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Abstract 
The purpose of this study is to explore English language teaching in English 
as a foreign language context. It examines teaching practices in Burkina Faso 
and seeks to understand the extent to which those practices promote or inhi-
bit the development of oral skills. As a French speaking country, Burkina Fa-
so implements compulsory English language teaching in middle and second-
ary schools. Yet, it seems that students are unable to hold a basic conversation 
after seven years of taking English classes. The purpose of the study is then to 
identify the instructional practices that hinder the development of learners’ 
communicative abilities. The data collection approach was qualitative using 
classroom observations and interviews. The method of data analysis was in-
ductive using thematic units of analysis. The findings suggest that teaching 
activities are not diversified, speaking activities are rare and teaching methods 
are teacher-centered with little active collaboration between teachers and 
their learners and between learners themselves. 
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1. Introduction 

This study investigates the teaching practices that English as a Foreign Language 
(EFL) teachers utilize to develop their students’ oral abilities in Burkina Faso. It 
analyses teaching practices used by teachers in 4e classes (3rd year in post-primary 
level) to reinforce students’ communicative competence. The idea of the study 
came from the observation that the majority of students graduate from high 
school in Burkina Faso after seven years of English language classes and are una-
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ble to express themselves in English. As a teacher supervisor, one of the authors 
noticed that English lessons offered little to no chance to develop oral skills. 
During his class visits, he noted that most of the students remained passive 
throughout the lessons. Classroom conversations seemed to be dominated by 
teacher talk with a one-way discussion. The supervisor also noted that some 
teachers asked students questions and reformulated the answers the learners 
provided systematically. 

The rational for this study is to attract teachers’ attention to their teaching 
practices and have them reflect on the effect of those practices on the develop-
ment of students’ communicative competence. It is very common to hear teach-
ers, parents, and school administrators in Burkina Faso complain about the low 
performance of their children in English and almost always blame the students 
for their poor achievements. Although the authors acknowledge that students 
have their share of responsibility, they deem it important for other stakeholders 
of education notably teachers of EFL (in the case of this article) to develop an 
awareness of the role of some teaching practices on the acquisition of English as 
a foreign language. 

Burkina Faso is a landlock Francophone West African country that teaches 
English as a foreign language in both middle and high school. English is taught 
as a subject for seven years, five hours a week for the first two years and three 
hours a week the remaining five years. The EFL teachers are for the most part 
citizens of the country who graduated from the English department of one of the 
home universities. Burkina Faso has teachers with different background, those 
with pre-service teaching and in-service teaching certificates and those with no 
teaching certificate. There are also cohorts of teachers with college degrees but 
with no English major. 

In light of the diversity of background of teachers, the rational of the study 
and the problem stated above, it is essential to initiate a conversation about 
teaching practices and their effects on the development of oral skills. A glimpse 
at the literature unveiled that teaching practices are central to developing oral 
skills (Alam, 2013; Al-wossabi, 2016; Toro, Camacho-Minuche, Pinza-Tapia, & 
Paredes. 2019). 

In light of the observation and the literature, the authors of this article explore 
how teaching practices affect the development of students’ oral skills. The study 
analyzed the teaching practices of 4e classes (the equivalent of 9th grade or 3rd 
year of post-primary school). It explored the extent to which teaching practices 
encourage students’ oral participation in the classroom. The data collection me-
thodology was qualitative, and the analysis took the perspective of sociocultural 
theory. 

2. Sociocultural Theory 

The sociocultural theory views knowledge as a human product that is socially 
and culturally constructed (Schwandt, 2003). According to Berger & Luckmann 
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(1991), individuals create meaning through their interactions and environment. 
Therefore, they also consider learning a social process that does not occur only 
within an individual. In the same vein, Mitchell & Myles (2004) view learning as 
“first social, then individual” (p. 198). This theory of learning takes its roots in 
Vygotsky’s (1978) work. Indeed, Vygotsky states that knowledge is affected by 
other people and is mediated by community and culture. According to Vy-
gotsky, society plays a vital role in learning; therefore, one cannot pretend to 
learn out of society. The social environment then appears as a mediator in the 
learning process. 

From a sociocultural perspective, learning is a collaborative process. The col-
laborative nature of learning assumes that learning is more than the assimilation 
of new knowledge by learners; it is the process by which learners integrate a 
knowledge community. The collaborative nature of language learning is essential 
since learning occurs when students are engaged in classroom activities in which 
they collaborate, negotiate meaning, and reach an agreement (Bruner, 1996). 

Learning entails collaboration and interaction between teachers and students 
and between students and students. According to Gass and Mackey (2007), inte-
raction assumes learning through exposure to language, production of language, 
and feedback on that language production. They argue that interaction refers to 
the conversations in which the learners participate. They sustain that, learners 
receive information about the incorrectness of their utterances and negative evi-
dence through interactional feedback. As for Long (1996), interaction implies 
negotiation for meaning, especially that triggers adjustment by the native speak-
ers or more competent interlocutors. It then facilitates acquisition by connecting 
input, internal learner’s capacities, particularly selective attention, and produc-
tive output. 

The literature on teaching practices examined several issues that could poten-
tially hinder the development of oral skills. Among those issues is teachers’ talk-
ing time. Walsh (2002) argues that teachers often take up much of the classroom 
talking time, denying their learners the opportunity to participate interactively. 
Al-wossabi (2016) similarly argued that a mutual interplay between teachers and 
learners is essential for second language acquisition and production. For 
Al-wossabi, “The exchange of roles between speakers and listeners does create a 
productive context for both learners and teachers while learning and teaching 
the target language” (p. 2062). 

Sakarkaya (2013) suggested pair work and group work as techniques provid-
ing opportunities for interaction and improved speaking skills. Although Toro, 
Camacho-Minuche, Pinza-Tapia & Paredes (2019) drew a similar conclusion, 
they also pointed out that their use needs to be frequent to provide more oppor-
tunities for oral interaction between learners. 

In addition, Fitts & Bowers (2013) argue that English language learners need 
opportunities to negotiate meaning with more proficient learners. Al-wossabi 
(2016) views meaning negotiation as a key to oral skill development. Teachers 
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should teach negotiation strategies to learners and expose them to different situ-
ations where they can utilize their repertoires to express their ideas. Al-wossabi 
also revealed that students often lack interactional strategies such as ““pardon 
me,” “I’m sorry, can you repeat that?”, “what do you mean?”, “can you give me 
an example of that?”“, and discourse markers, such as “well, I think, and OK” 
that would equip them with minimal tools for self-expression. 

3. Methodology 

Study design and research site 
The data collection methodology for this study is qualitative, which according 

to (Willig, 2001) is concerned with meaning in context. For Willig, qualitative 
methodology allows the researcher to examine the “why” and “how” questions, 
not just the “what”, “where” and “when” questions. Creswell (2003) further as-
serts that qualitative researchers are interested in how people make sense of the 
world and experience events. Creswell also argues that qualitative research seeks 
to collect an in-depth insight into human behavior and the causes that direct 
that behavior. 

The study was conducted in post-primary schools in two different regions of 
Burkina Faso, a West African French-speaking country. The study targeted 4e 
classes (3rd year in middle school) in both urban and rural areas. 

Study participants and data collection methods 
This study primarily targeted teachers. Four teacher participants were con-

cerned, and all received pre-service teacher training. At the time of data collec-
tion, they each had at least 5 years of teaching experience. The teachers all ma-
jored in English at the oldest and most renowned university of the country. After 
obtaining their bachelor’s degree, they took a national test to be trained as Eng-
lish teachers. Upon admission, they were trained at the local college of education 
and received their teaching certificates. All the teachers were public school EFL 
teachers and taught about eighteen hours a week. 

The researcher observed one classroom of each of the three teacher partici-
pants. Each class included about 70 students both genders included and from a 
diversity of socioeconomic backgrounds. One of the classrooms included in this 
study was in rural areas and two in urban areas. The study also associated a 
group of five students from 3rd year in middle school. The five students inter-
viewed were chosen based on their willingness to be interviewed. They were 
from the two classrooms observed in urban areas and included two girls and 
three boys of about 14 and 15 years old. 

The methods used to collect the data for this study were class observations, 
semi-structured and focus group interviews. The researchers observed three 
teachers for six (6) weeks. Each classroom had three (3) sessions a week, and 
each session was observed during the 6 weeks. They recorded classroom obser-
vation sessions through field notes. The field notes were later transcribed before 
analysis 
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Interviews were another method of data collection. They allowed the re-
searchers to get a better insight into the data collected through lesson observa-
tions. Harrell & Bradley (2009) put that “in seeking a complete response, inter-
views are most likely to provide the depth of information that might be useful” 
(p. 10). The interviews were semi-structured and consisted in asking 
pre-established questions and probing the answers of the respondents (Gray, 
2004). The researchers carried out one interview with each of the three teachers 
observed. The interviews took place at the end of the six weeks of classroom ob-
servations. The researchers also carried out a focus group of five students to get a 
deeper insight into classroom observations through the perception of learners. 
The focus group lasted forty-five minutes. 

Findings 
The data collected revealed that teachers mainly taught grammar lessons in 4e 

classes. All the twelve lessons observed for this study mainly were grammar les-
sons. That observation was also confirmed by an examination of textbooks that 
revealed that teachers most commonly taught grammar lessons followed by a 
few vocabularies and reading comprehension lessons. Teacher Bambara con-
firmed that observation and pointed out in the interview that he rarely con-
ducted other types of lessons than grammar and sometimes vocabulary. 

He reported never conducting speaking lessons and claimed he made his stu-
dents discuss some topics after reading comprehension. “Similarly, teacher Brou, 
confessed that he never planned a speaking lesson in 4e class. However, he 
sometimes initiated oral activities in his classes. He reported “I have never 
planned...It comes at random. Any time I tease students, I often say things that 
are paradoxical or contradictory to bring them to react in English”. He went on 
with justification: “The problem is generally with the three hours, it is very dif-
ficult for us … We have to manage and cover all the areas of the syllabus. We 
rush up to finish”. 

This finding from the interviews with the teachers and classroom observation 
was sustained by the students during focus groups. They all discussed that their 
English classes were mostly grammar lessons. As one of them pointed out “we 
mainly study verb tenses, pronouns, possessive adjectives and pronouns, irregu-
lar verb, and sometimes vocabulary. We practice or write dialogues.” All five 
participants confirmed this point and regretted not being able to articulate in 
English. 

The activities observed revealed that teachers designed and administered short 
oral activities with a teacher-students interaction pattern. These interactions in-
volved students in a question-answer pattern with the teacher who fully con-
trolled the talk, and learners had to provide accuracy-based answers. In a gram-
mar lesson entitled ‘the past perfect tense’ for instance, the teacher assigned the 
following “listen to the following sentences and turn them into the interrogative 
form.” In another grammar lesson, the oral activity was: Listen to the following 
sentences and complete with “since” or “for”. The activity was individual and the 
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students raised their hands to provide their answers. 
It appears that the nature of teacher-student interactions observed in the 

classrooms does not offer learners real opportunities to increase their participa-
tion in classroom activities. Achmad & Yusuf (2014), argued that involving 
learners in peer interaction is more fruitful and motivating than getting them 
involved in teacher-student interaction. They state that “students feel comforta-
ble working, interacting and making mistakes with their partners rather than 
with their teachers and corrective feedback from peers are found to be less 
daunting than the correction by teachers” (p. 151). This teacher-centered inte-
raction is not likely to bring about effective communication. The authors argue 
that students are much more ready to interact with each other with more com-
plex responses than with their teachers. 

It also appeared from classroom observations and document analysis that 
teachers rarely organized debates. However, teacher Brou once assigned a 
homework on the students’ opinions on the usefulness of mobile phones as a 
follow-up of a reading comprehension lesson. The topic of the assignment was: 
Is it important for a pupil to have a mobile phone? The teacher asked students to 
deal with the topic individually. During the classroom discussion, teacher Brou 
called on individual students who read their work. He wrote the best ideas on 
the board and had the students copy them. As for Mrs. Kassi, she assigned the 
following discussion topic ‘do you prefer life in the village or town? Give your 
reasons.’ She asked the students to work in groups of 5 or 6 to discuss the topic. 
During the activity, the students primarily discussed in French and then trans-
lated their ideas into English. The group activity lasted 15 minutes. Mrs. Kassi 
then asked the students to report their ideas. The students provided a list of 
ideas reported on the board: The town is more interesting than village, Electrici-
ty - Business centers - peace in village - traditional dance - Village night party, 
etc. 

Mrs. Kassi then wrote students’ ideas on the board. There was no interactive 
discussion between students on the topic or any interactive exchange of contra-
dictory ideas. That activity was the only speaking one observed throughout the 
process of classroom observation. All the oral activities were focused on gram-
mar lessons and included question-answer interactions. 

The interviews with the teachers backed up the absence of a diversity of 
speaking activities in the classrooms observed. Teacher Bambara declared that 
he had oral activities when speaking with his students in grammar lessons and 
said, «when they want to take the floor, I insist they do it in English.” He sus-
tained that it is easier to conduct speaking activities in high school grade levels 
because learners from these levels have already got a substantial grammar back-
ground. He also added that time does not allow teachers to cover grammatical 
aspects of the syllabus and conduct different speaking activities. He claimed that 
he knows different speaking activities, but he rarely conducts them in 4e classes 
because of time constraints. 
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Diversifying speaking activities is essential to learner motivation and class-
room interaction. Gudu (2015) observes that when teachers do not vary oral ac-
tivities, it reduces learners’ interests and motivation. He also indicates that the 
students’ low oral skills can be explained by the fact that teachers do not inte-
grate various classroom activities in their lessons and hence reduce opportunities 
for classroom interaction. He further declares that not diversifying speaking ac-
tivities denies the learners chances of using authentic language context. Alharbi 
(2015) emphasizes the need to use diverse learner-centered activities to encour-
age shy students to participate. According to him, “employing various activities 
and techniques in the classroom also challenges students and caters for diversity 
in students’ learning styles” (p. 109). 

The data from classroom observations revealed that students use English to 
answer their teachers’ questions. These answers generally involved learners in 
accuracy-based oral activities in which they simply needed to provide precise 
and short responses related to grammatical structures. For instance, teacher 
Brou gave an exercise with the following instruction: “Turn the sentences into 
the interrogative form.” (Sentence 1. She has been cooking since yesterday. And 
sentence 2. Madi and his brother have been helping their parents). The students 
responded orally by inverting the subjects of these sentences. The goal of the ex-
ercise was accuracy. In addition to this, the teacher required the students’ oral 
participation in a production exercise. He asked the pupils to make their sen-
tences in the present perfect progressive. The teacher allotted them time to com-
plete the task in their copybooks. Thus, after a moment, the students simply read 
out their sentences. The only interaction during this assignment consisted of 
learners following the instruction of the teacher. The assignment did not require 
any collaboration between the students or between the students and the teachers. 

However, when students wanted to ask questions, they generally used French. 
During Mrs. Kassi’s lessons, students sometimes asked questions in French, and 
the teacher responded in French. For instance, a student asked her: “Madame, to 
pick, c’est quoi?”, and Mrs Kassi replied “On va au jardin pour quoi?” For exam-
ple, the translation would give: “Madam, what does to pick mean? Mrs. Kassi 
replied, “Why do we go to the garden?” Mrs. Kassi seems to encourage her stu-
dents to resort to code-switching in her classes which does not facilitate the de-
velopment of oral skills (Tuan & Mai, 2015). Tuan & Mai sustain learners switch 
to their mother tongue or L1 when the lesson’s topic is difficult. That argument 
is confirmed when students pointed out hardly understanding classroom activi-
ties. One of them stated, “Sometimes, I do not understand what we do in the 
classroom. Since I cannot speak English, I am obliged to ask the question in 
French.” Another one added, “We are lucky our teacher understands and helps 
us by explaining and answering our questions in French. Al Hosni (2014) argues 
that when teachers themselves emphasize using L1 to manage their classrooms, 
it is likely to encourage learners to use L1 when participating. That argument is 
confirmed when the teachers argued being aware of the danger of encouraging 
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the use of French in class, but as Mrs. Kassi put it, “most of the time, we don’t 
have the choice. If we keep going in English, we will let the students behind.” 

In an interview with teacher Brou, he stated that his students have grammati-
cal competence because they can build sentences with correct tenses. For him, 
the learners’ participation is satisfactory when he instructs to produce model 
sentences to illustrate new grammatical structures. Still, they do face challenges 
using this linguistic competence to communicate effectively. He pointed out 
learners’ weaknesses in using English to communicate: “the learners have the 
ability in terms of grammar, let us say to form words and sentences. (…) They 
are very poor in vocabulary. They start a sentence, and they are blocked. This is 
the problem.” 

Classroom observations also revealed that teachers often interrupted students 
in their attempts to express their ideas. When learners misused the language, 
their teachers reacted by cutting the flow of their speech. For example, in teacher 
Brou’s class, whenever students made a mistake, he interrupted them and re-
peated the correct form of the language item. As a result, the students often no 
longer continued to share their ideas. For example, the teacher asked: “How im-
portant is it for a pupil to have a mobile phone?” A student started the answer: 
“it is important (the word important wrongly pronounced) for a pupil to …” 
Teacher Brou immediately reacted “we say important (a correct form of English 
pronunciation). The student repeated the correct pronunciation but did not 
proceed with her idea. The same observation was made in teacher Bambara’s 
classroom when a learner started this sentence: “My mother had given a sty-
lo …”, then the teacher suddenly yelled, “a pen!” The student stopped and did 
not complete his sentence. The teacher continued with another student. 

The focus group with students revealed that teachers constantly interrupted 
learners’ when they expressed themselves. Teachers’ quest for accuracy inhibits 
the learners’ need to engage in genuine and meaningful communicative situa-
tions in the classroom. For example, one of the students, Aziz, declared, “our 
teacher asks us questions and when your answer is wrong, he becomes angry and 
asks you to stop.” Azra, another student, confirmed the regular interruptions of 
students’ speech as follows: “our teacher.” listens to us when we speak. As soon 
as you make an error, he stops and corrects you.” As for Fabiola, he added, “Our 
teacher repeats the correct sentence for us when we speak with errors and he 
tells us not to repeat the same error next time …” 

The constant interruption of learners demotivates learners and hinders their 
classroom participation. In addition, it reinforces their passivity and prevents 
them from developing oral skills. 

Another handicap to the development of oral skills emerged from the focus 
group discussion with students. The students raised the issue of the psychologi-
cal barrier stemming from the classroom environment. They asserted that they 
did not feel at ease speaking in the classroom because their classmates usually 
laughed when they made mistakes. As Badou, one of the students, declared: “the 
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biggest problem is that the other pupils make fun of you when you speak English 
with mistakes ...” Fabiola continued, “… and when they laugh, you cannot con-
tinue speaking. For student Razak, “… this is discouraging, and you lose your 
energy to speak”. The teachers confirmed that point and argued that they often 
sensitize their students and discourage them from making fun of their peers. As 
Teacher Bambara put it, “it is sometimes difficult to avoid such situations. As 
teachers, we can always anticipate the reaction of the students. 

4. Discussion 

From a sociocultural point of view, Berger & Luckmann (1991) observe that in-
dividuals create meaning when they interact with each other and with the envi-
ronment in which they live. As far as language learning is concerned, Bruner 
(1996) argues that learning is more than assimilating new knowledge by learners. 

Bruner’s discussion pertains to the finding of this study. Indeed, the study’s 
findings have shown that teachers focus on accuracy-based activities intended to 
get learners to master grammatical structures. All the twelve lessons observed 
were grammar focused. This teaching approach does not promote genuine inte-
ractions in the classroom since students do not necessarily utilize language to 
deal with everyday life situations. When learning is based on checking the un-
derstanding of grammar rules, students are not given opportunities to engage in 
meaningful interactions. 

Oral skills need to be integrated into all lesson types. Thus, learners can bene-
fit more when teachers design various lessons for language practice in the class-
room. Teachers can increase learners’ potentials to interact through different 
lessons such as listening, writing, reading, and speaking. Discussing the role of 
interaction in the classroom, Hedge (2014) observes, “interaction pushes learn-
ers to produce more accurate and appropriate language, which itself provides 
input for other students” (p. 13). For the author, the quest for interaction ex-
plains why contemporary English language teaching practices encourage 
pair-work and group work. However, the research findings showed that the pat-
terns of conversations in 4e classes do not prioritize student-student or group 
interactions. The data from observations and the interviews confirmed that the 
teacher-student conversation pattern highly dominates classroom interactions. 

Consequently, most learners remain quiet and listen to conversations between 
the teacher and a few of their peers in the classroom. Thus, the learners stock 
knowledge about the language (with the over-teaching of grammar) instead of 
practicing it. Learning then becomes individual rather than social, as suggested 
in sociocultural approaches to language learning (Mitchell & Myles, 2004). The 
students are confined in passive receivers because teaching practices do not pro-
vide opportunities to involve them in interactions that will push language pro-
duction and the exposure to a variety of input from their classmates (Gass & 
Mackey, 2007). 

The findings also revealed that teachers do not vary speaking activities in the 
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classroom. They deny learners the opportunities to practice their oral skills in 
various situations they may encounter in real-life situations. Hedge (2014) 
rightly puts that “the goal of teaching is to equip students to deal ultimately with 
the authentic language of the real world, they should be given opportunities to 
cope with this in the classroom” (p. 67). As the findings highlighted, participa-
tion tasks in the classroom are mainly characterized by drawing grammar rules, 
giving examples to illustrate grammatical structures, reading sentences. What 
appears from this reality is that learners are not prepared to use the language to 
address daily life issues in the classroom. Classroom language practice in such 
situations does not promote learners’ autonomy. The students are not provided 
with contextualized language practice, allowing them to negotiate meaning 
among themselves and with more proficient learners (Fitts & Bowers, 2013). 
According to Al-wossabi (2016), the lack of meaning negotiation is a crucial 
factor in developing little to no oral skills. 

Another aspect of the sociocultural perspective, as discussed by Bruner (1996), 
is the collaborative nature of learning. According to Bruner, learning takes place 
when students are engaged in classroom activities in which they collaborate, ne-
gotiate meaning, and reach an agreement as a result of that collaboration. It is, 
however, essential to note that findings have indicated that oral language prac-
tice in the classroom highly resides on teacher-student interaction. Teachers 
rarely designed language practice activities that involve learners in pair or group 
work. Group work or pair work allows learners to improve their speaking skills 
through interaction (Sakarkaya, 2013). Not using them in the language class-
room denies learners collaborative learning and opportunities for oral produc-
tion (Toro, Camacho-Minuche, Pinza-Tapia, & Paredes, 2019). 

5. Suggestions 

Promoting a relaxed learning environment 
The research findings revealed that learners face emotional challenges (such as 

fear making mistakes, the fear of the teacher’s reaction, and mockery from their 
peers) that hinder their desire to participate in the classroom and lead to the de-
velopment of affective related issues (Du, 2009). Those affective issues can affect 
second language acquisition through learner motivation, attitude towards learn-
ing, anxiety, and communication apprehension (Krashen, 1988). 

In this regard, teachers must create a pressure-free environment for classroom 
practice; that would imply shifting from a teacher-centered teaching with an au-
thoritarian way of teaching to student-centered approach with that promote an-
xiety free setting (Bilokcuoglu & Debreli, 2018). Bilokcuoglu & Debreli suggest 
humor as a way of relieving the pressure by increasing student motivation and 
reducing anxiety which in turn will create a more humanistic and authentic 
learning environment 

Diversifying Speaking Activities 
The findings of the study suggest that classroom activities do not include a 
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diversity of speaking activities. Diversifying speaking activities in the classroom 
can be a supplementary incitation to increase learners’ involvement in classroom 
oral activities. Because students are different, they certainly have different needs 
and interests. Therefore, when teachers diversify speaking activities, they are 
likely to meet most learners’ interests. In a discussion about speaking activities, 
Becker & Roos (2016) discuss three levels of language use that are reproductive 
language use, creative language use, and creative and productive language use. 
Teachers should refer to those different levels of language use to diversify the 
teaching activities which would in turn would facilitate interaction and offer 
more speaking opportunities. 

Prompting Learners to expand their Ideas/Arguments 
The findings reveal that the teacher-student conversation pattern is the most 

dominant interaction pattern in the classroom. It has also been demonstrated 
through class observations that this interaction is mainly characterized by ques-
tion-answer, focusing on accuracy-based oral activities. When teachers check the 
correctness of learners’ answers or comprehension of grammar rules, they do 
not create language practice opportunities. They do not challenge learners to 
speak out their ideas in a complex way as it happens in real-life situations. As a 
result, students are not engaged into output production. Although ques-
tion-answer interactions and accuracy-based activities are necessary, teachers 
need to go beyond them to create an environment that favor true communica-
tion and social interaction in which learners are active participants. They nature 
of classroom interaction should be largely based on referential questions fol-
lowed by prompts that would encourage learners for more active participation. 
Somé-Guiébré (2020) argues that EFL classroom interactions in Burkina Faso 
are dominated by question-answer and accuracy-based activities which are 
teacher-controlled activities and on based yes/no questions. The author suggests 
less teacher control and more referential questions for the promotion of com-
municative competence. 

6. Conclusion 

This study has attempted to identify instructional hindrances that account for 
learners’ limited involvement in classroom conversations. The ultimate goal was 
to suggest strategies that could contribute to helping teachers improve teaching 
practices. Therefore, the researchers relied on direct class observations, inter-
views with teachers, and focus group interviews with students to collect qualita-
tive data. 

The study results showed that EFL teachers in 4e classes do not vary lesson 
types. More importantly, the findings have revealed a lack of variety of speaking 
activities that could give learners a real chance to train themselves more signifi-
cantly in oral language practice. Furthermore, the findings also emphasized par-
ticipation obstacles related to a certain number of choices teachers make in the 
classroom. The results emphasized teacher-centeredness to the detriment of 
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learner-centeredness in classroom activities because they still dominate the talk. 
The study also highlighted teachers’ will to bring regular correction by constant-
ly inhibiting learners’ endeavor from speaking the language in the classroom 
despite their limitations. 

Connecting the research findings with the sociocultural perspective, the re-
searchers suggested that teachers use strategies to foster language classroom in-
teractions. Teachers need to consider these strategies to help learners reinforce 
their oral skills through adapted and more involving classroom activities. 

Relying on the research findings, the researchers contend that teachers can 
improve their teaching practices by implementing alternative strategies. It could 
significantly enable learners to reach maximum involvement in the learning 
process with more enthusiasm and efficiency. 
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