonal meaning in CSL classrooms by applying

17



multimodal discourse analysis theories, SFL theories, theory of immediacy from the field of
communication, and educational theories. This is a new attempt in researching
interpersonal relationship in local language classrooms. It is also hoped that the findings of
this study will enable CSL teachers to reflect on their own practices when interacting with
their students in the classroom, and inspire them to construct a more meaningful
interpersonal relationship to improve the CSL language teaching and learning. Furthermore,
immediacy behaviours identified in CSL classrooms can be adopted by teachers teaching

other languages or even other subjects in the primary schools.

The understanding of the multimodality practices and processes during CSL instruction in
the classroom will therefore benefit teachers, teacher training students, curriculum
developers, and also linguists. This study may provide insights into the use of different
meaning-making resources to generate effective multimodal classroom teaching and
learning. The findings of this study relating to the role of teacher immediacy in the
construction of a meaningful teacher-student relationship, and its impact on classroom
teaching and learning can be taken as a reference or guidance for novice teachers.
Moreover, the notion of teacher immediacy via verbal and nonverbal behaviours could be

included in the teacher training curriculum in order to produce effective teachers.

1.8  Limitations of the Present Study

This study has several limitations. First, due to time constraints and the limited scope of the
present research, the MDA approach employed in this study only focused on the teacher’s
spoken language (verbal behaviour) and body language (nonverbal behaviour). The MDA
of images and written presentation as was done in the analysis of films, advertising

materials and textbooks was not carried out. In addition, the textual analysis focuses on the
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analysis of attitude while graduation and engagement were not carried out.

Next, although classroom discourse is co-constructed by teacher and students, the current
research focused much more on teachers and not on students, in the analysis of
interpersonal meaning making. This bias is attributed to two facts: (i) the teacher plays a
more important role than students in classroom communication and social relationship
(Barnes, 1974, cited in Cazden, 2001, p. 2). This reality is clearly reflected in the classroom
discourse corpus, where teachers dominate the classroom conversation and the students are
generally playing a secondary role. (ii) Only one video recording device was used and it
was mainly used to record teacher verbal and nonverbal behaviours and how the whole
class responded to the teacher. The video camera was not used to record individual
student’s verbal and nonverbal behaviours. Third, due to the technical limitations of non-
high resolution recording device and lack of professional skills in video recording, some
shortcomings were found: (a) some teachers’ facial expressions could not be clearly seen
due to the distance between the video camera and the image, or the lighting of the
classroom left much to be desired. That made the analysis of teacher expressions difficult at
times. (b) The angle of video recording at times could not cope with the quick movement of
the teacher, and some defining moments were missed. In these instances, the researcher

needed to rely only on audio-recording data.

Lastly, data was obtained from only four teachers and four schools in the state of Selangor

and thus is not representative of the entire primary school population which offers CSL

classes in Malaysia.
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1.9  The Organisation of the Thesis

This thesis consists of nine chapters in total. The first four chapters contextualizes the
research as these chapters provide the background, review related literature, describe
theoretical frameworks and methodological approaches of the study. The next four chapters
are analytical chapters that present and discuss the findings of the study. The following will

briefly describe the various chapters in the thesis.

The first chapter is the introductory chapter with nine sections: background of the study,
statement of the problem, objectives of the study, research questions, theoretical
frameworks, significance of the study, limitations of the study and the organisation of the

thesis.

The second chapter focuses on the literature review related to this study. It contains the
review related to classroom discourse, research on the teaching and learning of Chinese as a
Second Language (CSL) in Malaysia, teacher immediacy, some basic tenets of systemic
functional linguistics, including previous studies on interpersonal meaning, and research

into multimodal discourse analysis.

The third chapter provides the theoretical foundation. It describes theories and basic
concepts used in analysing the realisation of interpersonal meaning in CSL classrooms
through teacher talk and the teachers’ body language. To analyse the realisation of
interpersonal meaning theorised in SFL, the person system, mood choices, and appraisal
theory were employed to analyse teacher talk. Some other analytical concepts from SFL
and School of Communication were used to analyze the teacher’s body language, which

includes facial expressions, gaze, gestures, postures, and proxemics. Concepts regarding
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mode, semiotic resources and different approaches to multimodality were also discussed.
Chapter Three concludes with a discussion of the theories and tools used for the analysis of

teacher immediacy.

The fourth chapter describes the research design, the participants, methods and data
collection procedure, pilot study, approach and data analysis, ethical issues and

confidentiality, reliability and validity of the study.

The fifth chapter is the analysis of data to answer the first research question. It describes the
semiotic resources realised in Chinese as a Second Language Classroom (CSL). The
sources of data for this section came mainly from classroom video recording and the
checklist used by the researcher, teachers, and students. Lastly, data triangulation to identify

the semiotic resources used in CSL classroom was also discussed.

Semiotic resources used to construct interpersonal meaning in Chinese as a Second
Language classrooms is presented in Chapter 6. The findings are presented in three sections:
the realisation of interpersonal meaning in CSL classrooms through teacher talk; the
realisation of interpersonal meaning through teacher’s body language; and the co-
deployment of linguistic and non-linguistic semiotic resources in constructing interpersonal

meaning.

Chapter 7 contains the data analysis on teacher immediacy in Chinese as a Second
Language Classrooms. The discussions relate to the construction of interpersonal meaning
through teachers’ verbal and nonverbal immediacy behaviours. Teacher’s non-immediacy

behaviours evident in this study are also discussed.
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Chapter 8 reports the impact of interpersonal meaning on classroom teaching and learning
based on the data from the video recording and interview data. The discussion starts with a
report on teacher-student relationships in the four CSL classes and the impact on teaching
and learning, followed by the realisation of teacher immediacy in enhancing teaching and
learning. It ends with a discussion of examples on teacher non-immediacy behaviours that

inhibit classroom teaching and learning.

Finally, Chapter 9 summarises the major research findings and discusses the implications

and provides directions for further research.
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CHAPTER 2

LITERATURE REVIEW

2.1 Introduction

The first sections of Chapter Two will discuss literature relating to classroom discourse, in
particular, teacher talk. Teacher talk consitutes the main verbal resources in interpersonal
communication. In traditional face-to-face teaching, the construction of interpersonal
meaning via teacher talk has two main streams. One, teacher talk is a way of doing tasks
assigned by the institution and society to perform a teacher’s collective roles; and the other
relates to the teacher and students’ construction of social relationships (Halliday, 1975, p.
143; Halliday & Matthiessen, 1999, p. 511). The latter is mainly the negotiation initiated by
the teacher to help the students enjoy learning, to get the students to like the teacher as well
as the subject matter. These acts are in fact the actualization of teacher immediacy. Hence,
literature pertaining to the realisation of teacher immediacy behaviour will also be reviewed.
Finally, as the current research also applies the Multimodal Discourse Analysis (MDA)
approach to analyse the research data, previous research on the application of MDA in
meaning making relevant to classroom discourse and teaching materials will also be

discussed.

2.2  Classroom Discourse

As the mode of delivery of interpersonal and ideational messages, teacher talk is a major
mode of classroom discourse. Body language, such as nodding, making eye contact,
gesturing and body movements, are equally important modes used to mediate and negotiate
interpersonal meanings in classrooms. Classroom discourse is filled with the exchange of

thoughts, feelings and ideas between the teacher and students. These exchanges are driven
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by the respective roles played by the teacher and the learners. As a result, interpersonal
meaning in classroom functions as “exchange” and “role enactment” constructed by

classroom participants during the lesson.

2.2.1 Teacher talk

Why is talk important in classroom? Fisher, Frey and Rothenberg (2008, p. 1) argue that,

Language, in other words, is how we think. It's how we process information
and remember. It's our operating system. Vygotsky (1962) suggested that
thinking develops into words in a number of phases, moving from imaging to
inner speech to speech. Tracing this idea backward, speech-talk is the
representation of thinking. As such, it seems reasonable to suggest that
classrooms should be filled with talk, given that we want them filled with
thinking.

In education, giving enough room for students to think and respond to talk in the classroom
IS important for cognitive development. The thought and feelings can be known and
understood by others via verbal and nonverbal expressions, and talking is the most

prominent tool.

For student-centered classrooms, one important role of the teacher from the interpersonal
perspective is to serve as a motivator and learning facilitator. It is grounded on
constructivism, namely Bruner and his associates’ notion of scaffolding and the Vygotskian
Zone of Proximal Development (ZPD). Wood, Brunner and Ross (1976, p. 90) define
scaffolding as follows: “Those elements of the task that are initially beyond the learner’s
capacity, thus permitting him to concentrate upon and complete only those elements that
are within his range of competence”. This idea is closely related to Vygotsky’s notion of
ZPD. The ZPD has been defined as “the distance between the actual developmental level as

determined by independent problem solving and the level of potential development as
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determined through problem solving under adult guidance, or in collaboration with more

capable peers” (Vygotsky, 1978, p. 86).

Both notions of scaffolding and ZPD prompt the teacher to evaluate the state of the
students’ potential before they offer suitable help to enable students to learn. After the
evaluation, teaching plans and teaching strategies are specifically designed to fit the
learning needs of the students. When enacting the role of facilitator or learning motivator,
the teacher takes the interpersonal elements into consideration, and adopts the best
approaches to meet learning needs. Thus, the teaching acts and strategies are rich in

interpersonal meaning, bringing to light the student’s learning needs and potential.

To realise the teaching plan, teachers usually organise their teaching acts by giving
instructions, asking questions, providing useful feedback, controlling students’ turn-taking
in a learning activity, disciplining the students to maintain the classroom order, when
necessary. To carry out these acts, teacher talk is important as Nunan (1991, p. 189) points

out:

Teacher talk is of crucial importance, not only for the organization of the
classroom but also for the processes of acquisition. It is important for the
organization and management of the classroom because it is through
language that teachers either succeed or fail in implementing their teaching
plans.

Allright and Bailey also share a similar view. They claim that teacher talk is generally used
to “convey information to learners and it is also one of the primary means of controlling
learner behavior” (Allright & Bailey, 1991, p. 139). The issue of controlling is essentially
interpersonal. In her seminal book, Cazden (1988) highlights the speaking right of a teacher

in classroom:
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In typical classrooms, the most important asymmetry in the rights and
obligations of teacher and students is over control of the right to speak. To
describe the difference in the bluntest terms, teachers have the right to speak
at any time and to any person; they can fill any silence or interrupt any
speaker; they can speak to a student anywhere in the room and in any
volume or tone of voice. (Cazden, 1988, p. 54)

In short, from the perspective of turn-taking as well as the content, talk in typical classroom

is dominated by the teacher.

Classroom discourse in terms of controlling has been well-researched (Chaudron, 1988;
McCarthy, 1991; Seliger & Long, 1984; Sinclair & Courthard, 1975). The present research,
therefore, concentrates on teacher talk which enacts teaching roles beyond the act of control,
such as teaching roles in performing the task of facilitation, motivation and evaluation,
which gear towards supporting students’ learning. Specifically, this research focuses on
verbal incidents where teachers engage their students in learning and their effort of creating
a meaningful and harmonious relationship with students. As the approach to the analysis is
multimodal, other than verbal resources, this research is designed to examine how
nonverbal resources are co-deployed with the verbal resources to achieve the goals of
teaching as the teachers enact roles assigned by the teaching profession, or by society. The

following section discusses various roles commonly assumed by teachers.

2.2.2 Teachers’ Roles

Roles relate to the tasks one functions in conversational and social relationships. Therefore,
teachers’ roles should be examined through all kinds of things done by teachers with
students and colleagues in the classroom, school and community, which are informed by

their jobs. Under the interpersonal perspective, this study examines teachers’ attitudes
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while performing their tasks. Specifically, the study investigates teachers’ verbal and
nonverbal behaviours in classrooms. A teacher’s discoursal behaviour observed in the

classroom also reveals the affective roles as well as the personality traits of that teacher.

Hargreaves (1972) asserts that many writers have devised sets of teacher sub-roles that are
relevant to classroom interaction. He suggests five principal instructional roles/ sub-roles
for teachers and claims that these instructional roles refer to basic teaching tasks for which
a teacher is responsible. The five instructional roles are information giver, motivator,
evaluator, disciplinarian, and value-bearer (pp. 143-144). A brief description of the five
roles of teacher is given in Table 2.1.

Table 2.1: Five Principal Instructional Roles of the Teacher in the Classroom
Interaction (Hargreaves, 1972)

Five Principal Instructional Roles Realisation
Instructor / Information giver Directing learning and lecturing
Motivator Using rewarding to stimulate conformist activity.
Evaluator/ Classifier Evaluating academic and other behavior.
Disciplinarian Adhering to rules and administering punishment.
Transmitting society’s dominant values; helping the student
Value-bearer : . :
to discover things for himself.

In a study on perception, Onderdonk (1995) identified 35 roles a teacher assumes in the 21%
century, as a professional and a social agent. These roles are divided into two categories,
which are ‘Teacher’s role as’ and ‘Teacher’s role in’. Some of the main roles listed in the
‘Teacher’s role as’ category are: facilitator of learning, subject matter expert, academic role
model and disciplinarian, while some of the primary roles listed in the ‘Teacher’s role in’
category include motivating students to learn, fostering intellectual curiosity, enhancing
students’ self-esteem, and preparing students to accept responsibility for decision making.

The teacher’s roles as a professional and a social agent are listed in Table 2.2.
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Table 2.2: Teacher’s Role as a Professional and a Social Agent

Teacher’s role as Teacher’s role in
1 | guide or facilitator of learning 1 motivating students to learn
2 | subject matter expert 2 | fostering intellectual curiosity
3 | an academic role model 3 | enhancing student self-esteem
4 | disciplinarian 4 | preparing students to accept responsibility for
decision making
5 | mentor 5 | encouraging students to develop judgement
6 | aprofessional exercising professional 6 | fostering independence in students
judgement
7 | aninnovator or experimenter to improve 7 | preparing students to meet the unexpected
education
8 | amoral role model 8 | encouraging students to recognize the
legitimacy of diverse responses
9 | personal counselor to students 9 | promoting patriotism and citizenship
10 | acurriculum developer 10 | moral education
11 | leader in the school 11 | celebrating errors in the learning process
12 | interpreter of the information explosion
13 | afriend
14 | atransmitter of culture
8 roles perceived as less important 2 roles perceived as less important
15 | areferee 12 | non-instructional duties (hall monitor, clerk,
security guard)
16 | astudent 13 | students’ spiritual development
17 | a parent educator
18 | educational policy maker at school or district
level
19 | a community leader
20 | social worker
21 | parent surrogate
22 | provider of child care

Out of these 35 roles, 25 roles were perceived by the school teachers and administrators as
important, and 10 of them were perceived as less important. The ranking of perception was
based on the preference of items made by the respondents. Each of the roles can be into
further defined to include details on tasks as well as the intellectual and emotional
involvement of the teacher devoted to the tasks. Such definitions are grounded on teaching

professionalism or individual quality perspective.

The present study examines the ways in which teachers employ verbal and nonverbal
resources to construct interpersonal meanings while performing certain roles that are

possibly listed in Table 2.1 and Table 2.2. These roles, on the interpersonal level, are most
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probably embedded in the teacher’s “act of meaning as a whole” (Halliday, 1979, p. 67) in
guiding, facilitating, motivating, fostering, enhancing, controlling, encouraging, mentoring,
preparing, evaluating and accounting for students’ participation in learning. As quoted
earlier, Halliday argues that “interpersonal meanings cannot easily be expressed as
configurations of discrete elements... the essence of the meaning potential of this part of the
semantic system is that most of the options are associated with the act of meaning as a
whole” (Halliday, 1979, p. 67). This means to analyze interpersonal meaning embedded in
classroom discourse, the researcher needs to identify the teacher’s “act of meaning as a
whole”. Therefore, the analytical approach in the present study seeks to identify what tasks
are carried out by the teacher in classroom teaching, what teaching moves (guiding,
facilitating, motivating, etc.) are being used by teacher to attain the objectives of those tasks
(will be discussed in Chapter 8), and what interpersonal meanings (roles, relationship,
attitude, teacher immediacy) are being constructed via classroom discourse, in particular,
how verbal and nonverbal resources are co-deployed multimodally in realising the

interpersonal meanings as a whole (see Chapter 6).

2.3  Research on the Teaching and Learning of Chinese as a Second Language
(CSL) in Malaysia

Much research has been conducted on the teaching and learning of Chinese as a second
language in Malaysia in the past decades. Most focused on studying second language
acquisition. Wong (2006) studied the acquisition of listening skills among standard three
students in national primary schools, Chow (2005) investigated the mastery of lexis in
Chinese essay writing among Non-Chinese students, and Ang (2007, 2008) conducted two
surveys to obtain students’ perceptions of the learning of Mandarin as a foreign language in

Universiti Putra Malaysia. Other than that, studies have also examined learning difficulties
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faced by non-native speakers of Chinese using the contrastive analysis and error analysis
approaches. For instance, contrastive and error analysis studies on syntax (Ang et al., 2013;
Ho et al., 2009; Lau & Ng, 2011; Lee, 2007; Ooi, 1988; Saw, 1997), interrogatives (Chia,
1999; Low et al., 2005), noun phrases (Soh, 1996), number phrases (Yong, 2013),
morphology (Tan, 2005), adjectives (Chan, 2006), adverbs (Ching, 2008), particles (Chan,
2013; Tan, 2009), prepositions (Chai, 2007), conjunctions (Chan, 2006), measure words
(Teo, 2003), and pronunciation (Lee, Lau & Mok, 2005; Goh, 2007; Lau & Mok, 2007;
Mok & Lau, 2009; Siang, 2003; Wan Mohammad Iskandar, 2008), have been conducted.
Some of the studies uncovered the difficulties of learning CSL faced by the non-native
learners (Tong, 1993; Wong, 2007, 2011) and some studies investigated strategies used by
the instructor to promote the acquisition of CSL writing and reading skills. These strategies
include making use of music in teaching (Neo, Heng & Moniza, 2009), effective teaching
of Chinese characters (Cheun & Kuek, 2005), use of the dictionary in learning Chinese
(Cheun et al., 2009), teaching sentence structures via word sequence diagrams (Hoe, 2005;
Hoe & Kuek, 2004; Hoe, Tan & Tan, 2011; Hoe & Mah, 2011) and introducing the

principle of ‘754 (Liu Shu)’ (Hoe, 2008) for the mastery of Chinese characters; and

developing web-based instruction (Hoe, Tan & Lim, 2010; Lim & Ong, 2011a, 2011b;

Pang, 2011; Siew, 2012).

Other than studying the issues on second language acquisition, quite a number of the CSL
studies evaluated CSL programmes in terms of the suitability of the course syllabus,
teaching materials, and learning activities (Chew, Neo & Heng, 2011; Heng, Neo & Teh,
2009; Hoe, 2014; Lam & Hoe, 2013; Neo, Heng & Teh, 2009, 2010; Neo, Heng & Teoh,

2011; Teh et al., 2013, Teh, 2015). Other areas of research into CSL included attempts to
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understand students’ learning attitudes and needs (Cheun, Kuek & Chuah, 2003; Goh & Ng,
2004; Low, 2012; Neo, Heng & Teh, 2011; Teh, Heng & Neo, 2010); CSL learning
strategies (Chng, 2009; Siang, 2015), CSL learning motivation (Tan & Ooi, 2006); and
only very few examined the teacher-student classroom relationship (Heng, Fauziah & Neo,
2015), language use (Neo, Heng & Moniza, 2008), classroom multimodal discourse (Heng,

Neo & Fauziah, 2014), and attributes of an effective CSL teacher (Hoe, 2013).

From the literature review, it was found that the research on CSL in Malaysia from the
perspective of classroom discourse analysis and interpersonal meaning negotiation is still
lacking. As a result, the present study was designed to study the construction of
interpersonal meaning (interactants’ roles, relationship, attitudes) by teachers and students
via classroom discourse; and to determine what linguistic and non-linguistic semiotic
resources were used to construct interpersonal meanings in CSL classrooms. The
theoretical approach that the present study adopted with respect to interpersonal meaning is
Systemic Functional Linguistics (SFL). The following section presents some basic tenets of
SFL, especially the grammatical resources theorized by SFL to realise interpersonal

meaning.

2.4 Basic Tenets of Systemic Functional Linguistics

Systemic Functional Linguistics (SFL) was founded by Michael Halliday (1973, 1975,
1978, 1994) and was further extended by Martin (1992) and Matthiessen (1995). There are
some core concepts in SFL which are key to the realisation of interpersonal meaning. The

sections below discuss these core concepts.
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2.4.1 Language as Social Semiotic
According to SFL, language is used as one of the social semiotic “resources” for making
meaning (Halliday, 1978, p. 192). Halliday argues that language evolves as a resource to
actualize meaning in a meaningful text that is relevant to the context (Halliday, 1978, p.
109). Language development, individually and communally, is a process of human
interaction grounded in a particular social environment (Halliday, 1975, pp. 120-144). The
‘environment’ is referred to as “social as well as physical, and a state of well-being, which
depends on harmony with the environment, demands harmony of both kinds” (Halliday,
1978, p. 8). Thus, interpretation of meaning conveyed in a message as a semiotic structure
of the environment must be grounded in a particular or social context. According to
Halliday (1975, p. 143), while language develops as an interactive process,
Meaning is at the same time both a component of social action and a
symbolic representation of the structure of social action. The semiotic
structure of the environment — the ongoing social activity, the roles and the
statuses, and the interactional channels —both determines the meanings
exchanged and is created by and formed out of them.
In Halliday’s notion of registers (Halliday, 1978, p. 110, pp. 142-145), the semiotic
structure of a social context (situation type) can be manifested as a complex of three

features: field (the ongoing social activity), tenor (the role relationships involved), and

mode (the symbolic or rhetorical channel).

2.4.2 Language as System

System is “an arrangement of options in simultaneous and hierarchical relationship”
(Halliday, 1969, reprinted in Halliday (edited by Kress), 1976, p. 3). Halliday asserts that
language evolves as system of “meaning potential” (Halliday, 1978, p. 39), and the system

of semantic, textual and situational knowledge in making meaning stretches from words to
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clauses to texts to registers to genre and then to ideology (Halliday, 1978, p. 145). For the
present research, only the notion of texts and registers will be briefly reviewed as these two

concepts relate to the objectives of this study.

Text is an outcome of spoken and written activity by language. It is highly variable in size
and nature, from a sign, a clause to a group, and can take a few seconds to hours
(Matthiessen et al., 2010, p. 218). Thus, a public sign is a text, a warning notice is a text, an
advertisement is a text, a news report is a text, a casual conversation over a dinner table is a
text, and for the present research, classroom discourse yielded from a language lesson is

also viewed as a text.

Halliday (1978) defines register as a language variety according to its use (p. 110). It
typifies a given context as a communication network by a set of semiotic choices in
response to three parameters of register, namely, field, tenor and mode. Within the
communication network of register, “there will be sharing of experience, expression of
social solidarity, decision-making and planning,..., forms of verbal control, transmission of
orders and the like” (Halliday, 1978, p. 230). Based on such notions, a register is “what you
are speaking (at the time) determined by what you are doing (nature of social activity being
engaged in), and expressing diversity of social process (social division of labour)”
(Halliday, 1978, p. 35, bold font added). It is “the configuration of semantic resources that
members of a culture typically associate with a situation type. It is the selection of
meaning that constitutes the variety to which a text belongs.” (Halliday, 1978, p. 111, bold

added)
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Regarding the relationship between texts and registers, SFL has the following view:
Individual texts typically instantiate (i.e. are recognizable as examples of)
particular registers, which are distinguishable by specific patterns of
interrelated choices, which themselves make differential use of the resources
of the system.

(Thompson & Hunston, 2007, p. 7, bold font added)
In other words, texts (instances) are recurrent configurations of linguistic choices

corresponding to recurrent registers (context of situation, e.g. school lessons, cooking

instructions) (Thompson & Hunston, 2007, p. 7).

2.4.3 Language as a Functional System

Halliday stresses that, “Language... is a potential: it is what the speaker can do. What a
person can do in the linguistic sense, that is what he can do as speaker/hearer, is equivalent
to what he ‘can mean’” (Halliday, 1978, p. 26). According to Halliday’s (1973, p. 110)
theory, language is not about words, but is about meaning. As is formulated by Halliday, a
clause, an analytical unit of SFL and as a semantic complex, can convey the experiential,
logical, interpersonal and textual meanings simultaneously (Halliday, 1978, p. 187;
Halliday, 1994, Ch. 3-5). The first two of these are closely related, more so than other pairs,
and can be combined under the heading of ‘ideational’ (Halliday, 1978, p. 112). The
interpersonal component represents the speaker’s meaning potential as an intruder. It is the
participatory function of language, language as doing something (p. 112). The ideational
function represents the speaker’s meaning potential as an observer. It is the content function
of language, language as ‘about something’ (p. 112). The textual component represents the
speaker’s text-forming potential; it is that which makes language relevant (pp. 112-113).
The ideational, interpersonal and textual meanings are glossed in SFL as metafunctions as

the simultaneous realisation of these three strands of meaning extend across any pattern of
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language use (Christie, 2002, p. 11). Halliday (1994, p. xiii) argues that, all uses of
language are organized around ideational and interpersonal meanings, which manifest “the
two very general purposes which underlie all uses of language: (i) to understand the
environment (ideational), and (ii) to act on the others in it (interpersonal).” The third aspect
in this semantic complex is textual meaning, which is intrinsic to the language system and
“breathes relevance into” (Halliday 1994, p. xiii) the other two metafunctions. Eggins and

Slade’s summary (1997) of the three metafunctions are shown in Table 2.3:

Table 2.3: Types of Meanings in the Systemic Model

Types of meaning | Gloss/ definition

ideational meanings about the world, representation of
reality (e.g. topics, subject matter)

interpersonal meanings about roles and relationships (e.g.
status, intimacy, contact, sharedness between
interactants)

textual meanings about  the message (e.0.
foregrounding/salience; types of cohesion)

(Reproduced from Eggins & Slade, 1997, p. 49).

In short, the SFL models language as purposeful behaviour and interprets language as a
resource for making meanings. Thus, it “can be glossed as a functional-semantic theory”
(Eggins & Slade, 1997, p. 48). The present study focuses on the construction of
interpersonal meaning in classrooms. Thus, the following section will introduce and

discuss in detail the notion of interpersonal meaning in SFL.

2.4.3.1 Interpersonal Metafunction
Halliday claims that Systemic Functional Linguistics (SFL) “provides a basis for explaining
the nature of the language system, since the system itself reflects the functions that it has

evolved to serve” (Halliday, 1973, p. 66). As “language is the means whereby people
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interact” (Halliday, 1978, p. 10), “a functional theory is a theory about the social process
involved” (Halliday, 1978, p. 18) and “about meanings” (Halliday, 1973, p. 110). Halliday
describes the grammar of a language as a network of choices. “The speaker of a language,
like a person engaging in any kind of culturally determined behavior, can be regarded as
carrying out, simultaneously and successively, a number of distinct choices” (Halliday,
1969, reprinted in Halliday (edited by Kress), 1976, p. 3). In the language use, the
culturally determined behaviour of a people engaging in any kind of social process ‘to act
on others’ (Halliday, 1994, p. xiii), verbally and nonverbally, can be regarded as
performing the interpersonal metafunction. Halliday (1970) defines the interpersonal
metafunction of language as establishing and maintaining social relations. Social relations
are expressed by one’s social roles. Examples of such roles are “questioner and respondent,
which we take on by asking or answering questions and for getting things done”. It is “the
communication roles created by language itself” (Halliday, 1970, p. 143). The speech acts
are the means of the interaction between interactants. Social relations also concern “the
variation in formality [in speech acts]... and the degree of emotional charge in it” (Halliday,

1978, p. 33).

Halliday (1973, p. 41) identifies some interactive speech acts that realise interpersonal
meanings in the communicative exchange such as expressing personal feelings, beliefs,
opinions, doubts; including or excluding somebody for taking part; taking leave from a
speech situation; approving and disapproving of something; achieving intimacy; greeting
and chatting up. He argues the grammatical resources that instantiate interpersonal elements
are mood and modality. Mood indicates the “forms of speaker’s intrusion into the speech
situation and speech act”. Modality reveals the attitude of the speakers towards the

addressee, things and events through the speaker’s expression of judgement and prediction
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upon them (Halliday, 1973, p. 41). How mood realises the communicative roles of
interactants through their formulation of clauses as exchange for making an offer, a
command, statement, and question, will be discussed in Chapter Three (Section 3.2.3).
How the speaker uses modality for making judgements and predictions, however, will not
be discussed in detail here, as modality analysis was not used in this study. Instead, Martin

and colleagues’ (Martin 1992; Martin & Rose, 2003; Martin & White, 2005) Appraisal

theory was used to analyze teachers’ attitudes towards the students (addressees), things and
events via teacher talk and body language. According to Martin and Rose (2003),
APPRAISAL is “a system of interpersonal meaning”, where “[w]e use the resources of
APPRAISAL for negotiating our social relationships, by telling our listeners or readers how

we feel about things and people” (p. 22).

Appraisal theory is the extension of Systemic Functional Linguistics particularly for
studying interpersonal meaning negotiation. Appraisal theory is used to evaluate the
interpersonal relationship negotiation along the dimensions of status, contact and affect.
Affect is the core element in attitudinal assessment (Martin and White, 2005, p. 45).
According to Martin, “status refers here to the relative position of interlocutors in a
culture’s social hierarchy while contact refers to their degree of institutional involvement
with each other...Affect... refers to as the ‘degree of emotional charge’ in the relationship
between participants.” (Martin, 1992, p. 525) The use of the word ‘hierarchy’ and the
phrases ‘degree of institutional involvement’ and ‘degree of emotional charge’ suggest that
evolutional activity concerns the meaning potential of a rank or range of values assignment,
and many of them are relevant to and fit Halliday’s scales of ‘probability’, ‘usuality’,

‘obligation’ and ‘inclination’ for modal analysis (Halliday, 1994). As the modal analysis
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using Halliday’s notion of Modality can be covered by Martin and his associates’ Appraisal
theory, the present research therefore uses Martin and his associates’ Appraisal theory
instead of Halliday’s notion of Modality as an alternative for modal analysis. A detailed

discussion of Appraisal theory will be presented in Chapter Three Section 3.2.4.

According to Christie (2002), focusing on classroom interaction, besides mood choices and
modality, other interpersonal resources likes the person system too has significance in
constructing interpersonal meanings (p. 12). According to Eggins (2004, pp. 184-185), the
possession of turn-taking and the duration of talk can reveal the power and status of a
speaker. Examining the power and status of the interactants is of importance for a study on
interpersonal meaning construction. Thus, in this study, the interpersonal resources in
teacher talk was analysed based on the choice of turn-taking, amount of talk, person system,

mood, and the appraisal resources used by the teachers in classroom interaction.

2.4.3.2 Study of Interpersonal Meaning Construction

Halliday’s (1973. 1978, 1985, 1994) social semiotic theory of language (Systemic
Functional Linguistics) has become a fundamental theory employed by many researchers to
study interpersonal meaning construction or negotiation. His theory foregrounds interaction,
via the lexicogrammar (interpersonal semantics) of mood, and modality. Many studies of
interpersonal meaning construction, inspired by Halliday’s view of interpersonal
metafunction, have investigated how interpersonal meaning is realised via the system of
mood, modality and subject personal pronouns (Araghi & Shayegh, 2011; Ji, 2009; Jin &

Lu, 2013; Rahma, 2012; Takahira, 2014; Ye, 2010; Yuliati, 2012; Yuyun, 2010).
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Some earlier influential studies of this kind focused on interlocutors’ negotiation of
position in ongoing dialogic exchanges of information and goods and services (e.g. Berry,
1981; Eggins & Slade, 1997; Martin, 1992b). Hasan (1996) has developed a set of
semantics designed for the analysis of interpersonal meaning of adult-child interactions at
home and school. Other than focusing on the ‘inter’ dimension of interpersonal meaning,
other studies examined a more ‘personal’ aspect of appraisal resources for analysing the
interlocutor’s values designation on figures, things and events (Hood & Forey, 2008; Lee,
2008; Li, 2011; Liu, 2010; Liu, 2013; Wan, 2009; Wang, 2008; Wang, 2011). The values
designation (attitudinal analysis) was analysed along the systems of Affect, Engagement
and Graduation of Appraisal framework developed by Martin and his colleagues (Martin,
1992; Martin & Rose, 2003; Martin & White, 2005). Christie’s (2000), Eggins’s (2000),
Coffin’s (1997), Fuller’s (1998), Martin and Veel’s (1998), MacKen-Horarik’s (2003),
Martinec’s (2001), Rothery and Stenglin’s (1997, 2000), and White’s (1997) systematic
accounts of attitude on various genres (social processes) are some pioneering works
utilising the Appraisal theory for attitudinal analysis. The various genres being investigated
across the workplace and school include narratives (MacKen-Horarik, 2003), literature
(Rothery & Stenglin, 2000), science (Fuller, 1998; Martin & Veel, 1998), history (Coffin,
1997), news stories (White, 1997), everyday talk (Eggin, 2000), classroom interaction
(Christie, 2000; Rothery & Stenglin, 1997) and nonverbal representation (Martinec, 2001).

They focus on prosodic realisation of intersubjective and evaluative meaning.

Some arguments forwarded by Eggins (2000) are grounded on the patterns in mood choice,

speech function, exchange structure, and the expression of attitude in her conversational

study, providing useful insights for the present research, particularly, to understand the
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establishment of solidarity, power, role relations and expression of personal attitude
between interactants. They are as follows:

(@) A low frequency of contact and a low affective involvement in conversation may
indicate that the interactants are not close, and may even be strangers (p. 135). This
suggests that the close relationship between interactants can be examined through a
high frequency of contact and a high affective involvement in conversation (p. 142).

(b) One role carrying a higher status or is hierarchically superior to the other role is
typically involved in conversation when interactants with different roles (teacher/
student, buyer/ seller, doctor/ patient, inquirer/ informer, client/ provider, etc.) take
on their social roles to achieve a specific, shared goal or a successful negotiation (pp.
135-136).

(c) Texts of pragmatic interaction have discernible staging or generic structure. It
means the stages through which the interactants talk in order to achieve their goals
are marked down and the speech functions are labeled in the transcription text of
classroom discourse. These same stages, in much the same order, will be found in
most of the other transcription texts of classroom discourse while the teacher attains
similar goals. “This suggests that participants have ritualized, or habitualized, the
interaction, analogizing from other similar interactions in the culture.” (p. 137)

(d) When interacting with strangers or at least with people we do not know well, we
usually tend to limit the amount of personal attitude we express. We act
‘institutionally’, which generally means we act in a restrained, non-attitudinal way.
However, with people we are affectively involved with, we are more relaxed when
sharing or swapping opinions, disputing, and using words and phrases which are

attitudinally loaded (p. 144).
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This suggests that, in the CSL classrooms of the present research, as teacher and students
meet each other quite frequently, it is expected that the expressions of personal attitude,

principally from the teacher, are commonly found.

The study of interpersonal meaning construction is also investigated from the perspective of
multimodal discourse analysis which has elements of the Halliday’s interpersonal
component (semantic) of Mood, Modality and Martin and his associates’ Appraisal Theory
(Chen, 2009; Hood, 2011; Hood & Forey, 2005; Lemke, 1998). Some of the studies
mentioned in this section are related to the field of education. Araghi and Shayegh (2011),
Hood (2011), Ji (2009), Li (2008), Li (2011), Liu (2009), Rahma (2012), Wang (2008),
Wang (2011), Yi (2010), and Yuliati (2012) studied the interpersonal meanings in
classroom discourse; while Chen (2009), Lemke (1998) and Takahira (2014) investigated
the interpersonal meaning mediated in teaching materials (textbooks). Many of the above
studies were conducted in China. The Chinese research findings will be discussed briefly in

the section below.

2.4.3.3 The Research on Classroom Interpersonal Meaning Construction Conducted in
China

The present study focuses on interpersonal meaning construction in CSL classrooms. The
literature review showed that none of the research done within the Malaysian context
studied the construction of interpersonal meanings in CSL classroom discourse. However, a
search in the databases of Chinese universities revealed that eight studies done at the
master’s level had studied interpersonal meaning construction by teachers. However, the

studies conducted by An (2006), Ji (2009), Li (2008), Li (2011), Liu (2009), Wang (2008),
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Wang (2011), and Yi (2010) had focused on interactional discourse in English classrooms

and none in Chinese as second language classrooms, as carried out by this study.

An (2006), Li (2008) and Ji (2009) used Systemic Functional Grammar (SFG) to examine
interpersonal meaning negotiation via teacher talk. They investigated how interpersonal
meaning is realised via the system of mood, modality and subject personal pronouns. An
(2006) examined teacher talk in terms of the interaction patterns between teacher and
students, and teacher’s feedback. He claims that teacher talk plays a key role to position the
learners to take part in learning. Li (2008) also used SFG but to analyse conversations in
classrooms and concludes that the teacher can create more opportunities for students to
participate in classroom learning via monitoring and reflecting on teaching approaches.
Similarly, Ji (2009) claims that teachers tend to motivate the learners to participate in
classroom conversations more effectively, however, in terms of questioning where it is
found that the WH-interrogatives outnumbered the yes/no interrogatives in teacher talk. Ji
also argues that the pattern of modality use and the teachers’ use of personal pronouns
indicated that the teachers pursued the stance of equal footing. This study will also analyse
personal pronouns but in CSL classrooms and hope to further enrich findings of previous

research.

More recently, Wang (2008), Liu (2009), Yi (2010), Li (2011) and Wang (2011) had begun
to resort to Appraisal theory to examine teacher’s classroom pedagogical, evaluation and
managerial practices. Wang (2008) found that teachers who had adopted positive evaluation
rather than negative evaluation helped to establish a harmonious interpersonal relationship
and promote EFL language teaching and learning. Liu (2009), in addition, reveals that

many roles were enacted via teacher talk to promote teaching and learning. Among them
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include the speech acts of to control or emphasize what and how students should do in class;
to reduce the level of anxiety in students; to enhance a student self-confidence; to arouse
students’ interest in the topic being discussed; to shorten the distance between teacher and
students; to give feedback about how well a student had performed, and the like. Teacher’s
roles were also investigated by Yi (2010) in terms of how attitudinal resources used in
teacher talk and found that of the total attitudinal resources, Affect resources were the least
used as, they accounted for only 16.7%, and appreciation resources represented the most
frequently used resources, making up 52.8% of the total. The other resources were those of
judgement, representing 30.3%. The author concluded that teacher’s predominant role was
that of an instructor. This study would also investigate the use of attitudinal resources and
would compare the findings with those from previous research. Li (2011) investigates the
functions played by appraisal resources in classroom interpersonal meaning negotiation.
The author claims that despite the availability of abundant appraisal resources in teacher
talk for evaluation, the distribution of the sub-systems of appraisal, i.e., attitude,
engagement and graduation was found to be unbalanced. Attitude resources accounted for
about 50% of the overall appraisal resources. With regards to attitudinal resources used by
English teachers of Wang’s study (2011) to promote active learning, it was found that
English teachers preferred to employ more judgement resources, as they comprised 76.24%
of the total attitudinal resources used. They were mainly used for judging students’
performance. From the engagement perspective, the use of dialogic expansion resources

was 56.42% while contractive resources made up 43.58%.

At the doctoral level, the researcher found six doctoral theses on the topic of interpersonal
meaning negotiation. They were the works of Li (2002), Chang (2004), Zhang (2006),

Chen (2009), Yang (2009) and Yuan (2009). However, none of these researches has

43



examined classroom discourse. Li (2002) investigated the discourse of autobiography;
Chang (2004) examined English idioms obtained from written and spoken texts actually
used in the communication; Zhang (2006) and Yuan (2009) studied research articles, Chen
(2009) studied the co-deployment of linguistic and visual semiotic resources in multimodal

textbooks, and Yang (2009) analysed business negotiation.

The above discussion shows that research using a combination of SFL, appraisal theory,
and multimodal analysis approaches for classroom discourse analysis is still needed, for
further insights, especially in CSL classrooms in Malaysia, since research into the area is
still lacking. Moreover, exploration of the interpersonal meaning construction that leads to
determining how harmonious classroom teaching and learning atmosphere can be
established is much needed. Mood, modality, subject personal pronouns and evaluative
resources as well as the teacher’s nonverbal immediacy behaviours that have been used by
the CSL teachers in classroom discourse for enhancing harmonious interpersonal

relationship is therefore worth studying.

2.5  Multimodal Discourse Analysis

Multimodality is “the diverse ways in which a number of distinct semiotic resource systems
are both co-deployed and co-contextualised in the making of a text-specific meaning”
(Baldry & Thibault, 2005, p. 21). Semiotic resources are “the actions and artifacts we use to
communicate, whether they are produced physiologically (e.g., vocal messages, facial
expression, gestures) or by means of technologies (e.g., pen, ink, paper, computer hardware
and software, fabrics, scissors, sewing machine)” (Van Leeuwen, 2005a, p. 3). Multimodal
Discourse Analysis (MDA) is a framework to analyse the interplay of various semiotic

resources in making meaning, on one hand; and to trace the multiple sensory channels in
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receiving the meaningful messages, on the other hand. The sensory channels include visual,
auditory, tactile, olfactory and gustatory. MDA involves construing diversified cultural,
linguistic and non-linguistic features. It is an approach to comprehend representation and
communication to be more than about language. It provides concepts and methods to study
the interaction between the embodying of meaning and construing context via multiple
modes of representation and communication. Particularly, it is analysing a text in which
words, typography (the features of font, bold, italic, subscript, etc.), topography (the
features of layout, indent, insert, etc.), sound, pictures, body languages, space, and other
semiotic resources are woven together to make meaning (Kress, 2000, p. 337). The aim of
multimodal analysis is to integrate and correlate the representational, interactive and textual
meanings in a unified text or communicative event created collectively by different

semiotic resources (Kress & van Leeuwen, 2006, p. 19).

2.5.1 Application of Multimodal Discourse Analysis (MDA) to Studying Meaning
Making in Classroom and Online Teaching and Learning

The ways of communication between people have changed drastically after the infusion of
new media technology in classrooms through the use of verbal resources like written and
spoken language concomitantly with nonverbal resources such as images, eye contact,
gestures, postures and proxemics. As a result, the ways of making meaning are more often
nowadays constructed and construed multimodally across different sensory modalities
through sight, hearing, smell, taste and touch. Kress and van Leeuwen (2001) note,
“[W]ithin a given social-cultural domain, the ‘same’ meanings can often be expressed in
different semiotic modes” (p. 1), and “the multimodal resources ... are available in a
culture ... to make meanings in any and every sign, at every level, and in any mode...

Multimodal texts ... making meaning in multiple articulations” (p. 4). Norris (2004, p. 2)
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also observes that “[a]ll movements, all noises, and all material objects carry interactional
meanings as soon as they are perceived by a person”. Nergaard (2009) concludes that “the
aim of the work done within the field of multimodality is hence to develop a systematic
analytical methodology and descriptive apparatus that accommodates the interplay of
different semiotic modes and recognises the multimodal complexity of all meaning-
making” (p. 142). Application of multimodal discourse analysis to studying meaning-
making practices (acts, texts and artifacts) communicated in classroom and online teaching
and learning has gained much scholarly attention in recent years (Chen, 2009; Guo, 2004;
Guichon & McLornan, 2008; Jones, 2006; Koulaidis & Dimopoulos, 2005; Kress et al.,

2001; Lemke, 1998; O’Halloran, 2000, 2004, 2005; The New London Group, 1996;

Unsworth, 2001, 2007; Veel, 1998; Vorvilas et al., 2010; Walsh, 2006; Yan, 2008). Among
them, some researchers studied teaching and learning materials like textbooks, teaching
aids, printed and electronic texts (Chen, 2009; Guo, 2004; Guichon & McLornan, 2008;
Jones, 2006; Koulaidis & Dimopoulos, 2005; Lemke, 1998; Royce, 2002; Unsworth, 2001,
2007; Vorvilas, Karalis & Ravanis, 2010; Walsh, 2006); others studied classroom discourse,
where Chen, Guo, Freebody and Hedberg (2005), Kress, et al. (2001), Lemke (2000), and
Yan (2008) studied science classrooms; O’Halloran (2000, 2004, 2005) studied
mathematics classrooms; Bourne and Jewitt (2003), Kress et al. (2001, 2005), Unsworth
(2001), Yandell, (2008), and Zhang and Wang (2010) investigated discourse in English
classrooms. Some important work regarding the application of MDA to study meaning-
making practices in classroom teaching and learning are briefly discussed in the following

paragraphs.
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O’Halloran (1999, 2000, 2005) gave a detailed analysis of the functional roles played by
language, images and mathematical symbolism in mathematical discourse and how these
semiotic resources are actually combined in discourse. The purpose of her study was to
understand the difficulties inherent in mathematics teaching and learning. Unsworth (2001)
examined how both written texts and images were used in learning materials for Australian
primary and junior secondary school science in paper-based and electronic formats. Lemke
(2000) outlines the multiliteracy competence that students need to develop to integrate and
coordinate the specialized verbal, visual, and mathematical literacies. His research was
conducted through close observation on a student’s multiliteracy practices in an advanced
chemistry class and in an advanced physics class that involved analysing classroom
videotapes, overhead transparencies, textbook selections, teacher handouts, and student
notes. Kress et al. (2001) examined how science teachers in Britain presented subject
matter and tried to shape their students’ understanding through linguistic, visual, and
actional modes of communication. They argue that the multimodal approach to the science
classroom practice offers a way of reconsidering the role of language in the changing
reality of contemporary literacy due to the infusion of multimedia and electronic
technology in the classroom. They claim that meaning resides in the combined effects of
the orchestration of modes by the producer and by the reproducer, and emerges from the
interweaving between and across modes, such as “what is said, what is shown, the posture
adopted, the movements made, and the position of the speaker and the audience relative to
each other in the interaction” (Kress et al., 2001, p. 14). Chen et al. (2005) draw on the
work of Jewitt and Kress (2003) to document the use of multimodalities in lower secondary
Science and History classroom activities in Singapore. Yan (2008) investigated the
interrelationship between linguistic and visual modes co-deployed in Secondary 4 biology

class in Hong Kong.
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Several studies were conducted in English classrooms. The researchers of The London
Group (1996) (Courtney Cazden, James Gee, Gunther Kress, Allan Luke and others)
pioneered the use of the multimodal approach to study multiliteracies and multimodality in
English language teaching. Bourne and Jewitt (2003) examined how the interpretation of a
literary text was constructed through social interaction. Data were gathered from English
classrooms of a multi-ethnic urban secondary school. The multimodal approach was used to
understand the social interaction around texts and the result showed that higher-order
literacy skills could be achieved and constructed by means of the configuration of talk and
writing with a range of other representational modes, such as eye contact, movement,
gesture, and posture. More than a decade ago, Guo (2004) studied the multimodality in
biology textbooks to help non-native university learners of English cope with English for
Special Purposes (ESP) or English for Academic Purposes (EAP). Kress, et al. (2005) also
studied the ways participants looked at English in the classroom. A multimodal approach
was deployed to find out the best or the most appropriate way of looking at English, so that
a full understanding of its reality could be obtained. The meanings investigated included the
perception of ability, construction of identity and the intensity of engagement made from
non-verbal cues of teachers, wall displays, furniture arrangement in the English classroom,
and so on. Zhang and Wang (2010) investigated ways in which the different modes of
discourse cooperated and coordinated with each other to achieve the teaching objectives in
college English classrooms. The study found that oral language was the main mode of

discourse in classroom teaching, and other modes mainly complemented and highlighted it.

Hood (2011) identified ways of effective pedagogic practice where teachers embodied
meaning-making, in which body language collaborated with spoken language to understand

how the integrated or rich meanings of both kinds in teacher’s discourse helped to shift
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students’ attention to particular kinds of information, to manage processes of student
interaction and engagement, and interpretation of content taught. The objective of the
research was to contribute to social semiotic theorizing of the meaning potential of body
language, specifically, its use in classroom pedagogic practice. Lim (2011) investigated the
pedagogic discourse of General Paper, a subject in a Junior College in Singapore. Two
lessons were video recorded and transcribed and the Systemic Multimodal Discourse
Analysis approach was adopted to analyze the data. The use of space through the
positioning and movement of the two teachers, gestures, and the semiotic resources of

language were examined in relation to the pedagogy that the teachers realised.

Taken as a whole, the MDA research for the past two decades revealed that SFL was the
main theory underpinning MDA research. The MDA research of classroom pedagogical
practices showed that significant pedagogic work was realised through a range of modes.
Very few studies had documented the complex ways in which images, gestures, gaze or eye
contact, facial expressions, postures, writing and speech interacted in the classroom
communications. There is a dearth of research into interpersonal meaning construction
through classroom discourse, particularly, the CSL classroom. As meaning negotiation is
always interpreted culturally and contextually, it is crucial to study the negotiation of
interpersonal meaning in diverse cultural sites. Malaysia by itself is a melting pot of various
dominant civilizations, such as Western, Malay, Arabic, Chinese and Indian. Malaysia also
has very rich cultural practices as there are many ethnic groups living together
harmoniously, learning from and influencing each other. It is therefore necessary to conduct
research to investigate how interpersonal meaning is constructed multimodally in the

Malaysian context, and more specifically, in CSL classrooms.
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2.5.2 Research on Constructing Interpersonal Meaning Multimodally in CSL
Classrooms

Research into the application of MDA to CSL classroom discourse is still scant in various
parts of the world. As discussed in Chapter One of this thesis, most of the MDA analysis
has been applied to texts such as textbooks, advertisement and brochures (Chen, 2012;
Cheong, 2004; Cui, 2012; Fauziah, 2010; Guo, 2004; Han, 2012; ledema, 2001; Kok, 2004;
Kress & van Leeuwen, 1996, 2006; Lemke, 2002; Li, 2012; Lu, 2012; Luo, 2010; L 2012,
Ma, 2012; O’ Halloran, 2004; Royce, 1998; Sang, 2011; Tang, 2012; Tay, 2007; Unsworth,
2006; van Leeuwen, 2005; Wang, 2010; Wang, 2012; Xu, 2010; Yan, 2010; Yuan, 2010;
Zhang, 2012; Zhou, 2012). In terms of classroom discourse, the review of literature showed
that the MDA technique was mainly used in analysing English, Mathematics and Science
classrooms. Even in China, much of the MDA research focused on meaning-making
practices in English classes (Li, 2013; Liu, 2011; Liu, 2012; Wu, 2010; Qian, 2012; Xia,

2014; Xu, 2010; Zhang, 2011; Zhang & Wang, 2010).

In the Malaysian context, little research has employed the multimodal approach. Tay (2007)
investigated two English language learners who developed literacy practices using English
multimodal texts, Fauziah (2010) carried out a Systemic-Functional multimodal analysis on
Malaysian business brochures, while Noor Dalina (2011) did a multimodal analysis on a
female athlete in a Malaysian English language daily. Attar (2014) analysed the multimodal
elements in Iranian English textbooks, and Kumaran (2015) did a critical discourse analysis
of corporate social responsibility (CSR) in Malaysian CSR reports. The text of CSR reports
was analysed by using Systemic-Functional Multimodal Discourse Analysis (SF-MDA) to

understand how language features construed, enacted and organized meanings about CSR.
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None of the above text-based research investigated interpersonal meaning construction in

classroom discourse.

Generally, the research on the construction of interpersonal meaning multimodally in
discourse is lacking in Malaysia. Based on a recent search of dissertation databases of
Malaysian universities, only three studies had been done, examining meaning making in
terms of the interpersonal perspective, but none of them investigated classroom discourse
and used the multimodal discourse analysis approach. Ho (2004) investigated the
interpersonal interactive patterns in lower-secondary mathematics text, where she studied
the aspect of mood system grounded in systemic functional school of thought in the texts.
Wong (2009) examined the aspect of help-seeking and help-providing texts. Her analysis
also used the theory of Systemic Functional Linguistics to examine mood and modality in
the texts. Tan (2010) studied the interpersonal metaphor in computer science texts. To fill
the research gap, the present study investigates how interpersonal meaning is constructed

multimodally in CSL classrooms in the Malaysian context.

2.6 Teacher Immediacy

This section will firstly introduce the concept of ‘Immediacy’ and ‘Teacher Immediacy’
(Section 6.2.1), followed by a review of research relating to teacher immediacy (Section
2.6.2). Section 2.6.3 will then introduce some research of teacher immediacy conducted in
Asia. Lastly, the impact of teacher immediacy on student learning will be discussed in

Section 2.6.4.
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2.6.1 The Concept of ‘lmmediacy’ and ‘Teacher Immediacy’

This section will introduce the concept of “immediacy’ and “teacher immediacy”.
Immediacy is defined as “the degree of perceived physical or psychological closeness
between people” (Andersen, 1978, p. 7; Richmond, 2002a, p. 68). According to Mehrabian,
“immediacy also refers to communication behaviours that enhance closeness to and
nonverbal interaction with another” (Mehrabian, 1969, p. 203). Mehrabian asserted that
“people are drawn toward persons or things they like and avoid things they do not prefer”
(1971, p. 1). Hence, “liking encourages greater immediacy and immediacy produces more

liking” (Mehrabian, 1971, p. 77).

Teacher immediacy is a core aspect of interpersonal meaning constructed in classrooms.
Regarding the interpersonal ways of language use, Halliday states that:

We use language to approve and disapprove; to express belief, opinion,

doubt; to include in the social group, or exclude from it; to ask and answer;

to express personal feeling; to achieve intimacy; to greet, chat up, take leave

of; in all these and many other ways. (Halliday, 1973, p. 41)
Thus, achieving intimacy in human interaction is seen as a speech act that realises
interpersonal meaning. Intimacy is a state of closeness of social contact between people
while one enacts particular social and communicative roles. According to Collins and
Feeney (2004), intimacy refers to “social interactions in which one partner expresses self-
relevant feelings and information and, as a result of the other partner’s responsiveness and
positive regard, the individual comes to feel understood, validated, and cared for” (p. 163).
Intimacy interactions often involve verbal self-disclosure and physical forms of intimacy
such as touching and hugging, to communicate acceptance and caring (Collins & Feeney,

2004, p. 163). In social science studies, intimacy is sometimes referred to as affinity and

immediacy (Bell & Daly, 1984; Conville, 1975; Frymier, 1994, p. 134; Gorham, 1988;
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McCroskey & Wheeless, 1976). Affinity is defined as “a positive attitude toward another
person ... another person has affinity for you if that person perceives you as credible,
attractive, similar to her or himself, or perceives that you have legitimate power over her or
him” (McCroskey & Wheeless, 1976, p. 231). The term used by this study to refer to the
state of intimacy between teacher and students, is “teacher immediacy”, as used by
Andersen (1978, 1979); Gorham (1988); Richmond (2002a); and Richmond, et al. (2008) in
their studies. “Teacher immediacy”, therefore, refers to the teacher’s behaviours driven by
the force of affinity seeking that could reduce the physical and psychological distance in the
interaction between teacher and students. It occurs in verbal and nonverbal communication.
A more thorough review on teacher verbal and nonverbal immediacy behaviours will be

presented in the following Chapter Three (see Section 3.5).

2.6.2 The Research Relating to Teacher Immediacy

Derived from the Mehrabain’s Social-psychology principle (Mehrabian, 1971, p. 1), teacher
immediacy can be measured by the degree of students’ like or dislike, evaluating positively
or negatively, and highly preference for or no preference for the teacher’s appearance,
beliefs, attitude, personality, knowledge of subject matter, teaching clarity, teaching
approaches, classroom management, and ways of addressing students’ learning needs.
Research in this area was mainly carried out via the quantitative approach through
participants’ self-report (Andersen, 1979, Andersen, Andersen & Jensen, 1979; Allen, Witt,
& Wheeless, 2006; Chesebro, 2003; Christophel, 1990; Gorham, 1988; Gorham &
Christophel, 1990; Gorham et al., 1989; Hsu, Watson, Lin & Ho, 2007; Kelly, 2012;
McCroskey & Wheeless, 1976; McCroskey, Richmond, Sallinen, Fayer & Barraclough,
1995; Mottet & Richmond, 1998; Ni & Aust, 2008; Pogue & Ahyun, 2006; Richmond,

Gorham & McCroskey, 1987; Richmond, McCroskey & Johnson, 2003; Richmond, Lane
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& McCroskey, 2006; Wang, 2009; Zhang, 2005; Zhang & Oetzel, 2006). Research on
teacher immediacy has identified teacher talk that displays humour, mutual respect,
tolerance, fairness, concern and encouragement; and nonverbal communication variables
such as teacher’s facial expressions, postures, eye contact, gestures, body movements,
proximity, tactile behaviour, and vocal behaviour as critical factors to promote teacher

immediacy.

The research relating to teacher immediacy in the classroom was triggered by the research
of McCroskey and Wheeless (1976) in the United States of America. McCroskey and
Wheeless (1976, pp. 21-22, pp. 230-260) studied the approaches that people might adopt in
communication to seek affinity with others in social interaction, and provide seven
strategies for affinity seeking: “control physical appearance, increase positive self-
disclosure, stress areas of positive similarity, provide positive reinforcement, express
cooperation, comply with the other person’s wishes, and fulfill the other person’s needs”.
Clearly, the seven strategies are derived from their notion of affinity expressed as “a
positive attitude toward another person ... another person has affinity for you if that person

perceives you as credible, attractive, similar to her or himself, or perceives that you have

legitimate power over her or him” (McCroskey & Wheeless, 1976, p. 231).

Inspired by McCroskey and Wheeless’ (1976) study on people seeking affinity in social
interaction, Andersen (Andersen, 1978, 1979; Andersen et al., 1979) studied the ways a
teacher might try to get pupils to like her/him and develop a measurement scale
encompassing 28 items. It is called “Behavioural Indicants of Immediacy” (BII) scale for
instructional context (refer to Figure 3.4 in Chapter 3). This seminal research represents a

pioneering study in teacher immediacy and has two contributions. Firstly, “she presented
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the basic theoretical explanation for the impact of immediacy in instruction...; [secondly],
she developed an observational methodology for measuring immediacy levels of teachers”

(McCroskey & Richmond, 1992, p. 102).

Again, following the work of McCroskey and Wheeless (1976) in identifing ways in
communication to develop affinity with others, Bell and Daly (1984) went far beyond than
their predecessors, and proposed 25 typologies of affinity-seeking techniques. They include
both verbal and nonverbal approaches. For each of the typology, they provide a brief
description. Here are two examples, of which Example 1 describes a nonverbal approach

and Example 2 describes a verbal approach to attain immediacy:

Example 1:

Nonverbal Immediacy: The teacher attempting to get a student to like him/her signals
interest and liking through various nonverbal cues. For example, the teacher frequently
makes eye contact, smile, frequent head nods, stands or sits close to the student, leans
toward the student, and directs much gaze toward the student. All of the above indicate

the teacher is very much interested in the student and what he/she has to say.

Example 2:

Openness: The teacher attempting to get a student to like him/her is open. He/she
discloses information about his/her background, interests, and views. He/she may even
disclose very personal information about his/her insecurities, weaknesses, and fears to

make the student feel very special and trusted (e.g. “just between you and me”).
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Most teacher immediacy studies have been conducted in the United States of America since
1970s. Only a few studies were conducted in other countries such as China (Myers, Zhong
& Guan, 1998; Yu, 2009; Wen, 2013; Zhang, 2005), Taiwan (Hsu, 2005, 2010; Hsu,
Watson, Lin & Ho, 2007), Japan (Nanette, 1998; Ozmen, 2011), Thailand (Avecilla &
Vergara, 2014), and Iran (Ketabdar, Yazdani & Yarahmadi, 2014). Furthermore, many of
the teacher immediacy studies are targeted at the classrooms of tertiary level (Andersen,
1978, 1979; Christophel,+66 1990; Christensen & Menzel, 1998; Estepp, 2012; Furlich,
2007; Galindo, 2012; Gorham, 1988; Gorham & Zakahi, 1990; Hoyer, 2011; Hsu et al.,
2007; Renaud, 2010; Saechou, 2005; Sallinen & Barraclough, 1996; Sydow, 2008;
Titsworth, 1999; Toland, 2011, Velez & Cano, 2008). Few targeted the classrooms at
secondary and high school levels (Kelley, 1988; Littlejohn, 2012; Tabasco, 2007;
Singletary, 2013), and very few, if not none at all, were targeted at the primary level. In the
new millennium, when online learning has become a popular mode of education, the
research on teacher immediacy has spread into this new setting of distance education (Allen
& Laumakis, 2009; Baker, 2008; Bozkaya & Aydin, 2007; Bohnstedt, 2011; Jennings, 2013;

Khan, 2007; Khoo, 2010; Ni & Aust, 2008; Zapf, 2008; Witt, 2000).

The following reviews four studies on teacher immediacy conducted within the Asian
region. They focused on the development of measuring scales for teacher immediacy;
investigating teachers’ nonverbal immediacy behaviours in relation to students’ willingness
to speak English in class, examining teacher verbal immediacy in relation to the sense of
classroom community (instructor-learner close relationship) in online classes, and
identifying which parts of pedagogic discourse in foreign language teacher’s immediacy is

initiated and the effect of teacher’s discursive immediacy on classroom teaching.
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2.6.3 The Research of Teacher Immediacy Conducted within the Asia Region

A decade ago, Zhang and Oetzel (2006) constructed and validated a “teacher immediacy
scale from a Chinese cultural perspective”. It also explored the overall relationship between
student’s cognitive and affective learning and teacher immediacy through research
conducted in college classrooms of China. They measured Chinese teachers’ immediacy
through 15 items categorized into three types of immediacy. Their immediacy scales were
itemized as strategic moves geared towards good teaching professional conducts:

1. Instructional Immediacy: teacher is committed to teaching, teacher is well-prepared

in teaching, teacher is passionate about teaching, teacher answers questions honestly,
and teacher is patient in teaching.

2. Relational Immediacy: teacher understands students, teacher treats student fairly

and equally, teacher respects students, teacher does not hurt students' self-respect,
teacher encourages students, teacher provides timely response to students' concerns.

3. Personal Immediacy: teacher has good morality, teacher sets a good example for

others, teacher is approachable, and teacher conducts him/herself well.
Factor analysis and correlation with measures of teacher clarity and classroom

communication were used to confirm and validate the Chinese Teacher Immediacy Scale.

Hsu et al. (2007) investigated the relationship between teachers’ nonverbal immediacy
behaviours and students’ willingness to speak English in class. A sample of 235 Taiwanese
students were invited to respond to instruments designed to measure the frequency of
teachers’ nonverbal immediacy behaviours in relation to students’ willingness to speak
English in class. Pearson correlation and multiple regression analyses were used for
quantitative analysis. The results indicated that students’ willingness to talk were correlated

positively and significantly with teachers’ nonverbal immediacy behaviours; and relaxed
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body position, touching, gestures, and looking at the board or notes, were four nonverbal
teacher immediacy behaviours identified as significant predictors of students’ willingness

to talk.

Ni and Aust (2008) employed a quantitative approach to examine the sense of classroom
community and teacher verbal immediacy in online classes. Their study confirms the
importance of both sense of classroom community and teacher verbal immediacy in online
courses. They argue that even for online learning, the key element that connects course
content, learners, and teachers in a meaningful way is the pedagogy, not the technology. As
such, online teaching should rather be viewed as a form of pedagogy; it should not simply
be considered as a delivery system, and thus the sense of classroom and teacher verbal
immediacy in online courses is important. The verbal immediacy behaviour in Ni and
Aust’s (2008) study is defined as text-based computer-mediated communication behaviours
contributing to psychological closeness between teacher and student. “[U]sing personal
examples, using humour, providing and inviting feedback, and addressing and being
addressed by students by name” (Ni & Aust, 2008, p. 481), are some teacher verbal

immediacy behaviour ex