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Abstract

Simulations have increasingly been used in education since
the 1960s in various fields, such as politics, geography,
psychology and sociology, with the aim of providing students
with an opportunity to apply their theoretical knowledge to
practical, often communicative contexts. They are also regarded
as a useful vocational training tool for people working in Jjobs
requiring an ability to communicate, such as diplomats, members
of the medical professions, business people and administrators.

The existence of umbrella organisations which aim to provide
opportunities for a multi-disciplinary exchange of views and
experience between practitioners, such as the Society for the
Advancement of Games and Simulations in Education and Training
(SAGSET) or the International Simulation and Gaming Association
(ISAGA) reflects experiences with simulations in a wide range of
contexts and puts this diversity in an institutional framework.

Against this background teachers of English as a foreign
language (EFL) have adapted simulations originally written for
students of other subjects, or designed new ones specifically
for their particular context, usually emphasising language
practice in a realistic communicative situation. This has been
of particular relevance in the area of teaching English for
specific purposes (ESP).

Much of the wide range of literature that has been written
on the use of simulations in language teaching is in the form of
articles presenting conclusions drawn by individual teachers or
designers from their individual experience of using a specific
simulation in a particular context. There is, however, little
consensus among designers as to exactly what a simulation is or
what purposes it can usefully serve in a language-learning
context.

In the first chapter of this study, I present my own first
practical experiences of using simulations in the EFL classroom.
Chapters 2 to 5 examine the diversity of practitioners’

understandings of the term ‘simulation’ and three other key
concepts which appear so frequently in the literature on
simulations for language-learning as to be regarded as
leitmotifs: ‘reality’, ‘communication’ and ‘culture’. My aim is
not to define these terms, but to show how and to what ends
designers use them.

Chapters 6 and 7 critically examine specific examples of
simulations which are, or could be, used in language-learning
contexts under two broad headings: simulations for developing
communicative competence and simulations within intercultural
education in EFL.

A final chapter sums up the development of simulations used
in EFL since the late 1970s and suggests how they are likely to
develop in the future.

My approach aims to come to a critical understanding of
simulations and their development by engaging in a meta-
criticism of designers’ approaches to them.



INTRODUCTION

Simulations were introduced into the language
classroom in the 1960s with the aim of making learning in
the classroom more relevant to the needs of learners in
situations beyond it. The perceived gap between what was
traditionally taught in the classroom and the skills
needed in real life contexts began to be seen as a
problem, to which simulations, as classroom copies or
models of real life (L. Jones 1983b:1), were seen as one
solution. Their use in the foreign language classroom has
been primarily associated with the communicative approach
to language learning. They are seen as being a
student-centred approach to learning, enabling
participants to improve their communicative competence
(see Chapter 4) and to take responsibility for their own
actions within the activity. L. Jones, for example,vtells
students: "A simulation gives you the chance to use the
English you’ve learnt to achieve your communicative aims"
(Ibid.).

In practice, however, the word ‘simulation’ is used
to refer to a range of activity types reflecting not Jjust
a communicative approach to language learning, but
various methodological frameworks. Simulations are not
only used to improve students’ communicative competence,
but for a variety of other language-teaching purposes.

In the first part of this study (Chapters 2 to 5) I
discuss various understandings by simulation designers of
three key words which appear so frequently in the
literature on simulations for teaching English as a
foreign language (EFL) as to be seen as leitmotifs:
*simulation’, ‘reality’ and ‘communication’, as well as a
fourth key word to be found increasingly in recent
literature on the subject: ‘culture’. In so doing, my aim
is not to attempt to come to any hard and fast definition
of these terms, but rather to illustrate the plurality of

meanings they have for different authors and designers
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working in different contexts, reflecting both their
different methodological approaches to language teaching
and the very wide range of purposes for which foreigners
*learn English.

In the second part of my study (Chapters 6 and 7), I
go on to illustrate the purposes for which simulations
and role plays are used in EFL: improving learners’
communicative competence (Chapter 6) and raising
participants’ cultural awareness or competence (Chapter
7).

The examples in Chapters 6 focus on some of the
different emphases of simulations used to enable learners
to improve their communicative competence, ranging from
presenting information in a grammatically correct form,
to relating the language used to the situation, or -
creating a situation participants perceive as credible.

Chapter 7 gives examples of some simulations which
raise issues of culture, whether this is intentional on
the part of the designer or not. They include a
simulation which attempts to enable participants to
experience how ideas are structured in English, as
opposed to Russian, another in which the designer takes
his own culture for granted, whereas participants may
not, a third in which participants are encouraged to
relate to one another in terms of stereotypical views of
each others’ countries, and finally a simulation in which
the designer assumes that simply by labelling two
competing groups in a simulation ‘American’ and
*Japanese’, the participants will become more aware of
cultural issues. It concludes by examining a framework
for structuring feedback which could be applied to
debriefing all of these simulations (and any others
involving cultural issues).

The final chapter reviews developments in approaches
to simulations for EFL and ESP and presents an outlook on
their future potential.

All of the above examples illustrate that it is
impossible for the designer to create an impartial model

of reality in designing a simulation, since, by their
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very nature, simulations emphasise particular aspects of
a situation and are based on his or her assumptions about
reality. Participants, for their part, also play their
roles on the basis of their culturally biased experience.

On the basis of the examples presented, I thus argue
that choosing to emphasise particular aspects is not the
exclusive prerogative of the designer, and that it is
precisely this which makes them so attractive for the
teacher/designer/facilitator and participants alike.
Simulations can effectively integrate both the teacher’s
and learners’ different specialist interests and cultural
backgrounds. Students become absorbed in activities they
see as being realistic and relevant to their needs to the
extent that they may forget they are speaking a foreign
language, while language teachers use simulations to
provide students with practice in using the foreign
language. Although there is unlikely to be one-to-one
equivalence between the language teacher’s emphasis
during feedback (e.g. on language items or cultural bias)
and the students’ view of what was important (e.g. their
feelings of success in'getting a message across), these
different interests are not mutually exclusive. It is
this which makes simulations especially useful in the
context of ESP, where the teacher’s role is to facilitate
students’ learning of the English they require in their
specialist fields.

Despite sharing some common features, simulations in
EFL, and particularly in ESP, are versatile and can be
used in a wide variety of contexts. The wide variety of
activities categorised as simulations and the multitude
of aims they can be used to pursue have led to discussion
on the subject becoming fragmented. Statements that are
applicable in one language-teaching context may be of
little relevance in another. This means that the process
of selecting a suitable simulation, very much like the
process of simulation design itself, requires creativity
and the ability to integrate various different,
complementary interests. I argue in conclusion that the

creativity of a designer of simulations for EFL lies in
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selecting and representing elements of a situation in a
model which is not only tailored to the learners’
linguistic and communicative needs, but also takes
account of their specialist requirements and their

cultural background.



CHAPTER ONE
FIRST PRACTICAL EXPERIENCES USING SIMULATIONS IN THE

ENGLISH AS A FOREIGN LANGUAGE (EFL) CLASSROOM

From my own experience of learning foreign languages
at school and university, it is clear that language
learners often complete their formal education in a
foreign language, whether at GCSE, Advanced or even
degree level, without necessarily gaining the confidence
to deal with common, everyday situations in the target
language, let alone the requirements of a demanding job.

Immersion in the target language during visits to a
country where it is spoken is, in my experience, highly
motivating in that it enables language learners to hear
and see for themselves how the language is used in
everyday contexts within the target culture. This brings
the language to life in a way that is difficult to
imagine when one is in a native language (L1)
environment. Such visits are, however, not always
practicable, particularly when learners are already in
employment or have set their priorities elsewhere, for
example in their main subject of study, and a foreign
language is regarded as just a necessary auxiliary skill.

As an English teacher at the language centre of a
German university, responsible for teaching English as a
subsidiary subject to students at intermediate and
advanced level whose main subjects were, for example,
Business Administration, Law and Economics, I was keen to
find a way to bring English to life by presenting it to
them in contexts they considered interesting and relevant
to their needs. Although all of them had learnt English
for several years at school and many had taken it at
Abitur level (equivalent to Advanced level), they had
rarely had practice to pursue aims they had chosen for

themselves or to speak freely in open-ended activities in
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English. As prospective employees at middle management
level in medium-sized companies, their future needs in
English included the ability to communicate and negotiate
with counterparts on business-related matters, as well as
to develop the social skills appropriate in an
English-speaking environment. I was thus interested in
finding materials which would go some way towards meeting
these general requirements within the students’
German-speaking environment, even if only for the
duration of a weekly ninety-minute lesson. During this

search, I came across Leo Jones’ Eight Simulations,

designed for EFL students at intermediate level (L. Jones
1983). I found his view of simulations as models of real
life (Ibid. 1983b:1) an attractive one, in that he saw
the exercise type as providing students with a practical
realistic context in which to use their English. Although
the subjects he dealt with in these simulations wefe not
directly business-related {(e.g. discussing the pros and
cons of a bridge-building project to replace an existing
ferry service; see appendix for details), they
nevertheless enabled students to practise negotiation
skills in structured situations in English. Indeed, the
fact that the language classes were made up of learners
reading a variety of different main subjects meant that
it was not possible to focus cn just one specific
vocational area. Thus, general simulations of this kind
were more appropriate than ones designed to meet very
specific vocational needs.

The students appreciated what was often for them the
novelty of actually using the language to pursue aims
that they had, at least to some extent, chosen for
themselves. The responses given to a questionnaire at the
end of the course bore this out. To the question "Do you
think your English improved through taking part in these
simulations? If so, how?" students’ answers commonly
included the view that, as a result of taking part in the
simulations, they had learnt to express their own opinion
in their own words more effectively, to argue, and to

react faster in English.
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Those students who were less convinced tended to
fall into two groups: those who already had a more
advanced knowledge of English on the one hand, and those
who were still struggling to master basic grammar items
and vocabulary on the other. The first group, in answer
to the question: "What could have been better?" responded
with answers such as: "More detailed and difficult
simulations. Greater pressure through stricter time
limits", a response which was not a criticism of the
activity type as such, but rather suggested that the
students who made it felt that the exercises used had
been too easy.

The second group, however, gave replies such as:
"What I need is grammar, grammar, grammar and vocabulary.
Also my written English isn’t good". This latter response
may be seen as reflecting the difficulty of engaging in
simulations of students who had not yet mastered the
basic structures of the foreign language.

The above responses highlight some of the strengths
and weaknesses of the use of these simulations in this
context. As a student-centred activity, they were useful
for improving students’ fluency and increasing their
confidence in speaking the foreign language, but were
generally ineffectual in improving students’ proficiency
in using grammar structures.

When I taught English to people already in
employment (in 1993 and 1994) it was easier to adapt
material to make it relate more specifically to their
work situation. This was the case with "The Leisure
Centre", which I adapted from Leo Jones’ "The Arts
Centre" for a group of sports administrators on an
intensive in-service Engliéh course (see details of both
these simulations in the appendix) whose level of
proficiency in English ranged from elementary to upper
intermediate. The simulation involved deciding how to
optimise the activities offered by a leisure centre in
order for it to be profitable, a situation which bore
some similarity to the type of situation the learners had

to to deal with in their jobs: administering sporting
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activities within a hierarchical institution, deciding on
the allocation of funding, and making, communicating and
defending sometimes difficult and unpopular decisions.
During the simulations,; I observed the students and made
notes on the aspects I wanted to discuss with them in
feedback after the exercise. This focused on the
following aspects:

(a) the correctness/effectiveness of the language
used;

(b) formal characteristics of the type of situation
simulated: e.g. linguistic conventions in meetings
between management and staff; the role of the
chairperson;

(c) strategies: anticipating a range of possible
strategies the other side (i.e. the mangagement or shop
floor) used and discussing appropriate counterstrategies;

(d) the appropriacy of language used: e.g. as
regards politeness, emphasis, directness/indirectness;

(e) comparisons with examples of similar situations
from the learners’ real life experience;

(f) structural and cultural differences between:
the organisation of sport in Germany and in Britain,
trade unien-management relations in Germany and Britain
(i.e. tending towards consensus-seeking or
confrontation), directness/indirectness of language in
German and English.

Since the participants themselves were familiar with
the type of tasks simulated in the activity from their
everyday work, they were able to bring their experience
into the activity. Learners at all levels of proficiency
in English felt the simulation to have been very
effective in boosting their confidence in speaking the
foreign language by demonstrating that they were able to
deal with such situations in English. I found that the
integration of language and vocational skills in this
activity was particularly effective both in enabling
weaker students to be fully integrated within an
enjoyable communicative activity and at the same time in

presenting more advanced students with a challenging
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task. This integration of students at different levels of
proficiency is particularly relevant within a context in
which learners have a common vocational interest but may
not have reached the same level of proficiency in the
foreign languacge.

This positive experience of using simulations in
teaching English in Germany led to my wider interest in
the subject. It was at this stage that I began to read
articles on simulations, from which I soon realised that
there was quite a variety of different theoretical
approaches, which also had implications for the
practicalities of their design, classroom application and
evaluation. The various definitions of simulations by
different authors, while having certain common features,
emphasised different aspects of the activity, suggesting
that it would be extremely difficult to find a definition
that would be universally accepted. This, on the one
hand, reflected the fact that simulations were still
undergoing a process of development (see Chapter 8). On
the other, it reflected the more fundamental difficulty
of finding one single definition that would cover all
examples of simulations, a difficulty of the kind
recognised by Wittgenstein, who found it impossible to
give a definition of games which covered every game, but
saw family resemblances between them (1953:31-32).

Defining three other key concepts: ‘reality’,
‘communication’ and ‘culture’ poses similar problems. The
lack of consensus among authors on the subject of
simulations as to their use of such fundamental concepts
led to my interest in trying to explain authors’
motivation in choosing to emphasise particular aspects of
these terms. The terminology designers use reflects their
practical teaching contexts and the purposes for which
they use simulations. In the next three chapters, I
examine the terminology used in the literature on
language~-learning simulations and some of the issues it

raises.



CHAPTER TWO
DESIGNERS’ VIEWS OF STMULATION

1. Terminologyw

The term ‘simulation’ is used to cover a wide
variety of different types of activities and models used
in many subject_areas to predict, practise and play. A
simulation usually consists of three parts: preparation,
the simulation itself, and a debriefing session.

In the literature on language-learning simulations,
other terms are aliso used to refer to communicative
activities for language learning: ‘game’, ‘gaming’,
‘role-play’ and ‘scenario’. While some designers
consciously use one term rather than another in order to
highlight particular aspects of the activity, others use
the words interchangeably and arbitrarily. This presents
a problem for the teacher who would like to select an
exercise relevant for a particular teaching context. In
the following I illustrate this difficulty by showing how
three common terms {(game, role-play and simulation) are

used in the literature on language-teaching.

(a) Game

The word ‘game’ is used to refer to activities that
are self-contained and need not necessarily have any
direct connection to ‘real life’ beyond themselves.

Buddensiek, for example, quotes Huizinga’s

definition of what is meant by °

game’: "A game is a
voluntary action or activity which is carried out within
certein fixed limits of time and space according to
voluntarily accepted, but not necessarily binding rules,
which has its aim in itself and is accompanied by a
feeling of excitement and pleasure and an awareness of

”"

‘being different’ from ‘ordinary life’" (Huizinga

1956:34, quoted in Buddensiek 1985:607, my translation).
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In his view simulations often share this characteristic
with games: "In so far as they have the character of
games, simulations are distinctive first and foremost not
because they ‘approach reality’, but because they
maintain a certain distance from everyday reality"”
(Ibid.).

Other designers of simulations for language-
learning, however, draw out what they see as the
differences between simulations and games, regarding
competition and rules as features of games, but not a
main focus of simulations (see, for example, Ellington et
al. 1982:10). K. Jones also suggests that one main
difference between the two types of activities is that
while in many simulations co-operation between the
participants is necessary to solve a problem, in games,
the competitive element between participants is more
important, as the aim is very often to win: "Instead of
dealing with issues on their merits, the participants (in
a game) try to score points. Reality of function
vanishes, and the participants have become players in a
gaming activity" (1985:5).

Thus, authors who consider simulations to be a kind
of game consider simulations (and games) to be different
from reality, while authors who regard simulations as
being different from games emphasise the importance of
simulations being ‘real’ and see the competitive element

of games as detracting from this reality.

(b) Role-play

Herbert and Sturtridge define role-play as a
specific type of simulation in the context of English
language teaching (ELT). They give the following
explanation of what a simulation involves:

"(S)tudents discuss a problem which is in a setting
that has been clearly described to them. The students
apply their own-country experience to this information,

thus giving them the basic data to discuss the problem"
{1979:5).

The key elements of the activity, as described here,

are a problem and a setting, which the designer provides
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and the students’ experience. Littlewood refers similarly
to the "situation and the goals that learners have to
achieve through communication" (Littlewood 1990:55).
Herbert and Sturtridge make the following
distinction between ‘role-play’ and ‘role-simulation’,

both of which they regard as types of simulation:

"Role-play ... involves the student taking the part
of different characters, for example a student, a taxi-
driver, or a London shop-assistant - roles which might be
similar to, or very far removed from, his own personal
experience. There is a wide variety of approaches to
role-play: the student can play his part in a highly
controlled language situation, perhaps working from a
script, or the language can be semi-scripted for him, or
again he can be free to improvise his part -from a given
scenario. The student can be provided with his own role-
card which tells him what his role character and
attitudes are, and which can give him linguistic support
by suggesting what he might say and how he might say it.
Outside a simulation, role-play usually involves a finite
interaction between characters rather than the resolution
of a problem. It provides opportunities for detailed work
on pronunciation and intonation, as well as syntax, and a
possibility to use drama in the foreign language
classroom" (Herbert and Sturtridge 1979:5).

Here, the language used to describe role-play is the

language of the theatre: ‘to take a part’, f‘characters’,
*roles’, ‘script’, ‘semi-scripted’, ‘improvised’?,
‘*scenario’, ‘drama’. One term used in the quotation above

does not fit into this pattern, however, and that is
"interaction between characters" (my emphasis).
Interaction has been defined as "The exchange and
negotiation of meaning between two or more participants
located within social contexts" (0’Sullivan et al.
1994:154) and as "Reciprocal action; action or influence
of persons or things on each other" (Brown 1993:1391). As
the roles given to language learners in role-plays are
usually extremely circumscribed, the scope for such an
exchange is very limited, to quote Herbert and
Sturtridge, "finite".

As they themselves state, such exercises have a
twofold purpose: to do "detailed work on pronunciation
and intonation, as well as syntax" and "to use drama in
the foreign language classroom" (Herbert and Sturtridge

1979:5). Interaction is not regarded as a main objective.
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(c) Simulation

Herbert and Sturtridge give the following
explanation of how they see role-simulation:

"In role-simulation ... the student is himseif, and
reacts to the simulated task on the basis of his own
personal or professional experience. He has no role
imposed on him from outside in the form of a role-card or
a prepared part to play and the implication of this is
that a doctor, for example, would be a doctor and a
teenager would be a teenager in the simulation. They
would apply their own personal experience and

professional knowledge to the problem-solving activity"
(Herbert and Sturtridge 1979:5).

Here the learner is seen as not playing a part; "he
is himself". This statement is somewhat misleading. Even
if participants draw on their own particular experience
in a simulation, that does not make the situation itself
less of a pretence. However, interaction in the sense
defined above does take place and participants may take a
similar approach in simulating the given task to the one
they would take in a similar real-life situation.

For K. Jones the roles in simulations should direct
participants towards performing a specific task:
"Although simulations have roles, they do not have play,
but are concerned with a job and a function, not a néw
personality"” (1985:5). The term ‘gaming’ is also often
used to refer to activities of this kind, for example by
Ray and Duke, who refer to gaming as "structured

interaction between players of roles" (1968:149).

To sum up, the term ‘game’ is often used to refer to
a self-contained activity, ‘role-play’ is usually used to
refer to circumscribed activities involving only limited
interaction, and ‘simulation’ is used to refer to open-
ended activities. In practice, however, designers do not
always make clear distinctions either between the
activities themselves or between the terms used.

The fact that all of these authors discuss issues of
definition and of the relationship between games,
simulation and reality reflects their significance in the

literature and practice of simulatiqns.
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Different activities are seen as sharing various
characteristics. Simulations, for example, are often seen
as including competitive elements and role-play. The lack
of clear distinction between the various terms used makes
a precise distinction between different activities
impossible. Ellington et al., for example, see games,
simulations and case studies as overlapping to a greater
or lesser extent, "giving rise to various types of hybrid
exercise which possess the essential characteristics of |
more than one class" (Ellington et al. 1982:10),
illustrating the difficulty of attempting to standardise
the use of terminology in the field. This makes it
impossible to be sure whether any activity labelled
‘game’ or ‘simulation’ conforms to one’s expectations of
the activity type without examining it in detail. Three
questions can be asked to shed light on what kind of
activity a particular exercise is: Firstly, what does the
designer aim to achieve by means of the exercise;
secondly, how does the designer regard the relationship
between the simulation and reality; and thirdly, what
aspects of the activity are discussed in the debriefing
session. The answers can enable the teacher to evaluate
whether the activity is relevant in his/her teaching
context. In the following three sections I discuss each
of these questions in turn. The answers are interrelated,

as I sum up in the conclusion.

2. The aims of simulations: Behavioural and non-

behavioural objectives

Clarke (1978) distinguishes between two categories
of aims with regard to simulations used in the study of
international relations. This distinction can also be
usefully applied to simulations designed for foreign-
language learning.

His first category includes specific, explicit
objectives which "can be assessed, or perhaps measured"
(Clarke 1978:62). He refers to this type of objective as
"behavioural". In simulations in this category

participants may be required to reiterate factual
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knowledge, solve a particular problem or use particular
vocabulary (Ibid.).

Some simulations have been designed for language
learning to pursue such objectives, for example, to
include practice of a specific item of grammar (such as
conditional forms), or a limited linguistic function
(such as greeting, disagreeing etc), although this is
rarely the only focus of the exercise.

Clarke’s second category of objectives is more
abstract and global. It includes participants
understanding the concepts on which the game is based,
(concerning diplomacy, communication, power or
integration), interaction that is "characteristic or
instrumental" for that subject, and the way in which the
designer’s model itself functions (Ibid.:70). In order to
define learning objectives and design an appropriate
simulation to meet them the designer must have a detailed
knowledge of these complex concepts him/herself.

Clarke also considers it to be important for the
participants to gain knowledge and experience through the
simulation: "Involvement and identification help the
prlayers to think a little outside their normal patterns
of experience which determine their compartmentalisation
and evaluation of knowledge" (Ibid.:73). A simulation may
also require "that a concept or an idea be articulated
and presented to different groups of people, in a
changing situation that can test, undermine and refine
it" (Ibid.:73).

Examples of this type of objective in simulations
for foreign-language learning include enabling learners
to target messages to a particular audience, or to
understand the complex interrelationships involved in a
communicative situation. In simulations of real
organisations, for example, Brand and Walker see
simulations as a means of providing a framework for
understanding communicative situations: "It helps develop
participants’ understanding of a situation in terms of
options, key relationships, major factors, potential

consequences, problem areas and priorities" (1982a:115).
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When the aims of the exercise are specific and
circumscribed, the simulation is unlikely to be confused
in any way by participants with the segment of reality it
models. Evaluation of participants’ performance in the
debriefing session after such simulations is very often
based on how closely it matcheé up with the designer’s
definition of the language that would be appropriate in
the real situation (Clarke’s behavioural objectives).

When, on the other hand, the aims are more global
and more abstract, debriefing may include a comparison
between the simulation and reality, but it also focuses
on whether the participants experienced the situation
they created in the simulation as realistic. This
experience is inevitably influenced by their cultural
background, which may differ from that of the simulation
designer. This can itself become a point for discussion
in feedback. I comment on this in more detail with
reference to exémples in Chapter 7, Sections 2 to 4.

Simulations for language-teaching may include either
of these types of objective or a combination of both,
since communicative competence includes both skills that
are specific and measurable, and also an awareness of
conplex interrelationships. Littlewood summarises these
skills as comprising an ability to manipulate the
linguistic system, an understanding of how the linguistic
forms learnt function as part of a communicative system,
an ability to use language to communicate messages as
effectively as possible in concrete situations and an
awareness of the social meahing of language forms
(Littlewood 1990:6).

The designer’s choice of objectives has a major
influence on the relationship between the simulation and
reality and on the focus of debriefing.

In the next two sections I shall examine the issues

of reality and debriefing in more detail.

3. The relationship between simulations and reality
There are broadly two ways of defining the

relationship between simulations and reality with regard
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to simulations used in communicative contexts, such as
foreign-language learning. "One perspective sees them as
merely representations of some other ‘real worldly’
system ... (A)nother, less commonly held view sees
simulations as operating realities in their own right"
(Crookall and Saunders 1989:12). Let us look at each of

these in turn.

(a) Simulations as models of reality

According to this view of simulations, the designer
selects a particular segment of reality as the basis of a
model, reflecting a real situation.! "The (real-life)
events are ... simplifed" (L. Jones 1983a:1) so that it
is easier for the participants to focus on what is
relevant for the interaction of the simulation; the
materials should not be "cluttered up with sophisticated
detail, which can daunt the language student" (K. Jones
1982:7). The choice of what to include is based on the
designers’ educational aims. K. Jones describes
designers’ selection criteria as follows: "(T)hey select
those bits of reality'they think are the most useful, or
the most interesting, or the most important, or the most
challenging, or the most likely to encourage interaction
among the participants" (1985:13).

Designers who regard simulations as models of
reality argue that through creating a realistic
situation,; learners can practise skills they will later
require in a real situation. Beneke’s view that
"(s)imulation games usually imitate a possible future
reality that needs some rehearsing because of its
difficulty or danger" (Beneke 1981:163) suggests that the
simulated language-classroom situation is directly

applicable to a future real life situation. L. Jones

1 The Society for the Advancement of Games and
Simulations in Education and Training (SAGSET), for
example, sees simulations as "working representation(s)
of reality" (SAGSET leaflet, 1993); Buddensiek views them
as "realistic models" (Buddensiek 1985:606, my
translation); L. Jones describes them as "‘'a classroom
copy’ or ‘model’ of real life events" (1983a).
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shéres this view, regarding simulations as "a preparation
for real life" (L. Jones 1983b:1).

Participation in the simulation is thus seen as
providing preparation for an activity in which the
participant may have theoretical knowledge but limited
practical experience. The scenario for the simulation is
circumscribed, clearly defined and tightly structured,
with the effect that the skills required by participants
to complete their tasks successfully are predictable and
can be practised before the simulation itself begins.
Designers of simulations for foreign-language learning
who take this approach, such as L. Jones (1983), present
students with specific learning goals, provide them with
preparatory material to reach them, and emphasise that
the activity is preparation for a real situation.
Debriefing serves the purpose of comparing students’
performance within the simulation with the facilitator’s
view of the referent reality and it may focus on specific
language errors. In the case of elementary étudents this
may be carried out in the students’ mother tongue. The
aim is for students to be able to later directly tranfer
what they have learnt to a real-life situation.

The cohcept of transfer, is however, not ideally
suited to language-learning. It is better applicable to
types of simulation where there is a nearly one-to-one
relationship between the activities practised and later
applied. This may be possible in the case of flight
simulators in pilot training, but is less relevant to
language learning, where there is no such one-to-one
relationship between the simulated situation and a real-
life situation, or indeed between two real-life
situations. Rather than seeing the language practice that
takes place in simulations as being directly transferable
to a real-life situation, it may thus be more appropriate
to see simulations as models of the kind of situation
that may arise in real life and to encourage students to
develop strategies for manipulating and adapting the

language they know to variable situations.
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(b) Simulations as a reality in their own right

Designers who see simulations as a reality in their
own right often criticise designers who, in their view,
place too much emphasis on attempting to imitate reality.
Waltz advises as follows: "Instead of wanting to
reproduce (the real world) ... we should try to identify
the factors and the variations of factors that account
for the events that interest us" 1968:106). Clarke
presents a similar view: "The differences between the
simulation and the original - the ‘unreality’ ... are
intentional and should be explicit. After all, it is
pointless to build another dimension of ‘reality’ into a
game unless one has some idea of why that dimension
should be important and worth including. The pursuit of
greater ‘realism’, for its own sake, is meaningless"
(1978:78). Designers who share these views argue that
simulations are real situations in their own right. In
their view the success of the simulation cannot be judged
in terms of whether it was an accurate representation of
reality because any view of reality is itself an
interpretation which can never be ultimate or '
authoritative. Instead, they argue, the activity must be
judged in terms of whether or not effective communication
took place within the simulation itself.

Such designers do not aim for a particular view of
reality to be mirrored precisely in a simulation, but for
participants to be able to accept the situation as the
basis for creating a social situation that they can
experience as credible, reflecting Berger and Luckmann’s
view of reality (see Chapter 3). Legenhausen and Wolff
even go so far as to say that "(t)he value of a
simulation ... depends on whether participants succeed in
creating a new social reality" (1988:178).

Rather than viewing the aim of the simulation as
being to provide participants with practice in skills
they can later apply to real-life situations, designers
holding this view underline the importance of the

participants’ social experience? within the self-
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contained world of the activity, the fact that various
language skills are integrated rather than isolated, and
that they are linked to their social context.

An example referred to by Clarke illustrating what
he means by ‘real’ is Nicholson’s Bosnian Crisis Game,
used at the Open University.3 In it, "one is
communicating information, (and attitudes and value
judgements, my comment) even if about an imaginary world,
in much the same way as about the real world. It is
primarily from this that the realism of the game is
derived, and because the communication is real the power
soon appears to be real also" (Clarke 1978:89). The word
‘real’ is used here ambiguously to refer to the world, to
communication in the simulation and to how students
experience power in the simulation. Crookall and Saunders
at least distinguish between ‘real’ and ‘defined or
experienced as real’: "Because participants define the
simulation activity as real, the consequences of that
activity are experienced as real" (1989:16). However,
while this emphasises the participants’ level of
involvement in the activity, it tells us little about the
nature of the activity itself.

I shall discuss the concept of reality in more
detail in the next chapter, but note here that the
indiscriminate use of the word ‘real’ leads to various
ambiguities. When designers and participants together
produce a simulation, that production is ‘real’ enough.
It exists in its own right, whether it mirrors another
situation or not. So a play could simulate a real-life
situation, but be a quite articulate and independent
thing - a reality - at the same time. A distinction
between artificially-created and not artificially-éreated

may help to overcome the ambiguity and confusion which

2 Cf. Watson and Sharrock: "As with all sets of social
rules, game rubrics must be actively interpreted by
players; game rules do not provide for their own
application but must be applied through members’
practices" (1987:182).

3 See appendix.
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accompany rather arbitrary meanings being given to the
concept of reality.

Crookall introduces the concepts of credibility and
authenticity, suggesting that if students identify with
their roles, they also experience the language as
authentic:

"The ‘communicativeness’ or ‘normalcy’ (or
authenticity) of this language (i.e. the language used in
simulations) will depend very largely not on how
faithfully or minutely the situation created reflects the
relevant features in a ‘real world’ situation, but on how

realistically and credibly (from the students’ point of
view) it does so" (Crookall 1984:262).

However, while students may have communicated
successfully, they may also have made language errors. If
the exercise aims not only to give participants a sense
of success in communication, but also to improve their
ability to apply language structures, these language
errors should be discussed in debriefing.

Debriefing may also be used, for example, to
evaluate the events in the simulation from the point of
view of how well particular students were able to
formulate and pursue a particular strategy and whether
they took cultural factors into account in making a
particular decision. Since the theoretical basis of the
model design itself inevitably contributes to the
students’ performance, it too should be a subject for
evaluation in debriefing. These issues are examined in

the next section.

4, Debriefing

Debriefing is, for good reason, usually restricted
to a special session after the simulation. "(C)orrection
of errors during a role-play is not very satisfactory, in
so far as the frequent stopping of the action simply has
the effect of diverting the participants from their
arguments and bringing the development of the situation
to a frustrating halt" (MacGregor 1979:33). Brand and
Walker make a similar point: "In games based on role-
play, learning feedback is generally best left to defined

sessions. Interruptions of role-plays, unless absolutely
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necessary, will disturb the continuity of the game"
(1982b:166).

Feedback is intended to contribute to the learning
experience of the activity. Brand and Walker, for
example, regard it as "the means by which the trainer
reinforces the learning experience of the game, looks at
related issues and extends the learning experience"
(Ibid.:166). Various methods may be used.?

For those who regard simulations as models of
reality, debriefing is an uncomplicated matter with the
aim of discussing whether students in the simulation met
the real-life standards’ defined to participants from the
beginning:

"If behavioural objectives are set, it is useful to
have a skilled observer who takes no part in the game.
Notes should be made on a structured basis and should be

consistent with the objectives stated during the
presentation” (Brand and Walker 1982b:166).

For language-learning purposes, debriefing of this
kind would focus on "errors of appropriateness or
register which can make the student appear aggressi?e or
arrogant and which can prejudice the listener against
him" as well as of pronunciation, structure and lexis
(MacGregor 1979:33). In whole-class feedback, such errors
can be placed in the context of general differences
between the learners’ native language and English so as
to avoid humiliating individual students.

For those who see simulations as realities in their
own right, debriefing may be more difficult and similar
to reflections on one’s own behaviour in real life, which
may also cover a variety of complex factors: "(T)he actor

identifies with the socially objectivated typifications

4 These may include a discussion or tutorial on the
basis of a student questionnaire, a facilitator’s monitor
sheet, or an audio or video recording (Cf. Brand and
Walker 1982:167 and MacGregor 1979:33).

5 Legenhausen and Wolff, for example, are of the
opinion that "It is a crucial feature of simulations that
decisions and actions are evaluated in real life terms,
i.e. according to norms and standards that hold in
reality" (Legenhausen and Wollff 1988:178).
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of conduct in actu, but re-establishes distance from them
as he reflects about his conduct afterwards. This
distance between the actor and his action can be retained
in consciousness and projected to future repetitions of
the actions" (Berger and Luckmann:1979:91).

The aim in this case is not so much to compare
whether participants’ behaviour in the simulation matched
up with the facilitator’s expectations, as to establish
how well they succeeded in differentiating between
different realities or, to use a less confusing term,
levels of reality,® and using language apppropriate for
each.

In a study of code-switching? in a simulation
carried out with German students learning French,
Legenhausen and Wolff comment that there is "constant
switching between discourse levels, sometimes even within
a single turn of speech" (Legenhausen and Wolff
1988:182). They distinguish between "three different
discourse levels which are characterised by their
relationship to different levels of reality". These are
simulation-internal utterances (i.e. playing a role
within the simulation, of which 18 per cent are in the
students’ L1), program-related utterances (i.e.
commenting on the simulation itself, of which 23 per cent
are in students’ L1l) and authentic-situational utterances

(i.e. talking about other matters than the simulation, of

6 Crookall and Saunders’® jargon is extremely
confusing: "Debriefing allows parallels to be drawn
between simulation realities and ‘real’ realities; it
allows realities to be examined in a new, more
‘realistic’ light" (Crookall and Saunders 1989:18); while
‘real realities’ are presented as being more real than
simulation realities, the inverted commas suggest the
opposite. It would be more helpful to see reality as
having different levels, each of which requires its own
code of language and behaviour, or as artificially-
created and not artificially-created realities (see
section 3b in this chapter).

7 O’Sullivan et al. define a code as "a system of
signs governed by rules agreed (explicitly or implicitly)
by the members of the using culture" (0’Sullivan et al.
1994:43).
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which 82 per cent are in the students’ L1) (Legenhausen
and Wolff 1988:181).

The code-switching that took place led to
misunderstandings among the students. When different
levels of reality are indistinguishable, confusion,
misunderstandings and ambiguities arise.® In the view of
Legenhausen and Wolff, this has "a detrimental effect on
the simulation" (1988:177).

Regardless of whether or not a simulation is used
for language-learning purposes, or with other aims in
mind, its success partially depends on students being
able to themselves select the code or codes they use. If
the simulation design requires students to use codes
which they do not determine for themselves (cf.
definition by O0’Sullivan et al. in footnote 7), the
activity is unlikely to be wholly successful, as in the
case of the simulation GRANVILLE:®
"(t)he computer ... is absolutely in the centre of the
activity and dictates every single step in the
simulation. It thus interferes with the communicative and
simulative processes that should develop between
participants. Since the participants are forced to
constantly focus on the technical manipulation of the
program, they are prevented from creating a new social
reality themselves, which seems to be a prerequisite for

a successful simulation”" (Legenhausen and Wolff
1988:187).

While the codes students use in simulations for
foreign-language learning purposes differ from those used
to pursue other aims in so far as they are carried out in

the students’ foreign rather than their native language,

8 Boardman cites the example of current affairs
simulations. When these were set "'in the present’, it
was found that ‘news’ and other information and messages
circulating between teams had to compete with actual news
from the real world, with resulting confusion for
students" (Boardman 1969:180).

9 Legenhausen and Wolff describe this computer
simulation as a "program especially designed for language
learning purposes", based on the scenario that "(t)he
students have won a five-day holiday in Granville on the
French Atlantic coast and are asked to plan their
activities during their stay" (1988:180). I have been
unable to obtain further details of this simulation.
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code-switching is also a perfectly normal feature of L1
simulations and indeed, everyday life, too, where it is
often necessary to play several roles at the same time,
and different discourses may not be compatible.l0

In focusing on this issue, debriefing after a
simulation can be used to make participants more aware of
different discourse levels: "(T)he presence of
explicative transactions is (not) some kind of defect in
the playing of the games; on the contrary, these are a
constituent feature of the playing" (Watson and Sharrock
1987:184).

This kind of debriefing is appropriate when the

objectives of a simulation are non-behavioural.

5. Conclusions

As we have seen, the term ‘simulation’ does not in
itself enable us to judge what kind of exercise is
involved since it is used to refer to a variety of
exercise types, reflecting different theoretical
approaches to language-learning. Many widely differing
aims may be pursued using different kinds of simulation,
ranging from practising language structures, to problem-
solving, to improving participants’ communicative and
even cultural competence.

A broad division, however, can be made between two
ways of seeing simulations. The first focuses on
behavioural objectives, regarding simulations as a
preparation for reality and using the debriefing session
to compare the participants’ performance in the
simulation with the requirements of the real-life
situation. The second approach emphasises non-behavioural
objectives, seeing simulations as a reality in their own
right and using the debriefing session to discuss
participants’ perceptions of that reality. In language-
learning contexts the first approach is commonly taken in
simulations which aim to practise language structures,

whereas the second is more often taken in simulations

10 See Sperber and Wilson 1986.
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where the emphasis is on communicative or cultural
competence.
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CHAPTER THREE
DESIGNERS’ VIEWS OF REALITY

The approach designers of simulations for language-
learning take to their task is influenced by the way in
which they perceive the relationship between simulations
and reality. In this chapter my aim is thus not to define
‘reality’ in general terms but to show how it is used in
relation to simulations for language-learning.

The term ‘reality’ is common in definitions of
simulations (see Chapter 2, footnote 1), and is used as a
convenient label for ‘the referent of the simulation’. In
the foreign-language classroom, this referent is usually
seen as being an everyday communicative situation.
Participants are required to play a particular role in
such a situation, using the medium of the foreign
language. Since both the situation and the roles are
clearly specified, it is possible to pre-teach
appropriate phrases. Students thus gain confidence in
integrating the grammar, structures and phrases they have
learnt in a communicative context. The integration of
various language skills in a simulation is seen as "a
realistic requirement, since in real life each language
skill isn’t isolated in the way it often is in simple
classroom activities" (Jones 1983a:2). This is relevant
to current approaches to language teaching since they aim
to go beyond language learning as a linguistic system and
to see it as part of a communicative system used in
specific social contexts (see, for example, Littlewood
1990:1-6).

There are striking similarities between the way in
which designers of simulations used for foreign-language
learning or communication skills practice describe the
situation in the simulation and the way in which
sociologists describe ‘reality’. In the following three

sections I discuss the way in which sociologists see
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reality, the role played by language in creating and
maintaining it and finally parallels between reality and

simulations.

1. The social creation of reality in everyday life

‘Reality’ is used by sociologists to refer to
typical social encounters in everyday life, regarded by
Berger and Luckmann as "the reality par excellence" among
multiple realities (1979:35):

"(M)ost of the time, my encounters with others in
everyday life are typical in a double sense - I apprehend
the other as a type and I interact with him in a

situation that is itself typical" (Berger and Luckmann
1979:46).

In these encounters, people within a particular

society are seen as playing typical social roles:

"Both self and other can be apprehended as
performers of objective, generally known actions, which
are recurrent and repeatable by any actor of the
appropriate tyvpe (Berger and Luckmann 1979:90).

They are also considered to communicate in typical,
and thus largely predictable, ways, which can be
represented in the form of a model or schema. According
to Fairclough, a schema is "a representation of a
particular type of activity ... in terms of predictable
elements in a predictable sequence" (Fairclough
1989:158). 0’Sullivan et al. also see the term being
used

"to explain how established ways of understanding,
or ways of structuring experience, are used to make sense
of new situations. The new is made to fit the pattern of
the familiar. ... Ultimately, complementary schemata may
be organised into some coherent structure or mental map.
As such, they may be modified or replaced as more and
more events and relationships are assimilated and acted

upon, or as cognitive structuring becomes more advanced”
(1995:276).

While it may be predictable to some extent, a schema
is thus not a fixed, rigid mental structure, but one

which is adapted to new experiences.
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2. The role of language in creating evervday reality

Language plays a key role in this process of
establishing and maintaining everyday social structures
and hierarchies since it is largely by means of language
that individuals are socialised:

"Every individual is born into an objective social
structure within which he encounters the significant
others who are in charge of his socialisation. These
significant others are imposed upon him. Their
definitions of his situation are posited for him as
objective reality. He is thus born into not only an
objective social structure but also an cbjective social
world. The significant others who mediate this world to
him modify it in the course of mediating it. They select
aspects of it in accordance with their own location in
the social structure, and also by virtue of their

individual, biographically rooted idiosyncrasies" (Berger
and Luckmann 1979:151).

The role of language in this process is vital:
"Society, identity and reality are subjectively
crystallised in the same process of internalisation. This
crystallisation is concurrent with the internalisation of

language. Indeed ... language constitutes both the most

important content and the most important instrument of
socialisation" (Ibid.:153).

In learning to use language in a typical way that
conforms to other users’ expectations, participants in a
social situation are not merely communicating on a
linguistic level, but are also reaffirming their
recognition and acceptance of the socially established
form of the particular type of interaction and the
relationships between the participants it implies, even
though they may not themselves be aware of the fact. This
has been observed by Berger and Luckmann:

"The world of everyday life is not only taken for
granted as reality by the ordinary members of society in
the subjectively meaningful conduct of their lives. It is

a world that originates in their thoughts and actions,
and is maintained as real by these" (1979:33).

Fairclough also points out that participants in
social interaction may not be aware of the fact that they
are contributing to maintaining, or threatening, the
existing hierarchy: "(I)n discourse people can be

legitimising (or delegitimising) particular power
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relations without being conscious of doing so"
(Fairclough 1989:41).

Reality is in this sense a social construction, "a
world created in the course of social practice"
(Ibid.:37).

In the course of socialisation, first at home and
then at school, a child learns'vocabulary appropriate for
particular subject areas and also learns to play personal

roles:

"Secondary socialisation requires the acquisition of
role-specific vocabularies, which means, for one thing,
the internalisation of semantic fields structuring
routine interpretations and conduct within an
institutional area" (Berger and Luckmann 1979:158).

This socialisation process is also likely to reflect
dominant schemata within the particular society: "(I)t is
schemata, etc., which bear the ideological imprint of
socially dominant power-holders that are likely to be a
naturalised resource for all" (Fairclough 1989:160). The
way in which this resource is used may be "basically
conservative, sustaining continuity", or "basically
transformatory, effecting changes" (Ibid.:39). In the
case of language-learning, standard schemata reflecting
native speaker standards and values are likely to be the
dominant ones,; and the ones that are generally taught in
preparation for simulations. Teachers thus present their
students with typical situations in which they are
required to play typical roles. Teachers are thus able to
rresent students with predictable, typical vocabulary and
phrases. In addition, of course, students need to develop
strategies for adapting typical language to the specific
requirements of particular situations, which may prove
difficult since the students’ own culture is different

from the culture of the target language.l

1 Fairclough quotes an extract from a simulated job
interview for a post in an American library which
illustrates this difficulty. The role of the applicant is
played by a member of a cultural minority (C2):
Interviewer: What about the library interests you most?
C2: What about the library in terms of the books? or the
whole building?

Interviewer: Any point that you’d like to ...
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3. Parallels between simulations and reality

The reality of everyday communication as defined by
sociologists has much in common with one approach to
simulations used for foreign-language learning, i.e. that
one which sees simulations as a reality in their own
right. Firstly, reality is created through social
practice in which participants play typical roles much of
the time; secondly, this reality is created through
language and thirdly, power structures are maintained in
the process (in_simulations these structures are created
collectively by the designer and the participants).

These parallels have been recognised by many
simulation designers and is reflected in the use of the
terms ‘operating reality’ or ‘game reality’ to refer to
the social situation that the participants create in a
simulation within the framework given by the designer:
"(I)t is members’ practices or activities which give rise
to so-called ‘game realities’ and ... these are the '
selfsame practices and activities which maintain ... the
attitude of everyday life" (Sharrock and Watson
1985:198).

This may be the case in simulations for educational

purposes within a homogeneous cultural group. In the case

C2: Oh, the children’s books, because I have a child, and
the children ... yvou know there’s so many you know books
for them to read you know, and little things that would
interest them would interest me too."

He makes the following telling comment: "Notice that C2’s
English in terms of grammar and vocabulary is native-
like, which in itself is likely to lead the interviewer
to dismiss any thoughts of culturally based
miscommunication even if those thoughts occurred. But
that is a possibility. C2 has fajiled to interpret the
interviewer’s question in ‘the obvious way’ - as an
invitation to C2 to show what she could do in her
professional work in the library if appointed to the
post. But ‘the obvious way’ is the way within a specific
culture of ‘the interview’, and there is no inherent
reason why people should not show how their work
interests relate to their family and other interests in
response to a question of this sort" (Fairclough
1989:48).
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of simulations used for foreign-language learning,
however, the learners inevitably have a non-native
cultural background. Their everyday life is thus likely
to be rather different from the everyday life of a native
English-speaking designer. Participants in a simulation
may thus not necessarily regard the activities within the
simulations as typical or identify with their roles in
the same way as a native speaker. As a result the ‘game
reality’, as a collective creation of the designer and
the participants, is likely to differ in certain respects
from native everyday life (an example of this kind of
situation is given in Chapter 7, Section 5b). At the same
time, the purpose of using simulations is to prepare
students for situations in the foreign-language

environment bevond the classroom.

4. Conclusions

While the ‘game reality’ is a social reality in its
own right from the point of view of the participants, it
is one function of the debriefing of simulations used for
the purposes of foreign—language'learning to highlight
the differences between that ‘game reality’ (influenced
by the participants’ native language and culture) and
foreign-language environments beyond the classroom. The
two approaches to simulations referred to in Chapter 2
above (i.e. as models of reality or as realities in their
own right) are thus complementary rather than mutually
exclusive. Debriefing can therefore include both an
evaluation of whether participants achieved behavioural
objectives, such as using particular vocabulary or
phrases, and whether they achieved non-behavioural
objectives, such as understanding the structure of the
communicative situation. The weighting given to a
discussion of particular objectives depends on the

overall purpose of using the simulation.
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CHAPTER FOUR
MODELS OF COMMUNICATION IN THE EFL CLASSROOM

In this chapter I examine the concepts of
‘communication’ and ‘communicative competence’. Like the
concepts of ‘simulation’ (see Chapter 2), ‘reality’ (see
‘Chapter 3) and ‘culture’ (see Chapter 5), the meaning of
these concepts is determined by their use in context. I
will thus not attempt to define ‘communicative
competence’ or ‘communication’ in general terms but to
show how they have been used in a language-teaching
context, in particular in the literature on teaching
English as a foreign language. In so doing I am not
aiming to offer an exhaustive study of these concepts but
rather to show how they are used by designers writing on
the subject of simulations and to illustrate the fact
that simulations fit into different theoretical

approaches to language-learning.

1. The concept of communicative competence

Simulations are often presented in literatqre on the
teaching of English as a foreign language as examples of
exercises which can be used to demonstrate or improve the
communicative competence of foreign language learners.
Savignon, for example, discussing the theory and practice
of communicative competence, claims that in simulations
"(g)roup interaction is promoted by placing the learners
in a fictitious situation or environment with the outcome
dependent on their collective communicative competence"
(1983:211).

The theoretical basis for the communicative approach
to language teaching was laid by Hymes’s On Communicative

Competence (1971). Hymes distinguishes between two

interrelated aspects of communicative competence:

firstly, knowledge of a language and secondly, the
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ability to use it in social contexts. By taking social
aspects of language into account he challenged Chomsky’s
theory of the ideal speaker-listener.! He maintains that
within Chomsky’s theory of linguistic competence there is
no way of differentiating between an eloquent and a poor
speaker of a language, as the utterances of both would be
referred to as having a common grammar. Hymes instead
points to the linguistic diversity represented by members
of real linguistic communities. He argues that within a
heterogeneous speech community there may be differential
competences and proposes that the language of a community
should therefore not be analysed as if it were
homogeneous. Accordingly, he concludes, the notion of
communicative competence must be extended to include
socio-cultural features.

In applying this theory to foreign language
teaching, teachers recognised that earlier language
teaching methods, with their emphasis on practising
grammatical structures in language drills {(the structural
approach), did not adequately take into account the
social aspects of language use for everyday
communication. Bertrand, for example, contrasts the
limitations of school with life outside it: "School is a

narrow, closed space and life goes on in the vast, open

1 Noam Chomsky (1965) contested what had been the
current trend in American linguistics of the 1950s, i.e.
that language could be studied as a purely behavioural
phenomenon, independently of meaning and of underlying
mental structures. He shifted the focus of study away
from verbal behaviour to our intuitions about language
and it became the goal of linguistics to describe or
model the rules that go into making up the native
speaker’s tacit knowledge of language structure. Chomsky
clearly distinguished these rules - the grammar - from
performance - what people actually do when speaking the
language. However, in focussing on the competence of "an
ideal speaker-listener, in a completely homogeneous
speech community", and on performance as a psychological
event rather than being concerned with social
interaction, he excluded from his argumentation the issue
of the social contexts in which the language is used and
their influence on that language (see 0’Sullivan et al.
1994:53-54).
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world" (1974:182, my translation). The extreme terms used
in some criticisms of the methods used in the structural
approach to language-learning, for example by K. Jones,
reveal the strength of feeling with which communicative
methodology was welcomed: "(T)he Communicative Movement
has made important inroads into the former dictatorial
methods based on teaching vocabulary, grammar and
pronunciation. What is now stressed is that language
should be used to communicate" (K. Jones 1985:117).

This gave rise to the development of the functional-
notional approach to language-learning, which, according
to Finocchiaro and Brumfit, Has the tremendous merit that
"students and their communicative purposes are at the
very core of the teaching programme”" (1983:17). It treats
the ability to communicate and interact as the primary
goal of language-teaching and arose primarily from work
commissioned by the Council of Europe with the aim of
identifying the language and cultural content which would
enable large numbers of adult learners of English with
different interests to be able to communicate and
interact with speakers of other languages through the
medium of English (Ibid.:10-11). The language was
classified according to functions, i.e. "what people
wanted to do with the language" (Ibid.:12) and notions,
i.e. "what meanings people wanted to convey" (Ibid.).

In applying a functional-notional approach to
language-teaching, activities such as mime, role-play and
simulation were introduced with the aim of enabling
students "to use language freely, because they offer an
element of choice; to use language purposefully, because
there is something to be done; and to use language
creatively, because they call for imagination" (Byrne
1987:115). This approach is also seen as enabling
students to practise skills that they may require in
specific social situations in everyday life to a greater
extent than traditional classroom methods. Beneke, for
example, sees simulations as going some way towards
overcoming the limitations of the traditional classroom:

"(T)here are some methods close to the ‘real thing’. One
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of them is the use of simulation games in the foreign
language" (1981). Croockall and Saunders also see
simulations used for education and training as being more
like the real world than traditional classroom procedure
{Crookall and Saunders 1989:12). Byram comments that
"(t)he Communicative Approach (to language-teaching)
provides pupils with immediate experience of the language
both in those activities which emphasise rehearsal and
practice of skills and in those which, by dramatising
language use in role-play and simulations, introduce
learners to language as social action" (Byram 1991:21).
In distinguishing here between twoAtypes of activities
provided for by the communicative approach to language-
teaching (i.e. simple activities in which learners
rehearse and practise skills, and more complex activities
in which they experience language as social action}),
Byram is reflecting two ways of representing

communication itself.

2. Two views of communication

One view of communication presents it as the
transmission of information. Another sees it as a
negotiation of meaning which takes social and cultural
aspects of the situation into account.

Rather than regarding these two approaches as
mutually exclusive, it may, for language-learning
purposes, be more useful to see them as marking two

stages in the language-learning process.

(a) Communication as the transmission of information

The simplest model of communication, often referred
to as the transmission or code model, presents it as "a
process by which A sends a message to B, upon whom it has
an effect" (0’Sullivan et al. 1994:50). While this
approach does not take differences of interpretation or
perspective into account, and suggests that there is a
one-to-one equivalence between the thoughts of the sender
and those of the recipient, it is an adequate

represention of simple tasks involving information
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exchange. Within this model, each stage of the
communication process may be studied and its role in and
effect upon the whole process clearly identified.
Lasswell (1948) sums this up in his model ‘Who says what
in which channel to whom with what effect?’ (cf.
O0’Sullivan et al. 1994:50). This model is used to
emphasise the efficiency of communication, often in an
industrial or administrative context. In his book on
efficient communication in public administration, for
example, Roschmann writes that communication can be
described as follows:

"A sender transmits thought content by means of a
code onto a symbol which he sends via a channel to a
recipient, who receives and decodes it, such that the
same thought content comes into existence in his or her

world of imagination" (Roschmann 1994:12, my
translation).

In the field of foreign-language teaching, Herbert
and Sturtridge regard simulations as an exercise for
practising communication in this sense: "(S)tudents are
placed in a realistic communicative situation... They
have a mutual need to communicate in order to facilitate
the exchange of information and suggestions. With this we
have a meaningful way to enable students to improve their
communicative competence" (1979:6) L. Jones, similarly,
creates ‘information gaps' by providing participants with
different information which "they then have the chance to
communicate to each other" (L. Jones, 1983a:5).
Littlewood’s functional communication activities are
another example which reflects this simple model of
communication. In them, learners use language to share
and to process (e.g. to discuss or evaluate) information
(Littlewood 1990:22). Such activities include, for
example, an exercise entitled "Communicating patterns and
pictures" (Ibid.:31), in which "(l)earner A has an
assortment of shapes which he arranges into a pattern.
Learner B has the same shapes. They must communicate with
each other so that B can reproduce as exactly as possible
the same pattern as A" (Ibid.:31). Littlewood sees

activities of this kind as "purely functionally-oriented
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activities in which accuracy or appropriacy are
irrelevant. The only aim is to exchange meanings
successfully in order to complete a task or solve a
problem" (Littlewood 1990:21). Although the transmission
model of communication does not adequately cover every
utterance that might arise during the course of exercises
of the information gap type, such exercises are
nevertheless at the lower end of a scale of interactive

complexity.

(b) Communication as the negotiation of meaning

At the other end of the scale of complexity,
communiciation may be seen as "a negotiation and exchange
of meaning, in which messages, people-in-cultures and
‘reality’ interact so as to enable meaning to be produced
or understanding to occur" (0’Sullivan et al. 1994:50).

Role-plays and simulations for language-learning are
seen as providing an opportunity to communicate in this
sense: "(An) important aspect of communicative skill is
the ability to take account of the social meaning as well
as the functional meaning of different language forms...
Because of the limitations of the classroom, simulation
and role-playing are now important techniques for
creating a wider variety of social situations and
relationships than would otherwise occur” (Littlewood
1990:20).

Indeed, Cunningsworth and Horner go so far as to
suggest that language learning activities for information
exchange cannot be referred to as communicative:
"Communicative teaching methodology requires the
negotiation of meaning in genuine communicative
situations. Unfortunately, the model underlying many
‘communicative’ materials remains the basis addresser-
message-addressee type. In practice this leads to
activities to (sic) the information/opinion gap type
which, whilst valuable in themselves, should not be
confused with real communication" (1985:211). They go on
to suggest that for genuine communication to take place

the language students must participate in language-
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learning activities which meet the following
requirements:?

Firstly, they should not be required to play a role,
but remain themselves. Secondly, they should process
language input and use the target language to achieve a
result. Thirdly, they should be involved in protracted
negotiation and adjust to changes in the situation.

The requirements Cunningsworth and Horner here
present as essential for the communication in a language-
learning activity to gqualify as ‘genuine’ are arbitrary.
The first two may also be fulfilled by the type of
information/opinion gap exercise they criticise as not
providing practice in ‘genuine’ communication.

Exercises which also fulfil the third requirement
are simulations in which communication is presented as
the negotiation of meaning. Cunningsworth and Horner
present this activity type as the one which probably
provides "the most realistic context that can be
established in a classroom”" (Cunningsworth and Horner
1985:217). This activity type, however, also reflects a
model of communication, albeit a more sophisticated one
than the code model. As such, it also has certain
limitations. In the following section, I examine some of
themn.

3. Limitations of communicative language exercises

(a) The problem of correctness and appropriacy

Cunningsworth and Horner themselves admit that most
simulations, while being ‘communicative’, "pay little

attention to the language items necessary for full

2 These requirements are based on Brumfit (1984) and
Halliday (1973). Brumfit suggests that genuine
communication requires that the language produced be
processed by the speaker, that the content be determined
by him, that normal processes of adjustment to a changing
situation are necessary, and that language is never more
than a means to an end (Cunningsworth and Horner
1985:211). Halliday identifies three language
metafunctions: the ideational, which involves information
exchange, the interpersonal, which concerns the relations
between the speakers, and the textual, which refers to
discourse. (Cunningsworth and Horner 1985:211-212).
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participation in the activity, let alone to the way in
which these items can actually be used" (Cunningsworth
and Horner 1985:217) and recognise that while the
participants in a simulation perceive it as being
realistic, the language they produce may not be correct
or suitable for the context (Ibid.:218). They suggest
that "(m)ore integration is needed between the graded
process of teaching language items, the sensitisation of
the learner to the way in which the language can be used,
and the realistic ‘practice and use’ situation embodied
by the simulations" (Ibid.:218).

In practice, this kind of integration is difficult
to achieve, since the language items required to meet the
demands of an open-ended exercise such as a simulation
cannot be predicted in advance. Nor is it possible in
feedback to deal with every language ifem that caused
difficulty during the simulation. The link between
language items and the realistic practice and use
referred to above can only be expressed in the very
general terms Cunningsworth and Horner themselves use
i.e., sensitising learners to the way in which language

can be used.

(b) The problem of culture

The communicative approach to language learning has
also been criticised for not taking cultural aspects of
the language adequately into account. The conclusions of
a study on the perspectives of 180 textbooks published
between 1947 and 1986 (Risager 1991), for example,
suggest that many recent textbooks present mini-dialogues
demonstrating success in communication at the expense of
making any attempt to enable students to deal with
cultural differences (Ibid.:188). This suggests that
recent authors present students with fixed situation
types and set words or phrases for dealing with them
rather than meeting the demand Cunningsworth and Horner
make that students be given practice in adjusting to

variable aspects of the situation.
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Byram et al, also criticise communicative language-
learning for neglecting cultural aspects of language:
"Despite the development of pupil activity in the
learning of the foreign language - under the general
banner of ‘communicative language learning’ - the
teaching of culture remains didactic, oriented toward the

transmission of information" (1991:118).

4, Conclusions

In focusing on any one particular set of aims,
designers of simulations inevitably lay themselves open
to criticism for having neglected others.

In stating that the aim is to improve students’
communicative competence, designers of simulations who
require students to focus too narrowly on the structures
of English may be criticised for not giving them the
freedom to use the language in a more realistic context.
I1f, on the other hand, designers allow students to
discuss freely, they may be criticised for neglecting the
structures of the language, or for not drawing the
participants’ attention to cultural aspects of the
situation.

Through examining examples of simulations in Chapter
6, all of which aim to improve the communicative ability
of foreign language students, I present some varied
examples of designers’ aims. They range from requiring
students to present information in a form that is
grammatically accurate or appropriate to the situation to
creating a situation that students perceive as being
credible.

While ‘communication’ and ‘communicative competence’
remain leitmotifs throughout, the terms are used in
descriptions of simulations in very different ways,
reflecting not only functional-notional, but also
structural approaches to language-teaching. Curriculum-
planners would therefore be well-advised to evaluate a
particular simulation in the light of the level of the

students and the overall learning aims of the course and
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to supplement them with an appropriate range of

complementary material.
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CHAPTER FIVE
MODELS OF CULTURE IN THE EFL CLASSROOM

As in the case of the concepts of ‘simulation’,
‘reality’ and ‘communication’ discussed above, my aim in
this chapter is not to propose a definition of the
concept, but to illustrate how the term is used in
contexts of relevance to teaching English as a foreign
language, in keeping with the view of 0’Sullivan et al.:

"(T)he concept of culture cannot be ‘verified’ by
referring its meaning to phenomena or actions or objects
out there beyond discourse. What the term refers to ...
is determined by the term itself in its discursive

context, and not the other way around" (0’Sullivan et al.
1994:69).

In the following, I shall thus examine ways in which
people perceive culture and the interests each of these
perceptions reflect.

I begin by discussing two ways in which people see
culture: firstly, as a canon of traditions and values,
secondly, as the collective intentionality of a group
(Searle 1995). I then illustrate how these two views are
reflected in approaches to the English language in
particular (on the one hand as a language for
international communication, conforming as far as
possible to British or American standards, and on the
other as a language expressing local, for example, Asian,
values). Finally I consider how these two approaches to
culture are reflected in simulations designed for use in

teaching English as a foreign language.

1. Views of culture

(a) Culture as a canon of traditions

One view of culture, exemplified by the work of
anthropologists such as D’Andrade (1981) is that, to a

greater or lesser extent, it is a set of values and a
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canon of traditions shared by a particular group, for
example a nation, an ethnic or religious community or a
social class, whose characteristics remain recognisable
over a long period of time. Recognised authorities such
as the Oxford English Dictionary (Brown 1993) for the
English language or Debrett’s Correct Form (Smith 1979)

for etiquette and protocol, accept or reject particular
items as part of the canon within a particular community,
and individual members of a particular society compile
their own selection of this canon. Within the framework
of this view, Shakespeare might be cited as part of
English culture by someone who has never read or seen one
of his plays, let alone understood the historical context
in which it was written. The group’s canon serves a
utilitarian purpose in so far as it provides a framework
for behaviour within the group; it is "a tool kit of
symbols,; stories, rituals and world-views out of which
are constructed ‘strategies of action’, that is,
persistent ways of ordering action through time"”
(Swidler, quoted by Kane 1991:242). This vocabulary
suggests that culture consists of component parts which
work like a machine ("are cohstructed", "systems", "tool-
kit", "processes", "function").'Such an approach implies
that in order to become a member of a society, the
individual only needs to learn how to conform to fixed
behaviour patterns within a framework provided by
established models. Culture is used as an all-
encompassing, impersonal label for these models. This
view is traditional and conservative, defining culture in
the static, concrete terms of what are seen as its
consistent parts. Implicitly, such an approach suggests
that certain works or customs are a priori part of
culture. Sooner or later, the problem arises of having to
justify why a particular work or custom is considered to
be part of the society’s cultural canon and another is
not. If reasons cannot be found, then all that remains is
an unfounded assertion which can only base its legitimacy

on tradition. Such a view may be used to naturalise
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social inequalities or to present sectional interests as

general interests of universal value within a society.

(b) Culture as collective intentionality

A second view of culture sees it as a discursive,
open, democratic interaction process. It is

"an historically transmitted pattern of meanings
embodied in symbols, a system of inherited conceptions
expressed in symbolic form by means of which men
communicate, perpetuate, and develop their knowledge

about and attitude towards life" (Kuna 1991:261, quoting
Geertz). ‘

This quotation suggests a similar approach to the
one outlined above and the two approaches are not
mutually exclusive. However, here there is a crucial