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 Abstract: This work is based on an analysis of English language 

teaching and learning in Montenegrin elementary schools. This type of analysis 

will be of help for both English language teachers and learners, as well as the 

educational authorities. Regarding teachers, we will show some kind of real 

picture of the way they work, bearing in mind their desire to work and the 

materials they use. Regarding learners, on the other hand, we can notice their 

reaction to the teacher’s way of teaching; and as far as the educational 

authorities are concerned, these results can be of major help, because they can 

shed light on which aspects they should be paying particular attention to when 

they create programmes for the elementary school level.  
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1. Theoretical background 

 
The type of behaviour in a foreign language classroom is 

reciprocal cooperation – that is, interaction between teachers and 
learners. Interaction contributes to learning in two ways: learner 
listening and comprehension; and learner speech production in the L2. 
Bellack (1996: 98) offered a simple interaction chart in the classroom, 
which includes four main frameworks: 1) Structuring; 2) Soliciting; 3) 
Responding; and 4) Reacting. 
 The above elements are demonstrated in the following 
example: 
  

Transcript 5: What’s a conductor? 
T: OK. Now. A conductor. (Structuring) Pedro, what’s a 
conductor? (Soliciting) 
S: A conductor is the people who boss in the erm (inaudible) for 
example, in music. (Responding) 
T: OK. (Reacting) (Selinker, 1992: 8) 
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As can be concluded from the above example, teachers first 

mention the topic as an introduction (through the structure), alluding 
to the plan, which will be discussed before they ask a question, that is, 
they encourage the pupils to answer, and on the basis of that a 
reaction from the pupil is expected. 

When we are talking about classroom teaching, Krashen (1982: 
61) thinks that understanding the incoming information is the most 
important factor in language acquisition, and that speech production is 
only possible if the information that is incoming is acquired. 
Furthermore, he thinks that what we are talking about is actually input, 
that is, understanding the incoming information, and based on the fact 
that several people participate in that process, he thinks that such an 
exchange process can be called a conversation. 

Unlike Krashen, Long (1983b: 214) thinks that the flow of 
teaching is actually the relationship between understanding input, 
acquiring language and interaction based on some type of agreement. 
Conversation takes place in two directions, through the exchange of 
information, and then feedback is developed in the direction of the 
information, i.e. with the incoming information, which leads to speech 
modification (if necessary), understanding the information, and then 
acquisition itself. 

Long’s model of the interactive process and behaviour of pupils 
and teachers in the classroom is presented in Fig. 1 below: 

 

 
Figure 1. Long’s model of the relationship between interactive communication 

and language acquisition 

 
Stevick’s (1976) tabular display of “information flow” through 

interaction, in Fig. 2 below, represents a shorter path, and is reduced 
to only three items: interactive “agreement”, the understanding of 
inputs and language acquisition. 
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Figure 2. Stevick’s model of the relationship between interactive 

communication and language acquisition 

 
According to Cook (1999: 6), action and reaction are not 

“interaction”. Interaction is something more than that. Cook proposes 
the following structure of classroom speech, in order to be able to call 
it interaction: teacher – pupil – teacher – pupil – teacher – pupil (that 
is, conversation with more reactions). 

Taking into account the fact that interaction is actually a 
discourse – that is, in Long’s words, classroom communication – it is 
undeniable that this conversation takes place in a teacher–student 
relationship, so we can say that interaction is conducted by teachers 
on the one hand, and by pupils on the other. Furthermore, we will give 
a brief overview of pupils’ participation in the classroom. 

 
1.1. The Pupils’ Role 
 

When talking about pupils’ participation, we can identify a 
number of segments that relate to the flow of the method of teaching, 
such as: interaction between teachers and pupils, interaction among 
the pupils themselves, the relationship between learning and teaching 
methods, and interlingualism. In relation to pupils’ participation we 
can mention the following: answering questions, responding (either 
knowing or not knowing the answer) and the spontaneous initiation of 
interaction (participating in speech by providing the required answers). 
In short, we can conclude that pupils’ speech is actually initiated and 
stimulated by the teacher’s reaction. 
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Historically, interaction in the classroom has changed in its 

shape and flow. Bearing in mind the traditional way of teaching that 
implies strict behavioural rules for the pupils, we can say that the 
teaching of the 21st century provides a totally different approach. In 
this, the role of the pupils is active; the teacher is the one who initiates 
the students’ speech, tells a student to participate in all the activities 
where the teacher, in the role of mentor, guides the pupil in such a 
way that the pupil can freely express his/her opinion, freely ask 
questions, give answers, and in some cases take over the lesson from 
the teacher. 

Bearing in mind the speech of a foreign language learner, it is 
evident that today’s generations have much better communication in a 
foreign language inside and outside of the classroom. The reason for 
this is access to multimedia sources (radio, TV and the internet), 
modern technology is available and provides ready access to 
information in a foreign language. We can say that today’s media are 
making a significant contribution to the learning progress, unlike the 
former way of learning, which was based purely on textbooks. 

Wennerstrom (2004: 12), talking about the speech of pupils in 
a foreign language classroom, actually refers to them as discourse 
analysts in the classroom. According to him, they lead the lesson, 
analysing language by using it actively (from phonetics to syntax), 
forming an unconscious chain of language constructions into a 
framework, called discourse. The author refers to the students as 
ethnographers who, by studying language in detail, actually discover 
the very structure of the society itself and, in a way, they become the 
ideologists of a culture.  

 
By providing an opportunity to explore all language skills in a 
foreign language, the teacher actually increases the pupils’ 
autonomy, builds their self-confidence, reaching to their 
research nature (where the motivation for further learning and 
research is at a higher level). (Wennerstrom, 2004: 13)  
 

He also mentions that  
 

if pupils use language in their language interaction, perceiving 
the linguistic forms and changes, working together and 
commenting on everything that they see on this path as new or 
changeable, as a result we will have a big and valuable 
experience. (Wennerstrom, 2004: 14-15). 
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According to the author, the discourse in the pupils’ speech 

represents one transmission model of education, where a dynamic 
exchange of information from a language to its culture and tradition is 
created. If we think of the pupil as an “instructor who is the leader in 
planning and conducting classroom activities” (Wennerstrom, 2004: 
14-15), we can say that the pupil is actually an analyst of a discourse 
that takes place in the classroom. 

According to Wennerstrom (2014: 12), the communication 
process is much more interesting and challenging for most pupils who 
have the role of a leader in conversation management than it is if they 
have the role of a passive observer.  

 
1.2. The Teacher’s Role 
 

The teacher’s role is much more responsible, since it involves 
asking questions, correcting mistakes, controlling communication, 
guiding answers, adapting his/her speech to the pupils’ speech, which 
means that a teacher uses simpler vocabulary in his/her speech, avoids 
idioms and phrases that are not typical of this region (for example, 
“head over heels”). When we are talking about classroom lessons, the 
teacher usually recourses to the use of simpler grammatical 
constructions, speaks more slowly and uses mimes in explaining 
(Chandron, 1988: 54-89). The teacher’s speech is actually a simplified 
type of speech, in which, according to Flanders (1970: 20), we can 
distinguish indirect and direct influences. Indirect influences imply: 
praise, encouragement and the acceptance of pupils’ ideas. Direct 
influences cover: lecturing, criticism, use of authority in the classroom 
and giving instructions. 

Moskowitz (1976) speaks about indirect and direct influences 
in the teacher’s speech. According to him, indirect influences cover the 
following attitudes of the teacher: 

 
a. Compassion for the pupils (without threatening, by conversing 

and understanding the learners’ feelings about the past, 
present and future). 

b. Praising and encouraging. 
c. Use of constructive humour (it is good to develop a positive 

atmosphere in the classroom by occasionally making jokes, but 
being careful that the pupil is not degraded by these jokes). 

d. Retrieving the pupils’ ideas (interpreting the students’ ideas by 
motivating them to continue to express their opinions). 

e. Repeating the pupils’ answers (additional motivation). 
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f. Asking questions about general culture and civilisation. 
g. Asking the learner personal questions (better interaction is 

achieved if teachers are emotionally closer to the learners). 
Concerning direct influence, Moskovic mentions the following: 

a. Providing information: facts, ideas, opinions, rhetorical 
questions. 

b. Correcting errors without criticising. 
c. Giving examples as a model of what should be done 

(illustrations, drawings). 
d. Providing information about him/herself. 
e. Providing instructions and directives that the pupils should 

adopt in the classroom. 
 
Starting from the fact that interaction in a foreign language 

classroom can present a major problem and that the teacher’s and 
pupils’ roles and participation can be ruined by a lack of understanding 
of the input, we decided to check where possible problems lie, so in 
the following section we will focus our attention on this aspect. 

 
2. Methodology 

2.1. The Aim of the Research 
 
Since we wanted to see the real situation in the English 

language classroom, we thought that it would be very important to 
observe lessons and to pay attention to the following aspects: pupils, 
teachers and the teaching itself. The goal of the research was to obtain 
answers regarding pupils’ and teachers’ behaviour and the real 
situation in English classes. 

 
2.2. Corpus and Procedure 

 
The corpus consists of 2,100 answers to questionnaires in the 

form of observed classes, and within which the overall state of English 
language teaching in Montenegrin schools can be clearly seen. This 
study covered 50 schools in the central, northern and southern parts of 
Montenegro. We started the research in the 2010/11 academic/school 
year, and concluded it in 2016/17. 

 
2.3. The Form of the Questionnaire 

 
The questionnaire consisted of eight questions, of which three 

consisted of sub-questions. Students were asked to circle some of the 
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answers offered, and they needed to explain some of them and give 
their own answers. 

 
2.4. The Results  

 
 Within the first question Were the learners paying attention, 
we have the following results: 
 

                 Were the learners paying attention (out of 2.100 answers) 

always 311 14,89% 

usually 1.056 50,28% 

sometimes 623 29,66% 

never 110 5,23% 

Table 1 

 
The chart of the obtained results looks like this: 

 
Chart 1 

 
 The pupils are usually concentrated on what they work, but not 
always. 
 Within the question Were the learners participating, the results 
are: 
 

Were the learners participating (out of 2.100 answers) 

always 292 13,90% 

usually 687 32,71% 

sometimes 1.057 50,33% 

never 64 3,05% 

Table 2 
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The chart of the obtained results looks like this: 

 
Chart 2 

 
Most of them say that they participate sometimes, then 

usually, which is not good,because we don't have answer always as the 
priority. 
 Within the question Were the learners showing enthusiasm, 
we have the following results: 
 

Were the learners showing enthusiasm (out of 2.100 answers) 

always 19 0,90% 

usually 430 20,47% 

sometimes 1.079 51,38% 

never 572 27,23% 

Table 3 

  
 The chart looks like this: 

 
Chart 3 



Journal of Language and Literary Studies    141 

 
 In most cases pupils sometimes show enthusiasm for learning. 
 Within the question Were the learners confused, the results 
are as follows: 

 

Were the learners confused (out of 2.100 answers) 

always 23 1,10% 

usually 311 14,89% 

sometimes 1.612 76,76% 

never 154 7,33% 

Table 4 

 
 The chart looks like this: 

 
Chart 4 

 
The students mostly show that they are sometimes confused 

during the lessons.  
Within the question Were the learners practicing English, we 

have the following results: 
  

Were the learners practising English (out of 2.100 answers) 

always 299 14,23% 

usually 124 5,90% 

sometimes 1.642 78,19% 

never 35 1,66% 

Table 5 

 
 There is a chart: 
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Chart 5 

 
They usually practice English, but not always. 
 If we are talking about Were the learners communicating in 
English, we have the following information: 
 

Were the learners communicating in English (out of 2.100 answers) 

always 314 14,95% 

usually 1.549 73,76% 

sometimes 214 10,19% 

never 23 1,05% 

Table 6 

 
 There is a chart: 

 
Chart 6 

 
These results show that pupils usually communicate in English. 
 In the second issue that concerns the organization of 
English language classes, within the question Was the lesson well 
planned and structured, we have the following results: 
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Was the lesson well planned and structured (out of 2.100 answers) 

very 600 28,57% 

moderately 634 30,19% 

not very 744 35,42% 

not at all 122 5,9% 

Table 7 

 
 There is a chart: 

 
Chart 7 

 
Talking about the plan and the organization of the lesson, in 

most cases we have the answer that the classes are not very organized 
in the way that would be adequate for the pupils. 

Within the question Was the lesson varied in activities, the 
percentage results are: 

 

Was the lesson varied in activities(out of 2.100 answers) 

very 56 2,66% 

moderately 422 20,05% 

not very 1.457 69,38% 

not at all 165 7,86% 

Table 8 
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There is a chart: 

 
   Chart 8 
 
 On the basis of the obtained results we conclude that teachers 
are not very much motivated to change the way of their work. 
 
 Within the question Was the lesson varied in interaction, we 
have the following results: 
 

Was the lesson varied in interaction (out of 2.100 answers) 

very 139 6,61% 

moderately 320 15,23% 

not very 1.539 73,28% 

not at all 102 4,85% 

Table 9 

 
 There is a chart: 

 
Chart 9 
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 Bearing in mind the interaction, we can say that it has not been 
fully realized. 
 
 Within the question Was the lesson balanced in accuracy / 
fluency, we have the following percentage results: 
 

               Was the lesson balanced in accuracy / fluency (out of 2.100 answers) 

very 32 1,52% 

moderately 958 45,61% 

not very 823 39,28% 

not at all 287 13,66 

     Table 10 

 
 There is a chart: 

 
Chart 10 

 
The results show that the lesson balance in fluency/accuracy in 

speech is not at the highest level. 
Within the question Was the lesson appropriate  for the group, 

the percentage results show the following results: 
 

Was the lesson appropriate  for the group (out of 2.100 answers) 

very 1.045 49,76% 

moderately 945 45% 

not very 103 4,90% 

not at all 7 0,33% 

Table 11 
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There is a chart: 

 
Chart 11 

 
Talking about the adequacy of tasks according to the age of 

pupils, the results show that teachers clearly define tasks according to 
the level of knowledge and age of pupils. 

Within the question Was the lesson enjoyable to watch, the 
results are: 

 
Was the lesson enjoyable to watch (out of 2.100 answers) 

very 54 2,57% 

moderately 68 3,23% 

not very 1.448 68,95% 

not at all 530 25,23% 

Table 12 

There is a chart: 

 
Chart 12 
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 We clearly come to the conclusion that students do not enjoy 
very much. 
 The third question that concerns the teachers themselves, 
within the question Was the teacher organized and confident, the 
results are: 
 

Was the organized and confident(out of 2.100 answers) 

totally 31 1,47% 

very 955 45,47% 

moderately 1.064 50,66% 

not very 50 2,38% 

Table 13 

 
Chart 13 

 
When we are talking about the  teachers' confidence and their 

class organization, the results are not at the level we expected, since 
the educational staff (teachers) in Montenegro is mostly made up of 
older lecturers with long years of work experience. 

If we are talking about the question Was the teacher 
communication in English, the answers show the following results: 

 
Was the teacher communication in English 

always 841 40,47% 

usually 986 46,95% 

sometimes 100 4,76% 

seldom 105 5% 

never 68 3,23% 

Table 14 
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Chart 14 

 The results show that teachers usually use English.  
 Answering the question Was the teacher showing 
enthusiasm, the results are: 
 

Was the teacher showing enthusiasm 

always 343 16,33% 

usually 354 16,85% 

sometimes 1.351 64,33% 

seldom 22 1,047% 

never 27 1,28% 

Table 15 

 
 There is a chart that represents these results: 

 
Chart 15 

 
When we are talking about teachers' enthusiasm for work, we 

can see that they are only sometimes motivated. 
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Within the question Was the teacher dominating the class, we 

have the following results: 
 

Was the teacher dominating the class 

never 151 7,19% 

occasionally 810 38,57% 

frequently 961 45,76% 

continually 178 8,47% 

Table 16 

 
 The chart that represents these results appears like this: 

 
Chart 16 

 
 Teachers frequently  dominate the class. 
 The question Was the teacher clear and effective, shows the 
following results: 

 

Was the teacher clear and effective 

always 542 25,80% 

usually 1.446 68,85% 

sometimes 38 1,809% 

seldom 41 1,95% 

never 33 1,57% 

Table 17 
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Chart 17 

 
 The results show that teachers are usually clear and effective. 
 The question Was the teacher encouraging the students, shows 
the following results: 
 

Was the teacher encouraging the students 

always 17 0,80% 

usually 431 20,52% 

sometimes 1.387 66, 04% 

seldom 257 12,23% 

never 8 0,38% 

Table 18 

 
There is a chart: 

 
Chart 18 

 
 These results show that motivation for work is not at the 
highest level. 
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3. Conclusion 
3.1. Negative Side: 
 
1. Teachers need to work on: better interaction, greater 

participation in communication, greater participation in all activities on 
time. 

2. Students are sometimes motivated to work, not always. 
3. The structure of lessons is not designed in the best way, which 

could be somewhat attributed to the curricula that the teachers must 
follow.   

4. Speaking about the diversity of activities, the results show that 
teachers in most cases are not willing to prepare additional activities 
(games). 

5. In trying to determine whether students look forward to 
English classes, most answers show that this is not the case. 

6. Teachers are not very motivated to work, and they only 
sometimes show enthusiasm. 

7. Teachers need to praise students more in order to motivate 
them. 

 
 3.2. Positive Side: 
 

1. Students listen to the teacher’s instructions, either willingly or 
reluctantly, but they mostly listen to what the teacher is talking about. 

2. Students practise their English, using it almost all the time. 
3. There is usually a balance between fluency and accuracy, but 

during speaking activities teachers let pupils speak without correcting 
them. 

4. The activities are appropriate to the students’ level of 
knowledge, as well as to their age. 

5. The teacher dominates the class only when it is necessary to 
help pupils or get them to work. They let the pupils speak freely, 
monitoring the class in an appropriate way. 

6. The teacher mostly gives clear and precise instructions for 
work. 

 
 Basic competence in language communication includes a lot of 
knowledge, as well as linguistic skills and attitudes that are 
incorporated into the communicative act itself. Knowledge is 
therefore necessary for the reflection of the functioning of the 
language itself and the procedure for its use. (Isabel Cantón 
Mayo and Lena Pérez Barrio Luengo, 2017: 39).  
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 According to this, these results show that our pupils have a lot 
of knowledge and our teachers have enough linguistic skills and 
methodological knowledge to lead the classes in a good way. 
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ANALIZA PREDAVANJA I UČENJA ENGLESKOG JEZIKA IZ UGLA 
POSMATRAČA (OSNOVNOŠKOLSKI UZRAST – TREĆI CIKLUS UČENJA) 

 
 Ovaj rad zasniva se na analizi predavanja i učenja engleskog 
jezika u crnogorskim osnovnim školama. Ova vrsta analize može biti od 
koristi kako nastavnicima i učenicima engleskog jezika, tako i 
prosvjetnim vlastima. Imajući u vidu nastavnika, ovom analizom 
pokazaćemo neku vrstu prave slike o načinu njihovog rada, polazeći od 
motivacije za radom, pa do materijala koji koriste u nastavi. Govoreći o 
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učeniku, sа druge strane, možemo primijetiti njihovu reakciju na način 
rada nastavnika. Ovi rezultati mogu biti od velike pomoći i prosvjetnim 
vlastima, budući da im ovakva analiza rezultata оmogućava realan uvid 
na koje aspekte treba posvetiti posebnu pažnju prilikom kreiranja 
programa za osnovnoškolski uzrast. 
 
 Ključne riječi: nastavnik, učenik, način predavanja, analiza, 
rezultati. 

 
 


