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11. Theoretical Basis

Introduction to Discussion

The PDR discussion-based method of teaching was developed in the context of an English
as a Foreign Language classroom and is based on a number of Second Language Acquisition
theoretical principles.

However, the method of instruction goes beyond the confines of the specific subject that it was
developed for and can be used effectively as a teaching methodology across the curriculum.

Accordingly, this section is divided into two parts. The first part will provide support for using
the PDR approach based on theories and research in Second Language Acquisition (SLA).

The second will provide evidence that this methodology is a sound approach within the

Scholarship of Teaching and Learning (SoTL), in general.

[1] Second Language Acquisition

Although SLA has a relatively short history starting just a little over 70 years ago, theories
abound as to how language is acquired. In the 1950s the main theory regarding language learning
was a Behaviourist Theory in which it was believed learners needed to develop mannerisms. This
lead to methodology such as the Audiolingual Method that focused on memorizing dialogues and
eliminating errors from production practice.

As researchers, teachers and other theorists began to see that this approach led to learners being
able to repeat set phrases from dialogues, it did almost nothing to promote natural conversation.
This fostered more speculating and theorizing. Some of the more influential theories over the

subsequent years included the following:

Input Hypothesis (Krashen, 1985) later renamed Comprehension Hypothesis in 2008.
In this hypothesis, Krashen emphasizes that language can only be acquired when the learner

is provided input at a level that is slightly higher than his/her current ability.

Swain’s Output Hypothesis (Swain, 1985)
Based on observations from immersion programs, Swain amended Krashen’s earlier
hypothesis stating that input alone was not sufficient for language acquisition. Learners needed

to produce language and analyze what they produced.
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TARAAY Y IVICEDKPDRAYV Y FOHEFEE, HEZFEUTORE (ELT
English as a Foreign Language) DEFEZTOF CHESNICODTHD, F_SEEE

(SLA : Second Language Acquisition) DT F I FFERNRECEDNVTVE T,

ULDL. COIEEIEE BEBEOREBNIEOIREDERIORZBRA T, AUFa2>
LEFDOEIREE UCOMRNICHIAT D ENTEFXT,

CDEIYIVEFE22DDWRICHAHBNTVET .. RIIDEBDTlF, EHZEEHERE (SLA)
[CHBITDIEREAEICEDNT, PDRXV Y RZEFHTSCEDERZRLET,

F2DENTIE, COIERNAE - FEDZFE (SoTL : Scholarship of Teaching
and Learning) £MRICHNT, BYEAKX CH O ZRLET,

[1] EBZ-E5E&EE (SLA : Second Language Acquisition)

SLADES(FHEMNE LS, 70MFFIICIHAFT o ENDTIN, SEDBEERICEITLF
MHOEE(CHODFTT, 19650FRIC(F, SEFAEICEHITOTELEFEHFTHERERCDD,
FPEEQFUZECHNITDIHENDDEEZISNTVF U, INHNEZELERL, EHRE
(production practice) WSRO ZRL CEZERT DA —T 1« F UV HILEFEDG AR
([CDHEHDF U

POTHREVPHE, TOMDIERRDIBERE UIGDIcK DS, COAKTIFFEBEEITWED
SIREHUOREDNEZBRDRED L DICHDIEITT, BRYRFBZIRIVDRFEFEAED
DFRBATUZ, CDTEN, FH—BOHAPEREZRELE U, TD%&, TIF[ICHD
e TCEHBICHLDEEZS A CFRICIF, EABRDELDIFEDDHGHDE U,

ATy MRER (5w, 1986) . Z0%, 2008FE(CA TUNYY 3 I/ RERE DR,
CDRERTO v T VDERUCEDIE, SEBIF, FEEDIREDREIXID AU _EDKE
DAV T hNxeE5Z5NEETICOHFEETEDEVNDTETT,

AOTAVDT7 I Ty MiEE (RO A2, 1985)

ARDTIAVNEANY—=I3Y (BA) XV ROTOTS LZRREUIERICEDE, 1
Ty RMMEIITHEBEFICATDTHDELT, 7TV T VOPBHDRSRZEIELERU
fco TUTC, FHEFSEZEL TS (produce) &EEHIC, BENRERULICDDZDH
TODNENDDEUFR U,
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Interaction Hypothesis (Long, 1996)
Long’s Interaction Hypothesis (1996) stated that negotiation of meaning had the potential
for making input comprehensible. He goes on to say that interaction, “connects input, internal

learner capacities, particularly selective attention and output in productive ways” (Long 1996,

451-452)

Another key concept imbedded within these hypotheses is the idea of “noticing” first postulated
by Schmidt (1983). For language to be acquired, it must be “noticed” or attended to for it to move
from short- to long-term memory. Brown and Larson-Hall (2012) synthesize previous research to

point out that attention, which may foster “noticing”, can be achieved in a variety of ways:

1. Input Enhancement - drawing attention to the target form by glossing and highlighting in
some form

2. Processing Instruction - because Li, especially at the beginning stages of language learning,
can interfere with learning, PI gives learners information about the form, how the Li is
different and how it might interfere with their understanding, and then the target form is
practice through designed activities

3. Planning - giving learners time to plan what they will say

4. Repetition - repeating tasks multiple times

5. Output - asking learners to produce certain types of language

Many textbooks are based on presenting a target structure to the learners either inductively or
deductively, followed by some sort of controlled practice (many times filling in blanks with the
appropriate form of the structure being studied), and then a communicative activity where the
intention is for the learners to use the target structure in controlled practice. As one can see,
this method embraces many, if not all, of the “noticing” strategies highlighted above depending
on how the teacher choses to conduct the class. This approach seems sound for learners who
have little knowledge of English (or any other target language).

Japanese learners have had six years of formalized English education prior to entering
university. Most of the learners have augmented this education with years of cram school
training helping to further prepare themselves for the entrance exams for high school and
college. Most of this education has been taught through a grammar/translation methodology
because learners need to perform on entrance examinations that require knowledge of the rules

(grammar) and vocabulary, but not communication. Thus, most, if not all, of them, have had
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AV5S50vaViRE (OVY, 1996)

O I DEBITRMREE (1996) (& BEROPOEODA Ty hMeBEBELPITLTVD
A[EEMN DD EVNDHDTY, RIFTHIC, HEIRAD [4 2T v b EFBEDONERIGE
I—HRICERWIE—ET7 D b Ty M2EENFE TROMI D] SBNTWVET (Long
1996, 451-452) o

CNHSDIRERICHFAFTNTVND B DU EDDERHRE, o=y (1983) HRAIICEE
IBUTe [[ROE] EVWDERXSTY, SEZEEIDCHICE, SEZRPTIED SRR
([CBTTeHICERED [RODND] . DEOEHICIELEITSIULITNEEDEBA. T3
DES=VY YK=L (2012) [MERDIFEZEHRE LI LT, ARD [[RIOE] Z{ed JkE
MG, UFDROIFEFT ST ECTIRZRECEDEERHUTCVWET,

1. A7y h@t—@ohDETCFEXASBDBZEMIFEDTHIET, BESE
(target form) ([CERZEITSEHXT,
2. WIPFEE (Pl : processing instruction) —4ICSEFBORIIDRME CIFHE—SE
(L) mEEBZHIIRIEVCENS, WEEE (P) (CX>TEEFESHEICDOVTOD
BRE, B—SEBNEDLDICELED, EDKDICEBEZHIFIORIEVNCDOVNTDIE
WeFBEEICSR, TOLT, FEUCEEZEU CEESEERZHE LRI,
3. ETE—EIHEIABTICOVCEIEZY CHREZFEEICS5AET,
4. RE—RE=ALOBEOERLET,
5. 7ONTY MREDBEDSHEZELIT ORI DICEBEIIERZHULET,

LLDHEHER, FTEBEICRMNVICITEENICERSHEDHEIE (target
structure) ZFAL, RIC, ASHDEEDELEE (2<DHE, FEPDOEEDEY]
B E O CERZIEDD VN DBD) Z1TL), TD LT, FEENELFEEDHCEES
EEEZEEDCEZEN U EIZ a2 —Y aViEHET D EVV D HACEDVTVED,
BEOHDODEXDIC, BEMNERT DFEDEDHFICHIDFTITH, TOARICFSEIFERD
EFfe TRDE] OEEEICDWVWT, INTTREVICERZLHAZENTVET, CDHR
(&, FEAEREE (KFZDOMOBERSEE) ORBEZER VW EEE(ICE O TIHEED
DEBOHNZFT,

HAADZEER, KZICAFTDRICERDREBRHEZ 6 FEZITCLET. TUT,
FEAEDZEEEF, BRAEPRZAHDERZLHEEDHDICTDICHICOFEENED
TR TDIRICKD, COHEBZREBLCVET, FBEFIZ 25— 3/ TIFE
<HEI OTE) DR EERZKDOSNDAFHBR CRVMBEZZ (ST DUNEN DS,
CD UeBBDRFIEIEPHRRDO G Az B U CHASNE T, TDicsh, £2ETEHE
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extensive exposure to “Input Enhancement” and “Processing Instruction” as ways of “noticing’,
but little experience with the last three. They come to their university classes heavy on the input
side of language, but severely lacking on the output side. This should be of great concern to
teachers since most of them are severely lacking in the areas of interaction and output, which
are two of the main criteria for language acquisition. They basically have a broad knowledge of

the language, but have never put the knowledge into productive use.

Explicit vs. Implicit Knowledge

Another key concept that needs to be taken into account when selecting an approach
to teaching is how to best develop implicit knowledge, or fluent, automatic processing,
of the language. By focusing on form (grammar) of language, learners are building their
explicit knowledge (understanding of the rules). Although explicit knowledge may aid in the
development of implicit knowledge, these are distinctly different and develop in different ways.
For Implicit knowledge to develop, learners must be given the opportunity to use language in a
natural and meaningful way (Ellis and Shintani, 2014).

The discussion-based approach outlined in this text is an effort to have the learners develop
their implicit knowledge of a language. Even though they might not have complete mastery of
the structures, they have extensive explicit knowledge of English. It is our belief that spending
another 20-30 minutes a week out of the go minutes allocated for our classes, expounding
further upon the structure and giving them more controlled practice is not going to lead
to the “noticing” if this hasn’t happened already. Rather, reading or hearing the structures
in actual use through selected articles or TEDTalk videos, using the various forms at their
disposal in discussions, hearing other learners using structures, receiving corrections from
other learners and the teacher and producing written reactions about the concepts in the
articles or videos based on their discussions will provide the “noticing” needed at this level. The
explicit knowledge that they already possess will also help them to analyze the language that
they and others are producing, helping to build their implicit knowledge and their ability to

automatically process language.

[2] Scholarship of Teaching and Learning (SoTL)

The discussion-based course also addresses general issues about effective teaching and learning

that are applicable across the curriculum. In the mid-1990’s, the concept of what higher education
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WICLD, BEAEDFEER [[IE] DITETHS (42T haaftl & TEES
(PD) ] FREICRITTVLEITH, FEODDIIBEBICOVWTIKIFEAERBRDD DT,
PFREFEEDOA Ty bOAEFZD50 EHICHIFELS, 7D Ty bOREICDL
ClFE UK ANBUCNETRZDEREZRITIRDE I, HEICEDT, DI LIFFHFEICT
DPDIKETTT. EWVDDH, FEAEDFEEICDNT, SHEEFDODEEEEDDD,
HERRET D Ty bEWD 2 DOEFDRLCARBLTVNDNDSTT, EXNCFEE
JEBFRLWVEBEASEZR > CWEIH, TOHBEZEENICFIRLIECEN 1 EBELD
T

BRREIAGE & R B RIGE DXL

BREZERTORICERT DMNENDDHOIUOEDDEEMRIE, EDOLDICULTCEEH
DETRARE. DFED, THONFEHNSHEIECREARICEZSETDINEVNDILET
9, SO CUR) ICERZEHTDHTEICKD, FHEFHERAH GRAIDER) =
BIINITET. FARABIERETRNABEBZES T 2DCRILOND UNFEAN, @mE(EHA
SHCEFDHBDTHD, BREOEFTHELED I T, BRNAEZS(CHTSHIEHICIE
BRCEKDDD PO A CERZEOKANFEEICEI SNEITNEEDOREA (Ellis
and Shintani, 2014) .

CORTHEZBNT DT« AN vy aVICEDLARIE, FEEIC, HDHEHEICDNT
DOETHABEZSICHITSBLDETHIMDEHFTT ., FEEFESHERBESZTRICNAYT—
LCWEWCLTH, BEBBORTMABZREICE > TCVET, LWKRLEIC [RIOE] HieE
TIHEVDTHNE, IcBDFEEICEIDHTHNCIODBDDE, & HICHE0~300 -7z
BYOLU, BEICDVWTEBICEFULEHRAL, borES<OFEMGEEICDHBEFTEETS
T, ZNH [QIE] (LB EFENEVNDSDHTLEBDERTT. TNELOD, &
ORWZECEPTED b—2 (TED Talk) OET A 728 U CERICEDN TV SEEZFH A
EOEWEDTEHCE, TARADYYIVDOFRTCEIXIFTEEZERICED L, MMOFHE
EMEDSHBBGZEHLS L, HOZBEEPHENOESNSZE, TUT, TARAY
VI VICEDELEPETFTOHROERICDONWTU 7Y 3 vmELED, ZDOUANILD
FEECREL [R[OE] ZHoLET. FEENIT CICH>TLDERAD, BSPM
DFBENEHNTOSHEZNNIT D LECHMCTHD, SHEZEENICAIET SIZHDIERR
A PRENZ BT DDITRILBER T,

[2] &% - 2EDEH (SoTL : Scholarship of Teaching and Learning)

TAANYY IVICEEDLI-RIFIRNGEER EFEBZDHLD, AUF21SLERHICHT
[FFRDH—MHFREICEMNUTCVE T, 1990FK+E, SFHEOEARERZOH DR
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was shifted from providing instruction to producing learning. (Barr and Tagg, 1995). The research
in SoTL points out that learning is best achieved when learners have “significant learning
experiences” by engaging students in deeper thought processes through active learning techniques
(Fink, 2003). The idea of actively engaging learners is often used synonymously with “learner-
centered”. Traditionally, classrooms have been teacher-centered with the teacher lecturing at the
front of the class and the learners passively “receiving” the information. The concept of a learner-
centered class encompasses many components which include providing learners with adequate
knowledge about the class, giving them a voice in what happens within the class, clearly aligning
the objectives, assessments, and evaluations, moving learning from surface-level (rote learning) to
deeper levels (more analytical) and incorporating active learning strategies.

To create a learner-centered environment, a great deal of time needs to be invested in the
planning stages of the class. As Diamond points out in the forward to The Course Syllabus: A
Learning-Centered Approach (Millis et. al., 2008, pg. xi ), the more information learners receive
about a course, the more successful they will be. A traditional syllabus was often a one-page
document that gave the bare-bones details about the class, such as a brief course description,
topics to be covered each week, grading criteria and textbook requirements. However, learner-
centered syllabuses look more like manuals providing learners with such diverse information
as teacher and learner expectations, the teacher’s teaching philosophy, university policies about
pertinent topics such as plagiarism and cheating, classroom rules, grading criteria, models,

examples and reading lists (Millis, et. al., 2008).

Another aspect of developing a learner-centered approach to teaching is giving learners more of
“avoice” in their learning. The teacher has traditionally controlled everything that happens in the
class. However, research has shown that when learners are given a chance to participate in some
of the decisions with regard to class structure, they feel more involved and, thus, do better in the
class (Barkley, 2009).

A second aspect is the inverted classroom design. Learners are required to read or watch
the material that will be discussed prior to coming to class and to fill out a preparation
worksheet giving the learners ample opportunity in the “planning” stage. This also gives
learners the opportunity to review the material as many times as necessary in order to make
it comprehensible. While many traditional classes provide content through such means as
lectures, PowerPoint presentations, readings, and videos within the classroom, the inverted
classroom assigns these activities for homework leaving classroom time for tasks, many of
which may have been assigned as homework in the traditional setting.

In addition, this course provides learners with ample opportunities for community building,
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N, BEIT S ENDSFUZEEHNT CENEETBUK Uc (Barr and Tagg, 1995) . #E&p
NEEFEEBOTCEEEERLDEVNEES TOCACSNSE, ZNICLDZEBEED [BEEL
FEEER] ZRDEEIC, FERRDNRARICERSNS CENSOTLICBIFDARICEL DT
ERESNTVET (Fink, 2003) . FEEZEHFNICSIMITEOEVDIERAAE, FLICLT
[FEEFER] CEAURKRCTEDNET T IEROBETIFHENERTHD, BHENTSAD
A CeEZ1TL), FEEFZENICERZ [RITWoT] LWEUTc, FEEFHDEZELL
DWERIE, FEICREAITDIBULHABMZFEEICEAD L, HEABICODVWCDHEEZFE
FICERAH L, BEREEHIETEZHECEGIE L, FEZRANEUNIL (R
FE) D5, HO2ERVIANIL (KDDNEFE) ([CBITITDE, BRENFEHMESZ
ANBDEFE, ZLDERICKADBRINTVET,
FEEFRORBZEHHTCHICIF, FEEOSTBEEEREICEXNEREZNNTDMEN DD
F9. AVEY D [O—RIVT)NR 1 ZBEHDHR] ( "The Course Syllabus: A
Learning-Centered Approach” (Millis et. al., 2008, pg. xi) ) DFEX TEBELTLD K
DI, ZEERFI-XICEITDIBERZLRITIDIFE, TLOHRZREIFFIT. FL4ICU
T, ROV TN RFEELEI—AFHHA, BEWD LIFD MEY D, WETEDRE, M2
FERELRE, FHEICODVWTCHER/IRONSZLAD 1 BEOHDEREICTEFTETATUL
ULHL., ZBEFADOYT/)X(F, HELZBEOHTHR., HAEDEERE, HIEPALE
TRIFEICEATDRZD e, HEPORA, AHEFTEDE®RE, T )L, Sl RERE
AREE, TESFELBEREZEE BT DN 27ILDLSEHDTY (Millis, et. al,
2008) .

PRETEROBISEZEEIT DEOD IV EDDAIEIE, RZBICDVTOREEDHKSHE
ZEHDIETY, R, FEOHRBFINTHENEELTLF UL, UL, HZEDE
BEZEDLSDRED—BCSIT DERESZA ONDE, FEEDSEERNEFED, TOHHE
REUTHEETORBENE LT D EDHAENODON > TWVET (Barkley, 2009) o

EDAIEIF, FEOEBRZRESEDTIETT, FEER, FECHEITDHICT 4R
Ny avOMBERDbDEFAIEDRIED LT, TUNU—Y 3V D—03—KIEEA
FTHTEZHRBITONTVNT, IND [HE] BRREICHITIRAZIC D50 EFEBEICS
ABDCEICIEDFT, Ko, CDTHCET, FEHEICITERNZEET DICHICAIETHM
ERLITENZEBIRARNSA ONE T, EROFEETIF, FHERNEHERL/(D—RA
VRNIKBDTUVEYT Y3V, BIHYPPETADROIBH THENTRESIND ENS
W ofeDICHUT, KREFEZETIFC D UITEEZEREE UCRL, HERBDIC, ERDA
RN CIEFBLEBEEE UCERERIN TV TH D ORBICEHDBHETT,

MAT, COO—RFDZ2 274 DK DDEARZFEEICEEICHHBULEFT, O—
ACEBRUTCRENICKEZRZETDH 7 [HI] £ETH85E, FREDEE M
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which has been determined to be the single most important factor to learner retention and
success, if “success” is viewed as passing a course and ultimately graduating from university
(McGlynn, 2001). While more traditional approaches provide for learner interaction, the
discussion-based approach provides more extensive interaction with a wider variety of
discussion partners along with the teacher, thus, giving learners a stronger sense of belonging.
Lastly, this style of learning gives the learners more opportunities to develop global skills
such as leadership, communication, and autonomous learning that companies are looking for

in potential candidates and what universities are purporting to develop in their student body.
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([C&ED, O=Z2 27 4 DK DPRBHEBELERATH DA DL > TVWERT (McGlynn,
2001) o ERBYSEVVAR CHEEREDTAIEHDHHDD, T4 ANY Y 3aVICEILAN
DHG(E, HERITITEL, Bo2EBEET « AH Yy 3 VEFED o EILEFHEIMZ
T2 &ILFEHDT, FEEDRBEHNEIIEDHDTI,
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