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ABSTRACT 

The purpose of this study was to develop a system for de

scribing the interactive nature of language during instructional dis

course. The system was then used to describe instructional discourse 

during reading lessons where comprehension was the major goal. 

Recently, reading instructional research has been conducted 

to investigate what occurs during reading lessons. These researchers 

observed lessons using instruments consisting of categories of behav

iors that were expected to occur. The present study contributed to 

this line of investigation by describing what actually occurred dur

ing reading lessons through the language of instruction. 

Eight reading lessons were audio-taped in two second grades 

and two sixth grades over a three-month period. During one lesson, a 

story from a basal textbook was read and/or discussed. During the 

other lesson, a book from the district literature program was read 

and/or discussed. During the basal lesson, a group of students, nei

ther highest nor lowest in reading ability, was selected in each 

class. During the literature lesson, a group of students of mixed 

reading ability was audio-taped in three classes. In one second grade 

class, the same group was audio-taped for both lessons. 

From transcriptions of the audio-tapes, a system of analysis 

was developed, consisting of a pragmatic subsystem for identifying 
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interactional functions of language and a semantic subsystem for 

identifying transactional functions of language. Interactional func

tions were described as different types of speech acts, termed 

instructional acts. Transactional functions were described as dif

ferent types of topical relationships between utterances, termed 

topical moves and topical sequences. 

Data were analyzed quantitatively, comparatively, and quali

tatively. From quantitative analyses, organization of instructional 

discourse across reading lessons was described. From comparative 

analyses, variations in organization of instructional discourse be

tween reading lessons were described according to grade level, lesson 

type, and teacher. From qualitative analyses, topical development 

during reading lessons was described. 

Results indicate that reading lessons can be described by 

analyzing functions of language using methods of discourse analysis. 

Application of these methods revealed similarities and differences in 

the organization of discourse among lessons and discourse strategies 

used by teachers and students to interactively accomplish reading 

lessons. 



CHAPTER 1 

OVERVIEW OF THE RESEARCH PROBLEM 

A major concern of educational researchers is understanding 

the teaching-learning process. A principal aim has been to identify 

instructional strategies which increase student achievement on out

come measures. Such studies have been limited to the comparison of 

methods of teaching (Bond & Dykstra, 1967; Chall, 1967; Dykstra, 

1968) and to the correlation of teacher and student characteristics 

with student achievement (Amidon & Hough, 1967; Anderson, Evertson, & 

Brophy, 1979; Rosenshine, 1971; Rosenshine & Furst, 1973). However, 

such studies have not investigated how teachers and students interact 

during the teaching-learning process. 

One means of studying teacher-student interaction has been to 

observe and describe teacher and student behaviors during classroom 

instruction. Observational research in classrooms has had a long his

tory beginning in 1925 with Gray (cited 1n Blair & Rupley, 1983). 

Much of this research has been compiled by Amidon and Hough (1967), 

Cazden, John, and Hymes (1972), and Dunkin and Biddle (1974). Other 

notable research has been carried out by Gumperz and Herasimchuk 

(1972), Mehan (1979a), and Philips (1983). However, the observational 

study of reading instruction in particular has begun only recently. 
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Researchers such as Au (1980) and McDermott and Aron (1978) have ex-

amined the social organization, i.e., the participation structures, 

of reading lessons. Other researchers such as Green (1978) and 

Wilkinson (1982) have examined the language of reading instruction. 

These researchers have investigated how instruction takes place 

rather than what is being taught. Researchers who have examined the 

content of reading instruction have investigated either the cognitive 

type of teachers' questions (Guszak, 1967; Hansen, 1981) or the type 

of activities which occur (Durkin, 1978-1979; Mason, 1982) but have 

not considered the social organization of lessons or the language of 

instruction. 

Educational researchers have now begun studying teaching and 

learning as a socio-communicative process rather than simply as a 

cognitive process (Bloome, 1982; Green, 1978; Erickson, 1982a; 

Erickson & Shultz, 1981; Green, 1978; Gumperz, 1981). This view of 

the teaching-learning process, as suggested by Bloome, is based on 

the assumption that "learning to read ••• is acquired through inter

action with others" (p. 2). Ethnographic and sociolinguistic research 

has provided the means to examine the socio-communicative behaviors 

within instructional events, such as reading lessons. 

In reading instruction, comprehension is a major concern. 

However, it is important that studies of comprehension instruction be 

designed to investigate what is being taught in relationship to how 

it is being taught. Reading researchers, such as Duffy (1982), Durkin 

(1978-1979), and Pearson (1982), claim that teachers are not teaching 

comprehension during reading lessons. Durkin described teachers' 



behavior as assessment of students' comprehension. Her findings, al

though highly controversial, have generated a great deal of interest 

and a need for further observational research on reading instruction. 

However, the problem ~n her investigation and others like it has been 

the identification of what is being taught. Previous research studies 

identified specifically defined teacher behaviors or what researchers 

thought should be taking place rather than what was actually taking 

place. By examining the interactive use of language during lessons, 

reading comprehension instruction can be described according to what 

is actually taking place. 

Introduction to the Research Problem 

A major goal of this study was to develop a system for de

scribing teacher and student interaction in terms of linguistic be

haviors. Reading lessons where comprehension was the major a1m were 

selected for investigation. A system for analyzing the language of 

instruction was developed using methods of discourse analysis. The 

analysis of the language of instruction was conducted to reveal how 

teachers and students interactively accomplish reading lessons where 

comprehension is the major aim. 

Methodological Issues 

Observational studies of classroom instruction typically have 

made use of instruments to record teacher and student behaviors. 

During on-the-spot coding, teacher and student behaviors are 

classified into discrete categories. In this type of research, 

3 



teacher-student interaction is described in terms of frequencies or 

proportions of a priori categories of behavior. The earliest use of 

an observational instrument, as reported by Logan (1982), was made by 

Wispe in 1951. Soon after other instruments were developed for a di-

versity of purposes. The Flanders System of Interaction Analysis 

(Flanders, 1970), the most widely used instrument, has stimulated the 

development of similar instruments. Ninety-nine different instruments 

used in observational research have been described by Simon and Boyer 

(1974). Findings from many of the studies using these instruments 

have been reported by Dunkin and Biddle (1974). 

Although observation instruments have been applied to the 

study of reading instructional processes (see Logan, 1982), their use 

has been highly criticized by sociologists, sociolinguists, ethno-

graphers, and educators (Heap, 1982; Mehan, 1979a; Mishler, 1979; 

Walker & Adelman, 1975). Specifically, they argue that instruments 

which require on-the-spot coding and use a priori categories fail to 

exam1ne certain characteristics of the teaching-learning process, 

namely, 

1. connotative meanings, i.e., those shared by the participants; 

2. the sequential and contingent nature of verbal interaction, 
i.e., the sequences of utterances and the relationships 
between them; 

3. social influences on language and behavior, such as, roles, 
status, beliefs, attitudes, and the like; 

4. the relationships among verbal, non-verbal, and prosodic 
behavior; 

5. contextual influences, both internal and external to the 
instructional events; 

4 



6. the functions of the language of instruction, including 
mUltiple and simultaneous functions; 

7. the synchronization of behavior between or among speakers. 

Therefore, studies of reading comprehension instruction which 

make use of observational instruments have been unsuccessful in iden-

tifying what is actually occurring during the teaching-learning pro-

cess. An example is Durkin's (1978-1979) study of reading lessons in 

36 classrooms from grades three through six. Durkin found that less 

than 1% of teacher time was spent on comprehension instruction as she 

defined it. Instead, the largest proportion of time was spent on com-

prehension assessment in the form of teacher questions. However, her 

findings have been called into question by many educators and re-

searchers. Criticism has centered around two concerns: (a) her defin-

ition of instruction, and (b) her research methodology. 

First of all, Durkin's definition of comprehension instruc-

tion has been criticized by Hodges (1980b) as being too narrow. Her 

definition, which LS based on theoretical notions about instruction, 

states: "Teacher does/says something to help children understand or 

work out the meaning of more than a single word" (p.488). This defin-

ition and examples of teaching behavior given in her article imply a 

belief that learning occurs only with direct verbal instruction of 

specific comprehension skills. According to Duffy and Roehler (1982), 

there are two major approaches to reading instruction: teacher ex-

planation and spontaneous generation. Durkin's definition represents 

only one approach, teacher explanation. In addition, she has iden-

tified discrete categories of teacher behaviors which relate to 

comprehension, such as instruction, application, assignment, 

5 



assessment, preparation. Hodges argues for a broader conceptual-

ization of comprehension instruction which would demonstrate the 

interrelatedness of teaching behaviors. 

Secondly, the same criticisms have been made by Heap (1982) 

about Durkin's instrument as about other observational instruments. 

Researchers who use such instruments make assumptions about the 

teaching-learning process which are not empirically-based, namely, 

1. the assumption of unifunctionality, i.e., behaviors (verbal 
or non-verbal) have single functions; 

2. the assumption of sequential irrelevance, i.e., single 
behaviors reflect teaching or learning; 

3. the assumption of cotermination; i.e., functions end with 
single behaviors; 

4. the assumption of determinance, i.e., intended meaning can 
be interpreted from the observed behaviors. 

To describe the nature of teachers' and students' linguistic 

behaviors while avoiding the problems inherent in using observational 

instruments, this study made use of some of the techniques of socio-

linguistic and ethnographic research which are described in detail in 

Chapter 3. Sociolinguistic methods for analyzing discourse have been 

used to describe how language is used during the reading lessons. 

Ethnographic research methods, such as observation and interviews, 

have been used to describe the contexts of the lessons from both the 

researcher's and the teachers' perspectives. Further, this study fo-

cused on two characteristics of language that have been overlooked in 

previous reading instruction research: (a) the functions of language: 

the interactional functions which express the pragmatic relationships 

betweell speakers' utterances and the transactional functions which 
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express the semantic relationships between speakers' utterances, and 

(b) the sequential and contingent nature of language. These methods 

have been used to gain an understanding of how teachers and students 

interactively accomplish reading lessons •. 

Significance of the Study 

This study should make significant contributions to reading 

research and instruction. First of all, it provides a method for ana

lyzing reading lessons and other text-based lessons where discussion 

takes place. Second, the study provides a contextually-based defini

tion of reading comprehension instruction, i.e., one grounded 1n ac

tual lessons designed to foster comprehension. Third, it identifies 

the interactional and transactional functions of one type of instruc

tional discourse, i.e., reading lessons. Fourth, the study describes 

teachers' and students' strategies used to accomplish reading 

lessons. Finally, it identifies aspects of discourse that teachers 

can utilize to foster students' comprehension. 

Assumptions Underlying the Study 

The assumptions underlying this study are the same as those 

underlying studies of verbal interaction in general. These assump

tions have been identified by previous sociolinguistic research and 

have been summarized by Green & Harker (1982). Only those assumptions 

pertinent to this study are presented. 

1. Instruction is a communicative process that is interactively 

accomplished. 
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2. Instruction is goal-directed. In this study, the goal 1S 

comprehension of the story read. 

3. Meaning is context-specific and must be inferred from verbal, 

non-verbal, and prosodic signals. In this study, only verbal meaning 

is analyzed and discussed, although non-verbal and prosodic behaviors 

are identified where verbal ambiguity exists. 

4. Language simultaneously serves multiple functions. In this 

study, the language of instruction is described according to two 

functions: interactional and transactional. 

5. The language of discourse is sequentially and hierarchically 

structured. In this study, the contingent nature of the language of 

instruction is demonstrated by its sequential and hierarchical 

structure. 

6. The roles of the teacher and the students in instructional 

processes are contextually and culturally specific. In this study, 

the different roles of the teachers and the students affect the 

nature of the teachers' and students' linguistic behaviors. 

Clarification of Terminology 

. Related to the assumptions underlying the study, there are 

terms that are used in the presentation of the study and in the dis

cussion of the results which have specific meanings which may differ 

from their use by other researchers. Related terms are defined within 

the study. 
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Comprehension. The cognitive process of constructing meaning. 

Comprehension instruction. A systematic series of behaviors 
directed toward the goal of comprehension by another of what was read 
or heard. 

Reading comprehension. The process of constructing meaning 
cued by printed forms of communication. 

Discourse Analysis. The process of analyzing the linguistic struc
ture of naturally occurring spoken or written language. 

Discourse. Generally, a stretch of spoken or written lan
guage which functions as a whole within a specific context. In this 
study, the language of instruction. 

Text. A stretch of written language which functions as a 
whole within a specific context. In this study, the stories that are 
read. 

Functions of Language. 

Interactional function of language. The expression of the 
pragmatic relationship between utterances; what is done pragmatically 
as opposed to what is said syntactically or semantically. Related 
term found in text: instructional acts. 

Transactional function of language. The expression of the 
semantic relationship between utterances; in this study, the topical 
relationship; what is said semantically or topically. Related terms 
found in text: topical moves, topical sequences, topic framework, 
topical entities. 

Strategy. A systematic series of behaviors directed toward a goal 
(Smith et al., 1967). 

Interactional strategy. A ser1es of behaviors directe~ to
ward the goal of carrying out a series of exchanges between tWI) or 
more persons. 

Transactional strategy. A series of behaviors directed to
ward the goal of developing a topic. 

Instructional discourse strategy. A series of behaviors 
directed toward the goal of accomplishing lesson objectives. 

9 
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Limitations of the Study 

There are two major limitations to this study, due primarily 

to the nature of observational studies and secondarily to the use of 

audio-tapes rather than video-tapes. First of all, because of the 

nature of observational studies, the conclusions are limited in their 

generalizability. The variations among the lessons may be due to 

chance rather than actual differences between teachers, grade levels, 

or types of lesson. However, hypotheses are generated which can be 

tested by subsequent research. Secondly, because of the limitations 

of using audio-tapes, it is possible that identification and inter

pretation of certain behaviors may be inaccurate. However, since 

meaning is signaled through multiple channels, marked deviations are 

not expected. Perhaps an additional limitation is the presence of the 

researcher during the audio-taping. Although there was no indication 

of any effect on the behavior of the teachers' or students' behavior, 

its possibility cannot be ignored. 

The Specific Research Questions 

The purpose of this study was to develop a system for de

scribing the interactive nature of language during instructional dis

course. The system was then used to describe instructional discourse 

during reading lessons where comprehension was the major aim. Specif

ically, this descriptive study was designed to answer the following 

questions: 
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1. How can the nature of teacher and student language during instruc

tional discourse be described? 

a. What are the categories of teacher and student interaction 

defined in terms of speech acts? 

b. What are the categories of teacher and student transaction 

defined 1n terms of topical relationships between utterances? 

2. What 1S the nature of teacher and student interaction and trans

action during reading lessons where story comprehension is the goal? 

a. What are the similarities across lessons regardless of grade 

level, type of reading lesson, and teacher? 

b. What are the differences among lessons with respect to grade 

level, type of reading lesson, and teacher? 

c. How do teacher and students develop topic by means of inter

action and transaction? 



CHAPTER 2 

REVIEW OF THE LITERATURE 

In this chapter, research on the following topics ~s re

viewed: reading instruction, dis~ourse analysis, and questions in 

discourse. Because the present study of reading instruction used 

methods of analysis which had not been previously applied, reading 

instructional research has been reviewed according to different re

search paradigms to place the study within a methodological frame

work. Further, since one of the primary aims of this study was to 

develop a system of analyzing instructional discourse, methods of 

discourse analysis used in different fields have been reviewed to 

place the study within a conceptual framework. Finally, research on 

questions in discourse has been reviewed because previous studies in 

classroom discourse have primarily focused on questions. 

Reading Instructional Research 

In this section, reading instructional research is reviewed. 

The review has been divided according to the two types of research 

paradigms: (a) the process-product paradigm, including correlational 

and experimental research, and (b) the descriptive paradigm, 
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including observational, ethnographic, microethnographic, and soc~o

linguistic research. 

Process-Product Paradigm 
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One of the earliest experimental studies was carried out in 

the late 1920s by Gray (cited in Blair & Rupley, 1983). Initially, an 

observational study of reading programs was conducted in 16 schools. 

An experimental study was then carried out to examine the effects of 

specific instructional techniques identified from previous research. 

Intelligent planning and cooperation among teachers and superv1sory 

staff were among the factors identified as contributing to reading 

success. Gray concluded that students' reading achievement could be 

improved through the application of the results of educational re

search. 

Since then educational research has been strongly influenced 

by the field of psychology. Research in psychology follows the 

process-product paradigm. This means inferential statistics are used 

to determine whether variables of interest, such as different in

structional treatments, are significant (statistically) enough to 

make a difference in learning. 

Research following the process-product paradigm has been 

either (a) correlational studies which describe the relationship be

tween teacher or student characteristics and student achievement on 

outcome measures or (b) experimental studies which compare the 

achievement of students who have been taught with different methods, 

materials, or programs. 
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Correlational Research 

Early correlational research of classroom instruction was 

based on the ratings of teachers by students, supervisors, and 

researchers. Contradictory results suggested the need for the 

observation and systematic recording of actual teaching behavior 

(Rosenshine, 1971). Soon after, many different systems of observation 

were developed for a variety of purposes (Simon & Boyer, 1967). These 

studies have been summarized by Amidon and Hough (1967), Dunkin and 

Biddle (1974), Logan (1982), Rosenshine (1971), and Rosenshine and 

Furst (1973). However, none of these studies specifically examined 

reading instruction. Instead, teacher behavior in general was corre

lated with reading achievement on standardized tests. 

Soar (1967) examined the correlation between students' 

reading achievement and classrooms having different kinds of teacher 

control and different emotional climates. He used one of the most 

widely- used systems of observation, the Flanders Interaction Anal

ysis System, to determine teacher control and emotional climate. He 

found that greater growth in vocabulary occurred with indirect 

teacher control and a low hostile climate. The results suggested that 

indirect teaching and a supportive climate promote learning. However, 

greater over-all reading growth occurred in a hostile climate. Soar 

suggested that the abstractness of the learning task may have 

contributed to the differences in learning between vocabulary and 

reading skills. 

Weinstein (1976) examined the correlation between reading 

achievement and student-teacher interaction during group reading 



15' 

lessons. She used another system of observation, the Brophy-Good 

Dyadic Interaction System to identify interactional behaviors. She 

found that teacher and student behavior varied among gr~ups that were 

reading at different levels. For instance, teachers provided more 

response opportunities and more positive feedback to students in the 

low reading groups. Weinstein concluded that reading groups of dif-

ferent abilities are not provided equivalent learning environments. 

The results suggested that differences in student achievement on 

standardized tests may be due to the effects of grouping as much as 

to the differences in initial readiness skills. 

Other researchers have found a high correlation between aca-

demic engaged time, or the amount of time spent working on an 

academic activity, and student achievement. Stallings and Kaskowitz 

(cited in Anderson, Evertson, & Brophy, 1979) found a positive corre-

lation between student achievement and the time spent on reading ac-

tivities but a negative correlation with time spent on games and 

other non-academic activities. They concluded that teacher-directed 

activities produce greater student achievement. 

Results from these and other studies have been summarized by 

Pearson (1982). Greater student achievement in reading has been cor-

related with: 

1. more time engaged on academic tasks, 
2. greater amount of content covered, 
3. fewer number of errors in answering question or 1n reading 

orally, and 
4. small group instruction. 

Thus, correlational research has been able to identify instructional 

variables which are significantly related to students' reading 
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achievement. Experimental research, however, is considered to be nec

essary to verify these relationships by directly manipulating var~a

bles to determine what effects they might have on student achievement 

(Anderson et al., 1979). 

Experimental Research on Instructional Approaches 

In experimental research, the effects of different methods of 

reading instruction have been compared. They have included basal 

reader, language experience, linguistic, phonic, look/say, i.t.a., 

Distar, and individualized approaches. Results, however, have been 

inconsistent among the studies comparing different approaches. 

Chall (1967) summarized research comparing methods of 

teaching reading from 1910 to 1965. The approaches compared were sys

tematic phonics, look-say, intrinsic phonics, linguistic, and modi

fied alphabet. She found that a code emphasis was superior to a 

meaning emphasis and that a systematic phonics program was superior 

to a linguistic program. In addition, students' achievement ~n cer

tain reading skills varied with a code or a meaning emphasis and that 

students' achievement varied with intelligence and socioeconomic sta

tus. 

Bond and Dykstra (1967) and Dykstra (1968) summarized the 

results of 27 studies which compared the effects of different 

instructional approaches, including basal, i.t.a., language 

experience, linguistic, and phonic. They found that reading 

achievement with the different methods varied with the test used to 

measure different skills. For instance, some approaches seemed to be 
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more effective for achievement ~n word recognition. No programs were 

more effective for achievement ~n reading comprehension. They 

concluded that the specific class or school may be more crucial for 

reading success t~an a particular method. 

Besides presenting ambiguous and conflicting results, this 

type of research has failed to identify the specific aspects of the 

instructional approaches which contribute to reading success. For 

instance, while research has demonstrated that Distar is an effective 

program for low-income or minority children who have typically 

received low scores on standardized tests (Becker, 1977), the parti

cular aspects which contributed to its effects have not been identi

fied. Further research has been carried out to examine specific 

instructional variables rather than general approaches to reading 

instruction. 

Experimental Research on Instructional Variables 

Experimental research has been conducted to identify aspects 

of instruction which contribute to student achievement. In this re

search, variables of interest, some identified from previous correla

tional research, are experimentally manipulated to determine their 

effect on student achievement. 

Anderson, Evertson, and Brophy (1979) observed teachers who 

were asked to implement specific principles of effective reading 

instruction and teachers who were not. They found that students dem

onstrated greater achievement in reading with teachers who had imple

mented certain principles. Some of the principles which were most 



often implemented and were most closely related to student achieve

ment were ordered turns at talk, sustained feedback, and moderate 

use of praise. 
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Martin and Evertson (1980) further analyzed the data col

lected by Anderson et al. (1979). They found that teachers' behavior 

varied among groups of different reading abilities. The results sug

gested that teachers vary their instructional strategies to meet the 

differing needs of groups of students. 

In Hansen's study (1981), three groups of second grade stu

dents each received a different treatment of teacher questions: (a) 

literal and inferential, (b) inferential, and (c) predictive. She 

found that the latter two groups did better on questions asked fol

lowing the stories and on a standardized test of comprehension. The 

results suggest that students in the second grade can learn higher

order comprehension skills through teacher questions. 

Linden and Wittrock (1981) investigated the effect of 

teaching students to make associations within the text and between 

the text and their experience. They found that students who were 

taught to make text-relevant associations had greater comprehension 

than those who were not. 

Raphael (1982) and Raphael and Pearson (1982) trained fourth, 

sixth, and eighth grade students to identify the type of questions 

asked in terms of the source of the answer, "right there", "think and 

search", and "on my own". They found that students who were taught to 

identify questions in this way were more successful in answering the 

different types of questions that those who were not. 
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In a study by Patching, Kameeni, Carnine, Gersten, and Colvin 

(1983), three groups of fifth grade students received instruction in 

critical reading skills with one of three approaches: (a) direct in

struction, (b) workbook with corrective feedback, and (c) no inter

vention. They found that direct instruction using modeling and 

explicit training 1n overt strategies was the most effective 1n 

teaching critical reading skills. 

Although research within the experimental paradigm has been 

able to make generalizations about the teaching-learning processes 

that have been studied, it has been limited to the study of a few 

variables at a time and under controlled conditions. Descriptive re

search, on the contrary, has attempted to study the teaching-learning 

process as it naturally occurs and to identify interactional as well 

as instructional variables that influence it. 

Descriptive Paradigm 

Descriptive studies have been carried out to describe reading 

instruction as it normally occurs in the classroom. In these studies 

researchers compare patterns of behavior between similar and differ

ent instructional situations. Although inferential statistics may be 

applied, conclusions are more often based on recurrent patterns of 

behavior. These studies have been (a) observational research which 

makes use of observation instruments with a priori categories of 

teacher and student behavior, (b) ethnographic research which makes 

use of mUltiple methods of inquiry and analysis, (c) microethno

graphic research, and (d) sociolinguistic research which make use of 



audio- and video-tape recordings from which teacher and student lan

guage and behavior are identified. 

Observational Research 
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Early observational research in the classroom made use of 

instruments for coding teacher and student behavior. Researchers at

tempted to identify features of teacher-pupil interaction which con

tribute to student learning. This was done primarily by coding 

teacher and student behavior according to a priori categories of be

havior. Correlations were then computed between behavior and measures 

of student learning. This type of research has been discussed in the 

section on correlational research. Recently, there have been more 

investigations of reading instruction using a variety of observation

al techniques. 

Using an observation instrument, Durkin (1978-1979) investi

gated the extent of direct instruction in comprehension during 

reading and social studies lessons in grades three through six. Re

sults indicated that almost no comprehension instruction occurred. 

Instead, comprehension assessment ~n the form of teacher questions 

was the primary activity. 

Using surveys, interviews, and observational instruments, 

Hodges (1980a) collected data on reading instructional practices in 

the fourth grade, including amount of time, kinds of activities, 

kinds of materials, class organization, assessment procedures, 

teacher resources, and instructional goals. For instance, she found 

that teachers depended on the basal reader for instructional 
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strategies and did not directly teach comprehension. The results sug

gest that teachers lack knowledge about the nature of reading compre

hension and methods of comprehension instr.uction. 

Mason (1982) studied the orgapization of reading instruction 

1n third and fourth grade classrooms. She found that activities 

during the lessons were disconnected. Rather than following a se

quence of introduction, reading, and discussion of a story, teachers 

disrupted the development of the story with unrelated activities, 

such as workbook assignments. She concluded that workbook tasks, 

which are intended to provide follow-up practice, have replaced in

struction in reading skills. 

The limitations of observational instruments and the need to 

study the teaching-learning process within a larger social context 

has led to the development and application of other methods of data 

collection. Ethnographic research has provided alternative methods 

for looking at classroom events and for studying the learning process 

within the larger social context, such as the school, the community, 

and the culture. 

Ethnographic Research 

Ethnographers who have carried out research in the classroom 

or school have described the social context of the teaching-learning 

process. One way that it 1S different from observational research is 

that it is more extensive and comprehensive. An instructional event, 

such as a reading lesson, is examined in its entirety and within its 

larger context. Therefore, ethnographers make use of a variety of 
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methods of data collection, such as observational note-taking, obser-

vational instruments, interviews, audio-taping, video-taping, and 

material collection. Rather than correlating behavior with measures 

of learning, these researchers look for recurrent patterns of behav-

ior. Behavior is then compared across contexts, such as the home and 

school or high and low reading groups. Much of this research has been 

conducted to identify the source of educational problems, such as 

reading failure, experienced by minority and low-income children. 

One of the earliest studies was conducted by Weber beginning 

In 1970 (reprinted, 1983) in low-income, inner-city schools. Although 

it was not an ethnographic study, a variety of methods for data col-

lection were used, including observations, interviews, and standard-

ized reading tests. Based on the test results, successful schools 

were identified. Teacher and school characteristics which contributed 

to reading success were then identified, such as strong leadership, 

high expectations, and a strong emphasis on reading. 

Griffin (1977) studied a first grade classroom over a one-

year period. She found that reading events took place throughout the 

school day. Reading comprehension was taught during informal reading 

events rather than during the official reading periods. Griffin con-
/ 

eluded that reading is best taught as a tool rather than as a set of 

skills. 

Rist (1979) observed a class of ghetto children as they pro-

gressed through kindergarten, first, and second grades. He described 

how teachers based their evaluation of students' reading ability on 

superficial student characteristics, such as cleanliness, ease of 
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interaction, and use of standard English, which reflected their so-

cial class status rather than their ability. Rist concluded that 

teachers maintain the social class system of the larger society by 

their behavior toward and expectations of their students. 

Taylor (1981) investigated the development of literacy of S1X 

children in their homes over a three year period. She observed the 

ways that the children used written language and became aware of 

written forms. The results indicate that children become literate as 

a means to accomplish social interaction with the people around them. 

Taylor suggested that reading is too narrowly defined in school, es-

pecially for children who have not experienced reading and writing as 

socially significant. 

Hart (1982) studied the social organization of formal reading 

instruction 1n one elementary school as a participant observer, as-

sisting in the classrooms as a teacher's aide. She described how the 

organization of the reading curriculum varied across grade level, 

ability level, subject, and class. She found that the social organi
• 

zation of the school determined how instruction took place rather 

than the needs of the students. The results suggested that changes 1n 

the organizational framework are needed to provide the conditions 

which result in effective teaching and learning. 

Heath (1979, 1982) investigated the language socialization of 

three children from culturally different communities to identify the 

reasons children in the Black community were doing poorly in school. 

In the Black community, she found that different types of questions 

were asked at home and at school. For instance, parents asked 
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questions about cause-effect relationships which occurred in actual 

events or about the uses of objects. The student's answers almost 

always involved telling a story or making a comparison. Teachers, 

however, asked questions about objects and events in isolation from 

their context. Expected answers could be given 1n one word, such as a 

label or an attribute. By having the teachers and the parents in

volved in the data collection and analysis, Heath was able to modify 

attitudes and behaviors in order to make language use more compatible 

between home and school. 

While many ethnographers focus their attention on the larger 

social contexts which influence the teaching-learning process, other 

ethnographers focus their attention on the contextual influences 

within the instructional setting itself. This type of research has 

come to be called microethnography. 

Microethnographic Research 

Microethnographic research has described the processes by 

which the social structure of classroom activities are created by 

their participants. In this research the event of interest is 

video-taped and a microanalysis of the verbal and non-verbal behavior 

1S carried out. 

Mehan (1978, 1979a) videotaped a combination first, second, 

and third grade classroom to determine how teachers and students know 

how to act and when to speak during lessons. He described the inter

actional sequence and turn-allocation procedures used for accom

plishing the organization of lessons. Mehan concluded that students 
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need to learn social skills as well as academic skills In order to be 

successful in school. 

McDermott and Aron (1978) carried out a microanalysis of a 

videotape of two reading groups, a top group and a botto~ group, In 

one first grade classroom. They described how the social organi~ation 

of the two groups varied. For instance, in the top group the teacher 

used a fixed procedure for allocating turns. In the bottom group, the 

teacher did not use any procedure so that interruptions were frequent 

and less time was spent on task. They concluded that the students In 

the bottom group received an inadequate learning environment even 

though the teacher grouped the students in order to meet their needs. 

This was attributed to the practice of measuring students against 

each other and evaluating them according to how fast they learn. 

In a five-year study begun in 1978, Heap (1980) investigated 

the social organization of reading activities in grades one through 

three. He found that students encountered difficulties due to 

"barriers" 1n resources (such as text or prior knowledge), tasks 

(such as oral reading), and frames of reference (such as text frames 

or personal frames). Heap suggested ways in which these difficulties 

pose problems in assessing student competence. 

Au (1980), Au and Jordan (1981), and Au and Mason (1981) 

studied reading instruction among second grade Hawaiian children. 

They found that teachers who used the participation structure of 

Hawaiian "talk stories" were more successful in eliciting 

achievement-related student behavior, such as correct responses, 

topic-related ideas, and logical inferences. They suggested the use 
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of ethnographic methods of inquiry in order to study the effects of 

instructional practices. 

Cazden (1981) has summarized the findings from research on 

the social context of learning. to read. In her review, classroom In-

teraction was found to influence student learning in four ways: 

1. Time engaged in reading; e.g., top reading groups spend 
more time engaged in reading tasks. 

2. Focus of instruction; e.g., teachers focus on reading for 
meaning in top reading groups and phonic skills in bottom 
reading groups. 

3. Complexity of reading group lessons; e.g., students need to 
learn how to display academic knowledge. 

4. Peer interactions; e.g., school failure may ~e caused by 
the conflict in value systems between the peer group and 
the school. 

These and similar research studies of teacher-student interaction 

have led to the need to study the language of instruction. According 

to Green (1978), " ••• instruction in the classroom is primarily 

realized through language" (p. 1). Reading researchers have developed 

and applied methods of data collection and analysis from socio-

linguistics. 

Sociolinguistic Research 

According to Green and Smith (1983), sociolinguistic research 

carried out in the classroom describes "(1) the ways people use lan-

guage to participate in teaching-learning events, (2) the factors 

that may support or constrain participation, and (3) what is learned 

communicatively and academically from this participation" (p. 353). 

This research has been conducted by researchers in the fields of 
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anthropology, sociology, linguistics, psychology, and education. 

Therefore, the methods of data collection and analysis, while prima

rily descriptive, have been diverse. A few of these studies have in

ves~igated the influence of language on learning to read. 

Studies on the structure of Black dialect by Labov and Robins 

(1969) have dispelled the notion of deficient language. They found 

that differences in phonology and syntax between Black English and 

standard English were not found to contribute to problems in learning 

to read. Instead, they concluded that a breakdown in communication 

between teacher and students led to a rejection of school and a so

cial and a linguistic identification with peer groups outside the 

mainstream. 

The functions of language in the classroom in general have 

been described by Bellack, Kliebard, Hyman, and Smith (1966), Cazden, 

John, and Hymes (1972), and Sinclair and Coulthard (1975). DeStefano, 

Pepinsky, and Sanders (1982), Gumperz and Herasimchuk (1972), and 

Mishler (1975, 1978) have described the functions of language during 

reading lessons in particular. 

Gumperz and Herasimchuk (1972) described how a teacher and 

students made use of linguistic and paralinguistic features of lan

guage to communicate. For instance, the teacher primarily made use of 

lexical items, such as verbal hints, to provide cues to the meaning 

of a question. Students, however, used prosodic cues, such as rising 

intonation, to provide cues. 

Mishler (1975, 1978) described the language of first grade 

classrooms in terms of three types of discourse: chaining, arching, 
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and embedding. He found that teacher-initiated discourse and student

initiated discoure were carried out differently. Teachers controlled 

the direction of discourse through the use of question chaining and 

arching. Students carried out discourse in a more egalitari~n 

fashion. He concluded that these differences reflected the difference 

1n power and authority between the teacher and the students. 

DeStefano et ale (1982) audio- and video-taped the discourse 

of a teacher and three first grade students on nine occasions where 

reading instruction primarily, but not exclusively, occurred. Repre

sentative samples of the transcripts were analyzed in terms of verbal 

interaction units, cohesion of utterances, and grammatical structure 

of utterances. They found that the teacher controlled the discourse 

and shaped the students' language and behavior. They concluded that 

the teacher focused on how to behave and how to act literate rather 

than on how to comprehend text. 

Green (1978) developed an instrument, the ~IDIAS, for ana

lyzing instructional conversations. Videotapes of story-telling les

son in eleven classrooms with combinations of grades one, two, and 

three were examined. The instructional conversation was analyzed in 

terms of message units, interaction units, and instructional sequence 

units. These units were identified by contextualization cues, i.e., 

verbal, non-verbal, and prosodic behavior, used by the participants 

to signal meaning. Effective teaching strategies were identified by 

ranking the teachers according to the scores of their students on a 

near-criterion measure (a retelling task) and a far-criterion measure 

(a standardized test of listening comprehension) and then identifying 
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differences among the teachers with respect to the conversational 

units. She found that instructional conversations can be syste~ati

cally analyzed using an instrument such as MDIAS, that teacher inter

action styles are observable and definable, and that effective 

teaching strategies can be identified through such analysis. 

Further analysis of the videotapes have been done by Green 

and her colleagues to examine in depth the differences and similari

ties between lessons taught by two teachers ranked high and low in 

terms of student performance on the retelling task. Using the same 

analysis procedures as in her previous research, Green (1983) de

scribed differences 1n patterns of teacher-student interaction which 

led to differences in student participation during lessons and stu

dent performance on the outcome measure. Harker (1983) described the 

structure of the discourse of the two lessons using propositional 

analysis. Golden (1983) described the structure of the lessons and 

the student retellings in terms of episodes, episodic elements, and 

thematic units. For instance, the top-ranked teacher focused more 

often on the content of the text and had the students note 

similarities and differences in features of the text, compare infor

mation within and outside the text, speculate about what might occur, 

and give reasons for their answers. The questions asked by the top

ranked teacher were more complex structurally and conceptually. 

Further, more propositions of the top-ranked teacher were story

related, and the content of the discourse was more closely related to 

the content of the story. In addition, the top-ranked teacher empha

sized episodic information, and her students recalled more episodic 
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information. Their studies demonstrated how teachers influence stu-

dent performance during lessons and on outcome measures. They con-

cluded that assessment of student competence may depend more on what 

teachers do than on ,.,hat students know. 

Green and Smith (1983) have summarized the findings of SOC10-

linguistic research done 1n the classroom. This research indicates 

that: 

1. Classrooms are communicative environments. 
2. Teachers orchestrate different participation levels. 
3. Contexts are constructed during interactions. 
4. Meaning is context specific. 
5. Inferencing is required for conversational comprehension. 

Sociolinguistic research has demonstrated that literacy is a social 

and a communicative process as well as a psychological process. 

Cazden (1982) has proposed an integrated study of the psychological, 

linguistic, and social contexts of literacy in order to improve in-

structional practices. Context 1S defined as "anything that affects 

the reader's and writer's response to a piece of written language 

that is the focus of immediate perceptual attention" (p. 413). There-

fore, both the internal, mental contexts and the external, social 

contexts influence the nature of the teaching-learning process and 

the acquisition of literacy. Researchers now have the means to study 

all the contextual influences. According to Cazden, "the fuller per-

spective by such an integration may not only provide us with 'new 

ways of looking' at classrooms and instruction, but should result 1n 

improved classroom instruction as we1l" (p. 426). 



31 

Summary 

Reading instructional research has evolved from the surveys 

done by Grey and Weber to the analysis of instructional conversations 

done by Green and her c~lleagues. Researchers have utilized various 

methods of inquiry, from experimental treatments to observations of 

lessons as they naturally occur. 

Research within the process-product paradigm seeks to identi

fy the instructional methods and materials which are associated with 

increased student learning. This research ~s concerned with the cog

nitive and psychological demands on learning. Reading instruction ~s 

viewed as the transmission of knowledge. Reading performance is 

viewed as a psychological process where students need to be able to 

interpret print. 

Research within the descriptive paradigm seeks to describe 

the nature of the teaching-learning process. The focus of this re

search is the social and linguistic demands on learning. Reading in

struction is viewed as context-specific, such that " •.. the context ~n 

which a reading activity occurs affects the nature of reading pro

cesses used and the reading performances observed" (Bloome & Green, 

1982, p. 310). Reading performance is viewed as a social process 

where students need to be able to display their knowledge. 

There is now a need to focus on the social, linguistic, and 

cognitive demands of teaching and learning. An integration of re

search methodologies, as suggested by Cazden (1982), is a viable 

means for investigating these demands on the teaching-learning 

process. 
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Discourse Analysis 

To investigate how reading lessons are accomplished, it ~s 

necessary to examine the language of the lessons or classroom 

discourse. Discourse may be any stretch of language, written or spo

ken, which functions as a whole within a specific context. One means 

of language analysis, discourse analysis, has been developed in a 

diversity of fields--philosophy, sociology, linguistics, psychology, 

anthropology, and sociolinguistics. Researchers in these fields have 

analyzed discourse in order to study language in use. 

In this section the research on discourse is reviewed. The 

research has been divided into two types--research that is more con

cerned with the linguistic organization of discourse, what Cicourel 

(cited in Corsaro, 1981) called "bottom-up models", and research that 

is more concerned with the social organization of discourse, what 

Cicourel called "top-down models". The former includes text linguis

tics, text semantics, and systemic theory. The latter includes speech 

act theory, schema theory, conversational analysis, and ethnography 

of communication. 

Linguistic Organization of Discourse 

According to Grimes (1975), discourse has been studied s~nce 

the time of Aristotle. Researchers in the fields of rhetoric, liter

ary criticism, and exegesis were the first to study discourse. How

ever, the linguistic organization of discourse was not studied 

systematically until the 1950s. The study of discourse, commonly 
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referred to as text, "started from attempts to extend the 

established descriptive-structural methods beyond the analysis of the 

single sentence" (de Beaugrande, 1985, p. 42). This research ~s 

presented according to its linguistic focus: text linguistics 

(syntax), text semantics, and systemic theory (syntax, semantics, and 

pragmatics) • 

Text Linguistics 

The earliest study of discourse by linguists was essentially 

descriptive and structural. It was carried out mainly on indigenous 

discourse genres, such as folktales and myths, in unwritten 1an-

guages. According to de Beaugrande (1985), the study of discourse was 

begun by early linguists who 

faced the difficult task of analyzing a language without the 
aid of grammars or dictionaries, and many times without even 
a bilingual interpreter. Therefore the only access to the 
language was to infer the nature and meaning of words or 
sentences from the ways they were uttered in a social context. 
(p. 42) 

Harris and his colleagues were the first to propose a system for de-

scribing the linguistic structure of discourse. In the 1960s and 

1970s the tagmemic school led by Pike proposed a system for de-

scribing the structure of sentences and the intersentential re1ation-

ships, especially with regards to reference. This early research by 

linguists has been summarized by de Beaugrande (1985), Grimes (1975), 

Morgan and Sellner (1980), and van Dijk (1985). 

Most recently, these systems designed for the comprehensive 

analysis of discourse have been largely superseded by analysis of 

specific aspects of discourse syntax. Studies compiled by Givan 
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(1979) reflect the diversity of research questions and the complexity 

of the syntactic organization of discourse. Linguists, psychologists, 

and sociologists have studied the use of deixis, zero anaphora, pro

nouns, repair, left-dislocation, dative movement, and other aspects 

of spoken and written discourse in a variety of languages. 

The most comprehensive analysis of the linguistic structure 

of English discourse has been proposed by Halliday and Hasan (1976). 

They have developed the concept of cohesion, which refers to "the 

relations of meaning that exist within a text" (p. 4). Although these 

relations exist at the semantic level, they are realized mainly at 

the syntactic level. The major categories of cohesive devices that 

have been proposed are pronoun reference, substitution, ellipsis, 

conjunction, reiteration, and collocation. Text, therefore, was de

scribed according to the cohesive relationships established within 

and between sentences. 

Cohesive devices have not been the only means for describing 

coherent text. Researchers concerned with the comprehension and pro

duction of written discourse have been interested ~n the aspects that 

make text coherent (For a discussion of coherence as opposed to co

hesion, see Bamberg, 1983; de Beaugrande, 1985; Morgan & Sellner, 

1980; Phelps, 1985). Some of these aspects, but certainly not all, 

have been identified as semantic. 

Text Semantics 

While text linguistics has looked at the micro-structures 

of discourse, text semantics has looked at the macro-structures of 
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discourse. Micro-structure is primarily structure of a text, whereas 

macro-structure is primarily structure of knowledge of a text. The 

semantic aspects of discourse have been studied in the fields of lin

guistics, psychology, and artifical intell~gence. These aspects are 

case grammar, propositional structure, story grammar, staging. 

Case Grammar. The semantic aspects of discourse were first 

described by Pike in terms of "situational roles" of referents. The 

most comprehensive analysis of situational roles was done by Fillmore 

( 1968) . In his case .grarrnnar, he identi fied different types of roles 

taken by referents in events: agentive, instrumental, dative, facti

tive, locative, and objective. Frederiksen (1975), Grimes (1975), and 

Meyer (1977) have incorporated and elaborated Fillmore's case grammar 

in their systems for describing the semantic organization of dis

course in terms of its propositional structure. 

Propositional Structure. Although Grimes (1975) did not 

propose a system for the semantic structure of discourse, he 

identified kinds of information found in discourse, namely, events 

and non-events consisting of setting, background, evaluations, and 

collateral. He further described this information in terms of three 

types of semantic structures: case (situational roles), lexical 

predicates (word relationships), and rhetorical predicates 

(propositional relationships). 

Kintsch (1974), Frederiksen (1975, 1977), and Meyer (1977) 

have each proposed a system for analyzing written text. Their systems 

have been fully described in Tierney and Mosenthal (1982). The aims 

of their research, however, have not been to describe written text 



but to account for the representation of meaning 1n memory and the 

production and comprehension of text. 
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Kintsch (1974) proposed a system for representing proposi

tions and the re~ationships among propositions. A proposition con

sists of a predicate (i.e., the relation between arguments) and one 

or more arguments, which can be concepts or propositions. The dif

ferent types of relationships have been fully delineated by Turner 

and Green (1977). There are three types of relations: predication 

(e.g., agent, object, instrument), modification (e.g., quality of, 

number of), and connection (e.g., conjunction, contrast, location). A 

proposition, however, does not represent a sentence. Rather, a sen

tence consists of more than one proposition. Each proposition repre

sents the idea units of which a sentence is constructed. As an 

example, taken from Tierney and Mosenthal (1982), in the sentence A 

man stood upon a railroad bridge in Northern Alabama, one proposi

tion would be <Quality of, Bridge, Railroad>. However, this 

proposition only specifies the idea unit represented by a railroad 

bridge. Other propositions would be needed to specify the other 

idea units in the sentence and the relationships among them. 

Frederiksen (1975, 1977) developed a comprehensive system for 

representing the content and structure of discourse. It consists of a 

semantic network and a logical network. The semantic network de

scribes objects and actions and the relations among objects and ac

tions, including a case framework. The logical network describes the 

relations connecting propositions: causal, logical, and relative. 
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Meyer (1977) proposed a system which incorporates Kintsch's 

propositional structure, Fillmore's case grammar, and Grimes' rhetor

ical predicates. Rhetorical predicates are the organizing relations 

in text. For example, arguments may be equal, superordinate/ subor

dinate, or neutral. Meyer's system has been useful in identifying how 

the structure of text affects reading comprehension. 

This type of research, however, has been useful only for ana

lyzing expository text. Other researchers have described the macro

structure of different types of text. Danes (cited in Morgan & 

Sellner, 1980) described the organization of text in terms of three 

types of thematic progression: linear, continuous, and derived. 

Longacre (cited in Litteral, 1981) described the organization of text 

in terms of time and space orientation. For example, narratives are 

sequence oriented and related to accomplished time. Another type of 

analysis has been developed for narrative text, namely, story 

grammar. 

Story Grammar. The earliest analysis of story structure was 

done in 1928 by Propp on Russian folktales (cited in Morgan & 

Sellner, 1980). The development of a story grammar began in the 

1970s. Kintsch (1977) and van Dijk (1977) proposed the concept of 

"macro-propositions" which are labels for the components of stories. 

They are derived from the propositions of the text through rules of 

inferencing (or "macro-rules"). 

Story grammar has been further applied to the study of story 

comprehension (Mandler & Johnson, 1977; Rumelhart, 1975; Stein & 

Glenn, 1979). Rumelhart's story grammar has been the most widely 
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applied. It consists of story components, such as setting, episode, 

event, response, plan, resolution, consequence, and reaction; and the 

relationships among the components, such as temporal, causal, and 

simultaneous. The components are hierarchical and are derived through 

rewrite rules. 

Other systems of story analysis have also been proposed. 

Bruce (1980) proposed a story model analysis which is a method for 

analyzing a story in terms of a typical reader's beliefs about the 

plans and social actions of the characters. Warren, Nicholas, and 

Trabasso (1979) proposed an event chain analysis. Gleason (cited in 

Grimes, 1975) had earlier described narratives as event chains where 

events are connected by different types of relations. Warren et al. 

identified the possible event chains consisting of event types, such 

as states, actions, and goals; and types of relations, such as moti

vation, enablement, physical cause, and psychological cause. They 

further described the types of inferences that a reader might make 

within and across event chains. Por a discussion of different story 

grammars, see Morgan and Sellner (1980) and Tierney and Mosenthal 

(1982). 

Research in text linguistics and text semantics has been done 

not only to describe the structure of text but also to describe the 

processes by which linguistic choices are made, namely, staging. 
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Staging. The process of staging refers to speakers' organi-

zation of information which they wish to impart. Although staging is 

often used to refer to the process of thematization at the sentence 

level, it has been used to refer to any process of.decision-ma~ing at 

the semantic level. According to Gumperz, Aulakh, and Kaltman (1982), 

speakers must signal 

1. what is the main part of a message and what LS subsidiary or 
qualifying information, 

2. what knowledge or attitudes are assumed to be shared, 

3. what information is old and what is new, and 

4. what is the speaker's point of view and his/her relationship 
to or degree of involvement Ln what is being said. 
(pp. 28-29) 

This signaling occurs at various levels: clause, sentence, paragraph, 

episode, and discourse (Grimes, 1975). Staging has been described 

primarily at the sentence (or rather clause) level, but some analysis 

has been done at the discourse level. 

~he informational structure of sentences has been described 

Ln terms of theme/rheme, topic/comment, and given/new. Each set 

of terms, however, LS not synonymous, but represents a different 

choice the speaker must make in conveying a message. These decisions 

are made simultaneously and then converted to surface forms VLa 

mappLng rules (Grimes, 1975). 

The theme, according to Halliday (1967), is what comes 

first in a sentence; everything else is the rheme. The theme is 

chosen by the speaker as the point of departure for what he is 

saying. It is reflected in his choice of mood. For instance, in 



40 

Halliday's examples, Did John see the play yesterday?, the theme is 

the polar element of an interrogative, did. In John saw the play 

yesterday., the theme is the subject of a declarative, John. 

The topic, according to Clements (1979), is what the 

speaker is talking about, or, according to Brown and Yule (1983), 

what the speaker thinks is being talked about. The comment is what 

is said about the topic. There is some confusion between the use of 

the terms topic and theme. Some linguists use them interchangeably. 

This is a result of the fact that both the unmarked topic and the 

unmarked theme occur initially in a sentence. However, the topic is a 

semantic choice rather than a syntactic choice. 

Givon (1976) identified a hierarchy of nouns which are more 

likely candidates for topic: 

1. human > nonhuman 
2. definite > indefinite 
3. more involved participant > less involved participant 
4. speaker> hearer> others. (p. 152) 

For instance, "human" nouns are more topical than "nonhuman" nouns. 

In retellings of the Pear Stories, Chafe (1980) found that most 

speakers focused on people, their characteristics, and their actions. 

Sentence topics have been further described as being frequently sub-

ject, animate, initial, and given (Chafe, 1970, 1976, 1985; Duranti & 

Ochs, 1979; Hyman & Zimmer, 1976; Li & Thompson, 1976). 

There are two notions about what is given and what 1S new 

in a sentence. According to the text notion (Halliday, 1967), given 

information is what the speaker believes the hearer can recover from 

the previous discourse; new information is non-recoverable. According 

to the cognitive notion (Clark & Haviland, 1974), given information 
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IS what the speaker believes is already known to the listener; new 

information IS not known. Chafe (1985) described the cognitive notion 

more explicitly. Given information is present in the speaker's con

sciousnes~ (or short term memory) and assumed by the speaker to be in 

the hearer's consciousness; new information is recalled by the 

speaker from long term memory and introduced into the hearer's con

SCIousness. Chafe further identified a third category (termed 

accessible) which differentiates bet~l1een given information which is 

"focal" and that which is "peripheral". Peripheral information may 

have been in focal consciousness recently, may be inferrable from 

prior knowledge, or may be present in the immediate environment. In 

either case, it is a matter of speaker's belief, i.e., his assessment 

of the state of the hearer's knowledge. 

The difference between given and old information, however, 

may be more of a difference In degree rather than a dichotomy. 

Kantor's (cited in G. Green et aI., 1980) "degrees of activatedness" 

of noun reference may reflect degrees of given and old information. 

Firbas (cited in Morgan & Sellner, 1980) proposed the concept of 

"communicative dynamism" (CD) whereby new information carrIes more CD 

than old information, and also information may carry different de

grees of CD. Clark and Haviland (1977) also suggested that some sen

tences mark given and new more strongly than others. Further, 

MacWhinney and Bates (1978) identified degrees of givenness and new

ness according to the number of operations involved in the modifica

tion of information. Information can be modified through addition, 

contrast, and/or replacement. Information which has been modified in 
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all three ways can be said to have the greatest overall newness; in

formation which has not been modified has the greatest overall given

ness. In between, there are degrees of modification. 

Whatever degree of givenness or newness, the speaker must 

decide how the message is to be staged so that the hearer can identi

fy the new information and integrate it with what he already knows 

(Clark & Haviland, 1974). Psycholinguistic researchers (Bock, 1977; 

Bower & Cirilo, 1985; Clark & Haviland, 1974) have found that sen

tences with a given-new structure, rather than new-given, are more 

easily understood, i.e., they are processed more quickly. Linguists, 

such as Chafe (1970, 1976) have identified that given information is 

usually initial, pronominalized, definite, subject, weakly stressed, 

and low pitched; whereas, new information is usually non-initial, 

indefinite, non-subject, and higher pitched. MacWhinney and Bates 

(1978) found that the speaker's use of linguistic devices depends 

upon the degree of givenness or newness of the information to be pre

sented. The strongest relationships existed between increased given

ness and increased use of ellipsis and decreased use of indefinite 

articles. A weak relationship existed between increased givenness and 

increased pronominalization and increased use of definite articles. 

No relationship existed between increased givenness and initializa

tion. 

Thus, at the sentence level, staging decisions are made as to 

theme-rheme, topic-comment, and given-new. Although ~n the unmarked 

case, theme, topic, and given coincide, they reflect different types 

of choices, syntactic, semantic, and pragmatic respectively. These 



choices reflect the speaker's perspective, focus of attention, and 

his beliefs about the hearer's knowledge. However, these decisions 

are not necessarily made sentence by sentence. Speakers must make 

these decisions in order to carry out connected discourse. Because 

discourse structure is much more complex, staging decisions are much 

more difficult to describe at this level than at the sentence level. 

However, these decisions are made at the syntactic, semantic, and 

pragmatic levels as well. One type of semantic decision made at the 

discourse level is discussed next. 

Many linguists now consider topic to be a discourse notion. 
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Ochs Keenan and Schieffelin (1976) define topic as a proposition (or 

set of propositions) "about which the speaker is either providing or 

requesting new information" (p. 338). Schank (1977) has defined topic 

as "any object, person, location, action, state, or time that is men

tioned in the sentence to be responded to" (p. 422). Topic has also 

been considered to be a question of immediate concern (Ochs Keenan & 

Schieffelin, 1976), the center of attention (Duranti & Ochs, 1979), 

or the focus of consciousness (Chafe, 1980). Brown and Yule (1983) 

have described the topic as unifying a stretch of discourse. However, 

it is speakers that have topics, not texts. They suggested that the 

topic is what speakers think is being talked about, because, in the 

long run, the hearer must deduce the topic in much the same way the 

analyst must deduce the topic. 

The identification of the topic of discourse or a stretch of 

discourse is problematic for both hearers and analysts. First, 

speakers often mean more than what they say. Second, the topic is not 
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next speaker. Third, there seem to be different levels of topic. 
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If speakers mean more than what they say, then discourse top

ICS cannot be clearly identified since analysts can nev~r know 

exactly what the speaker meant. Analysts can only know through 

subsequent utterances whether the speakers are able to talk to each 

other's topics. According,to Brown and Yule (1983), the topic is more 

than what is being talked about. Rather than topic, they suggested 

that there IS a topic framework within which speakers make judb~ents 

about what is being talked about. It is in this way that speakers can 

contribute to the topic. Duranti and Ochs (1979) proposed a related 

notion, "frame of reference", ,.,ithin which speakers can link 

referents to one another. Additionally, Chafe (1979) suggested that 

this framework is not fixed, but rather evolves. 

According to Ochs Keenan and her colleagues (1976, 1979), the 

topic of adult-child discourse is often introduced as "a question of 

immediate concern". In this instance, a propositional framework is 

set up by the utterance which is to be completed in the subsequent 

utterance or utterances (Berry, 1981; Ochs, Schieffelin, & Platt, 

1979; Stubbs, 1983). Thus, the topic is developed over several 

utterances. It may be that speakers only talk about their own topic 

which is related to but not the same as the previous speaker's topic. 

In this way, the topic IS not determined by the initial speaker but 

IS negotiated through subsequent speakers (Stubbs, 1983) or 

co-constructed (Shuy, 1981). Maynard (1980) described how topic must 

be collaboratively developed in order to maintain continous talk; 



otherwise, topic changes occur. According to Heritage and Watson 

(1979), "talking to topic ••• is an active achievement" by which 

speakers "build on and extend .•. the orderly development of topical 

talk" (p. 149). 
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In addition to discourse topic, discourse the~es have been 

identified. This suggests that there are different levels of informa

tional structure. Perfetti and Goldman (1975) differentiated between 

theme and topic Ln terms of stable and momentary referential focus. 

In other words, referents which occur frequently contribute to the 

theme, whereas other referents which occur momentarily contribute to 

topic. This may only be reflecting the difference between sentence 

topic and discourse topic. Further, others have identified hierarchi

cal levels of referent or information structure. Agar and Hobbs 

(1982) have identified three levels of coherence: local (immediate 

links), global (links with goal), and themal (recurrent links), by 

which referents are linked. Similarly, Oosten (1984) has identified 

three levels of topic: basic (individual items within schema), subor

dinate (aspects of individual items), and superordinate (schema). 

The semantic analysis of discourse, however, describes only 

one level of discourse structure. Linguists have developed systems to 

describe the interrelationships among different levels of discourse: 

syntactic, semantic, and pragmatic, namely, systemic theory. 
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Systemic Theory 

Halliday (1970, 1979, 1984, 1985) has proposed a system which 

comprises a network of relations among the functions of language, 

i.~., ideational, interpersonal, and textual, and their linguistic 

realizations. According to Halliday, the nature of language is close

ly related to the functions it serves. The ideational function 1S the 

express10n of a speaker's experience and knowledge of the ~~rld. The 

interpersonal function is the expression of a speaker!s beliefs, at

titudes, and social roles. The textual function is the establishment 

of links between the language and the situation. For each function, 

speakers make choices at different linguistic levels, phonological, 

syntactic, and semantic. Thus, the description of a language involves 

the description of the choices that are available in the system. 

These choices are made among syntagmatic and paradigmatic relations 

within the system. Syntagmatic relations are between features which 

co-occur sequentially, such as questions and answers. Paradigmatic 

relations are between features which co-occur at different levels of 

the system, such as interrogative and question. Several systems have 

been proposed. 

Halliday (1984) has proposed a system of dialogue which 1n

cludes paradigmatic choices at the level of social context, the level 

of semantics, and level of "lexicogrannnar" (syntax). At the level of 

social context, there are choices of role or "move". At the level of 

semantics, there are choices of speech acts or functions. At the 

level of lexicogrammar, there are choices of mood. However, the 

choices that are made at each level are interrelated. This system 1S 
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designed to make the least "delicate" distinctions among the levels, 

i.e., only the most "congruent" or typical relationships. More deli-

cate distinctions would identify relationships that are perhaps ~n-

congruent at the ideational level but congruent at the interpersonal 

level. As Halliday explained: 

We rarely confine ourselves to congruent realizations for 
very long; not only because the resulting discourse easily 
becomes boring but also, and more significantly, because 
many of the more delicate distinctions within any system 
depend for their expression on what in the first instance 
appear as non-congruent forms (p. 14). 

To describe ways that children differ in their linguistic 

abilities, Sinclair and Coulthard (1975) have devised a system which 

identifies the function of utterances in discourse (i.e., syntagmatic 

relations). However, rather than identifying the functions of utter-

ances in terms of speech acts, they identified the sequential rela-

tionships between utterances, i.e., "the way in which items precede, 

follow and are related to each other" (p. 29). Their system of dis-

course units is based on Halliday's (1961) categories ~n his theory 

of grammar whereby each rank has a structure composed of the units 

below it. The ranks (lesson, transaction, exchange, move, and act) 

are specific to classroom lessons. The major distinctions are among 

m~ves and acts. An exchange is made up of moves, such as framing, 

focusing, opening, answering, and follow-up. A move is made up of 

acts, such as elicitation, informative, directive, reply, evaluate, 

and comment. A move corresponds roughly to a sentence, and an act 

corresponds roughly to a clause. The relationships between the gram-

matical structure of an utterance and its situational or discourse 

function (i.e., the paradigmatic relations) can subsequently be 



identified. Thus, an utterance can be classified by its grammatical 

structure, by its role in the situation, and by its role in the dis-

course. According to Sinclair and Coulthard (1975, p. 29) the para-

digmatic relationships are: 

discourse 
categories 

informative 
elicitation 
directive 

situational 
categories 

statement 
question 
command 

grammatical 
categories 

declarative 
interrogative 
imperative 

For example, an elicitation is usually a question in the form of an 

interrogative. However, other combinations occur. Sinclair and 

Coulthard have formulated rules which predict when an interrogative 

or declarative 1S interpreted as a command or a question. Research 

which has further developed and applied their system has been com-

piled by Coulthard and Montgomery (1981). 

To describe the interactional nature of adult-child dis-
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course, Wells, Montgomery, and MacLure (1979) have developed a system 

based on the work of Halliday. In their system, there are three dis-

course options: role (e.g., initiate, continue, and respond), 

commodity (e.g., information), and incorporation (e.g., repeti-

tion). Using their system, there are utterances that can be both pro-

spective and retrospective. These are utterances that give 

information as well as request an acknowledgement. The role of 

these types of utterances is to continue the exchange, hence, the 

discourse role of continue. The aim of their system is not to ac-

count for all the "interpretive 'work' which participants put into 

the building of their interaction" (p. 349) but rather to focus on 
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lithe characteristic strategies adopted by adults in their attempts to 

achieve successful communication with the particular children with 

whom they are interacting" (p. 340). 

Each of these systems, while based on th~ work of Halliday, 

have described discourse as a linear structure. Berry (1981) has pro

posed a multi-layer system composed of an interpersonal layer, a tex

tual layer, and an ideational layer. The structure of each layer 

consists of sequential and obligatory relationships among its func

tional units which are expressed symbolically. The interpersonal 

layer identifies,how the transmission of knowledge is negotiated. It 

consists of an expression of the state of a primary knower's know

ledge (~) and a secondary knower's knowledge (k2). In addition, 

the state of their knowledge can be delayed (dk1) or rece~ve a 

follow-up (k2f). The textual layer identifies how speakers take 

turns. It consists of the first contribution of the first speaker 

(ai), the first contribution of the second speaker (bi), and their 

subsequent contributions (aii, bii, etc.). The ideational layer 

identifies the state of the information transmitted. It consists of 

propositional prediction (E£), propositional completion (pc), and 

propositional support (ps). Functions in each layer are mappable 

onto the functions within the other layers in different ways in dif

ferent situations. Each "bundle ll of functions, e.g., (ai, dk1, 

pb), is an element of structure. According to Berry, her system 1S 

able to show more similarities and differences among exchanges than a 

system based on a linear structure. Further, her system can predict 
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which elements are obligatory if an exchange 1S to be considered 

well-formed. 

In Sinclair and Coulthard's system, only the syntagmatic re-

lations 1n discourse can be described. Butler (1985) has proposed a 

system which can account for the syntagmatic and paradigmatic rela-

tions 1n discourse. "This attempt necessitated the construction of a 

model 1n which systemic and structural relations at the syntactic, 

semantic and discourse levels could all be specified, the levels 

being linked by mapping rules sensitive to social contextual fea-

tures" (p. 218). To accomplish this, Butler borrowed from Hudson's 

daughter dependency grammar (cited in Butler) the concept of "reali-

zation rules" which identify the dependency relations among linguis-

tic units. The following is an example of a daughter dependency rule: 

f normal ?penini) 
conversational ) re-open1ng ~ 

--------'} ~ challenging J 

The rule states that the initiating move in a conversational exchange 

must be a normal opening, a re-opening, or a challenging move. The 

following is an example of a sister dependency rule: 

) 
directing reacting 

optional 

The rule states that a supporting move, such as reacting, may follow 

an initiating move, such as directing. In addition, the discourse 

system consists of classification rules and sequencing rules. This 

discourse system is seen as only one level of a network of systems, 

including semantic and syntactic levels, which are linked by mapping 

rules. 
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Thus, ~n systemic theory, conversation is described as a sys

tem of choices made at different levels which are linked by mapping 

rules. Within each level, there are dependency and sequential rela

tions among the uni~s. The latest research on systemic theory has 

been compiled by Benson and Greaves (1985a, 1985b). These are 

selected theoretical papers from the 9th International Systemic Work

shop. Topics of some of the articles reflect the diversity and com

plexity ~f discourse analysis: text generation computer program, 

systemic model, meaningfulness, register, transitivity, reference and 

substitution, phonology, analyzing writing quality, cohesive harmony 

and cohesive density, surface markers, style, social class differ

ences, scientific prose, business correspondence, statutory interpre

tation, surgical reports. 

The preceding research on discourse analysis focuses on the 

formal, abstract features of discourse structure. This does not mean, 

however, that these researchers were unaware of the importance of 

context in discourse production and comprehension. From the begin

ning, researchers have seen discourse as a product of the larger so

cial and cultural context. In summarizing the linguistic theories 

proposed from 1930 to 1955, Firth (1957) indicated that the early 

linguists and philosophers were concerned with the social functions 

of speech. Firth himself viewed language as "a constituent of a 'con

text of situation'" (p. 7), borrowing the concept from Malinowski. 

Pike (cited in Litteral, 1981) acknowledged that discourse analysis 

"'must begin with the total language event in a total cultural 
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relationship between the system and its environment" (1985, p. 10). 

For the future of text linguistics, de Beaugrande (1985, p. 52) sug

gested that "the text linguist needs at least a working knowledge of 

psychological and social factors bearing on language use ••• " However, 

these researchers and others who have analyzed the linguistic organi

zation of discourse did not identify the effects of social and cul

tural contexts on language. More recently, researchers have begun 

studying the social organization of discourse. 

Social Organization of Discourse 

The concerns about how social and cultural contexts influence 

language use have been taken up by researchers in philosophy, lin

guistics, psychology, sociology, and anthropology. Methods of inquiry 

and theories of language have been developed simultaneously in the 

different fields. However, the findings from each field have stimu

lated further research 1n the other fields, so that there has been a 

cross-fertilization of ideas. This research 1S presented according to 

the major theories and methods of analysis: speech act theory, schema 

theory, conversational analysis, and ethnogr.aphy of communication. 

Speech Act Theory 

In the field of pragmatics, philosophers study language use 

or the relationships between "what is done" and "what is said". Al

though philosophers do not study naturally occurring discourse, they 

have contributed to the study of discourse. Pragmatics is the study 

of "aspects of language that involve users and contexts of use of 
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linguistic expreSS10ns, as opposed to 'syntax' (the study of linguis-

tic form) and 'semantics' (the study of the literal meaning of ex-

pressions, independent of context)" (Morgan & Green, 1980, p. 115). 

As summarized 1n Morgan and Green, the need for a study of the prag-

matic aspects of language was identified as early as 1938 by Morris. 

In 1954, Bar-Hillel proposed the study of the contexts 1n which 

indexical expressions, such as you, this, here, and now, are 

used. However, it wasn't until the 1970s that philosophers and se-

manticists began studying sentences as communicative acts rather than 

as abstract, formal objects. They discovered that 

the truth or falsity of a sentence like They are here now 
can only be determined by constructing, from the situational 
context in which it is uttered or written, a proposition that 
includes particular values (references) for they, here, and 
now (e.g., John and Loretta Smith are in Peoria on June 1, 
1979.) (Morgan & Green, p. 115) 

Pragmatics is mainly concerned with speaker meaning as opposed to 

sentence meaning. It includes the study of speech acts and conversa-

tional implicature. 

The systematic study of speech acts was first carried out by 

Austin (1962) and was further developed by Searle (1969). They de-

scribed speech acts as social actions whereby utterances convey mean-

ings as to speaker intentions, beliefs, and attitudes. Speaker 

meaning has been termed the illocutionary force of the utterance, 

and the utterance, an illocutionary act. According to Searle 

(1971), "the illocutionary act is the minimal unit of linguistic com-

munication" (p. 222). Austin identified five categories of illocu-

tionary acts based on English per formative verbs (cited in Searle, 

1976). These are verbs which are used to accomplish actions, e.g., 



54 

describe, order, promise, answer, and apologize. Searle (1976) 

.reclassified the illocutionary acts along three major dimensions: 

direction of fit, expressed psychological state, and illocutionary 

point. As an example, for directives, such as ask and order, the 

direction of fit is to get the world to match the words, the ex

pressed psychological state of the speaker is the express~on of a 

want or a desire, and the illocutionary point is to get the hearer to 

do something. 

According to Searle (1971), "to perform illocutionary acts is 

to engage in a rule-governed form of behavior" (p. 222). The rules 

governing language use have been further identifed by Searle (1969) 

as conventions for conveY1ng intentions. These are "constitutive 

rules" which are differentiated from "regulative rules" which merely 

regulate the speech activity. According to Searle, constitutive rules 

are "sets of semantic rules for the use of linguistic devices which 

mark the utterances as (particular) speech acts ••• " (p.22). There are 

rules for the conditions which are necessary and sufficient in the 

performance of a speech act: propositional content condition, prepar

atory condition, sincerity condition, and essential condition. As an 

example, under the sincerity condition, the speaker utters a promise 

only if he or she intends to make a promise, otherwise a promise is 

not intended. 

However, these rules, according to Bach and Harnish (1979), 

only account for direct speech acts. "The reason for this is that the 

rules for a given type of illocutionary act are presented as rules 

for using the associated illocutionary force indicating device" (p. 
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131). Thus, if the force indicating device does not occur, as in 

indirect or nonliteral speech acts, then the rules cannot be applied. 

To account for indirect speech acts, Grice (1975) has proposed the 

notion of conversational implicature whereby inferences are made as 

to the meaning of utterances. 

Grice (1975) characterized talk exchanges as cooperative ef-

forts whereby hearers can infer speakers' intentions because they 

assume that speakers are following what is formulated as the 

Cooperative Principle: "Make your conversational contribution such 

as is required, at the stage at which it occurs, by the accepted pur-

pose or direction of the talk exchange in which you are engaged" (p. 

45). More specifically, Grice identified four supermaxims (and other 

related maxims) which guide conversational implicature: 

1. Make your contribution as informative as is required. 
2. Try to make your contribution one that is true. 
3. Be re levant. 
4. Be perspicuous. (pp. 45-46) 

In his account, Grice described how the maX1ms for talk exchanges can 

be violated in a number of different ways. It is the identification 

of these violations that allows hearers to determine speakers' 1n-

tended meaning, i.e., to make a conversational implicature. 

Whether there are principles, conventions, rules, or maxims 

for language use is debatable (Compare Bach & Harnish, 1979, pp. 

127-131; Brown & Yule, 1983, pp. 58-67; Churchill, 1978, pp. 19-28; 

Garfinkel, 1972, pp. 301-324; Grice, 1975, pp. 41-47; Gumperz, 1982a, 

pp. 153-171; Hudson, 1975, pp. 1-31; Labov, 1972a, pp. 252-258, 

1972b, pp. 120-126; Searle, 1969, pp. 33-42; pp. 58-67; Shimanoff, 

1980.) What is clear is that speakers and hearers can cooperatively 
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carry out talk exchanges because they share knowledge about language 

and communication. Much research has been generated from the pragma-

tic theories of speech acts and conversational implicature. The na-

ture of speakers' and hearers' knowledge, beliefs, and assumptions 

has been described by Hudson (1975), Bach and Harnish (1979), Labov 

(1972a), and Johnson (1979). 

Hudson (1975) has described the sincerity conditions for de-

termining a speaker's intended meaning. He argued that the illocu-

tionary force of an utterance is inferred "on the basis of all he 

(the hearer) knows about the speaker, the rules of interaction, and 

the rules of the language" (p. 18). More specifically, there are 

three kinds of knowledge: 

1. knowledge of the constraints on the use of sentences; 

2. knowledge of the constraints on conversation or, more 
generally, on social interaction ••. ; 

3. knowledge of the universe and, in particular, of the 
speaker and of the preceding di~course. (p. 4) 

Bach and Harnish (1979) have proposed a schema, termed the 

speech act schema, that hearers use for making inferences about 

speakers' meaning. Their theory incorporated the shared knowledge 

among speakers and hearers which consists of mutual contextual 

beliefs and other mutual beliefs about language and communication. 

Labov (1972a) has distinguished three different possibilities 

for the state of speakers' and hearers' knowledge of events: 

1. events that A knows about, but B does not; 
2. events that B knows about, but A does not; 
3. events that are known to both A and B (p. 124). 
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The type of shared knowledge influences the interpretation of speaker 

meaning as the following examples from Labov (p. 124) demonstrate: 

1. If A makes a statement about a B event, it is heard as a 
request for confirmation, e.g., You were up last night. 

2. If A makes a statement about an A event, it is heard as a 
statement, e.g., I'm sleepy. 

Johnson (1979, p. 116) has identified further possibilities 

concerning speaker and hearer assumptions about each other's know-

ledge. There are nine possibilities for both the production and in-

terpretation of an utterance. In producing an utterance, the speaker 

(A) may know something, may not know something, or does not know 

something, and A believes that the hearer (B) knows it, may not know 

it, or does not know it. The possible combinations are as follows: 

Speaker/Hearer Assumptions Regarding Knowledge of Matter 
Questioned, Asserted, etc. 

Production Rule: A believes: 
Interpretation Rule: B believes that A believes: 

AB and that B knows it too 
Ab that A knows something and that B may not know it 
A and that B does not know it 

aB that A may not know and that B knows it 
ab something and that B may not know it 
a and that B does not know it 

B that A does not know and that B knows it 
b something and that B may not know it 

and that B does not know it 

either 

either 

This knowledge, however, is socially and culturally specific. 

The major criticism of speech act theory is that utterances (i.e., 

speaker meaning) are studied in isolation from discourse (Butler, 
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1985; Stubbs, 1983; Verschueren, 1985). As a consequence, speech act 

theory fails to account for: 

1. the multiple functions of utterances (D'Andrade & Wish, 
1985; Cicourel, 1980); 

2. the larger social contexts In which speech acts occur 
Cicourel) ; 

3. the co-occurrence and sequencing restrictions of 
utterances (Verschueren; Butler); 

4. the speech acts which are specific to discourse (D'Andrade 
& Wish; Sinclair & Coulthard, 1975); 

5. the speech acts which reflect social relationships 
(Labov & Fanshel, 1977; Goody, 1978); 

6. the use of kinesic and prosodic cues for conveying 
and interpreting intended meaning (D'Andrade & Wish; 
Gumperz, 1982a). 

Therefore, this knowledge must be defined as sociolinguistic In 

nature. 

Researchers in both anthropology and psychology have been 

concerned with the nature of inferences required for interpretation 

of speaker meaning and intent (Morgan & Sellner, 1980). The socio-

linguistic nature of rules for producing and interpreting the illocu-

tionary force of utterances is demonstrated by the work of Dore 

(1977a, 1979), Labov and Fanshel (1977), and D'Andrade and wish 

(1985). 

To describe children's communicative competence, Dore (1977a, 

1979) applied speech act theory to children's discourse. He differen-

tiated speech acts, termed conversational acts, according to the 

communicative intentions of the speakers, I.e., their intentions In 

the verbal interaction. Among the conversational acts identified, 

some were specific to discourse. These were (a) the "regulatives": 
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attention-getters, speaker selections, rhetorical questions, clarifi

cation questions, boundary markers, and politeness markers, and (b) 

the "expressives": exclamations, accompaniments, and repetitions. 

Thus, he could identify children's strategies for conveying and in

terpreting intentions, some of which were seen to be conventionally 

communicated. In Dore's example, children were able to use an in-

direct strategy for g1v1ng an order, e.g., You're standing on my 

blocks and a gamemarker strategy for playing games, e.g., You 

can't catch me. 

In analyzing therapeutic discourse, Labov and Fanshel (1977) 

have identified speech acts at a higher level of abstraction, namely, 

interpersonal behavior. These are acts which "have to do with status 

of the participants, their rights and obligations, and their changing 

relationships in terms of social organization" (p. 58), such as chal

lenges, responses to challenges (e.g., retreats, mitigations, and 

defenses), and responses to other acts (e.g., contradictions, sup

port, denials, and withdrawals). Labov and Fanshel (cited in 

D'Andrade and Wish, 1985) demonstrated that utterances involve more 

than one speech act whereby a speech act entails other indirect 

speech acts. In their example, When do you plan t' come home? is 

primarily a request for information, but it entails a request for 

help and an admission about the speaker's ability to cope with life 

among other things. The determination of the speaker's intentions is 

based on "knowledge of the context in which the interaction occurs, 

knowledge about past conversations and events, and knowledge of the 



60 

internal states of the speaker gained from paralinguistic cues" (p. 

242). 

To study interpersonal relations, D'Andrade and Wish (1985) 

have investigated the relationships between speech acts &nd certain 

descriptive dimensions of interpersonal behavior, such as bipolar 

scales of friendly vs. hostile, dominant vs. submissive, task

oriented vs. not task-oriented, and emotional vs. unemotional. Corre

lations between ratings of interpersonal behavior and speech acts 

provided them with the basis for identifying typical behavioral in

terpretations of speech acts, e.g., expressing approval was seen to 

be friendly and expressing disapproval was seen to be dominant. Other 

research on discourse in the field of social psychology has been sum

marized by Robinson (1985). 

This research demonstrates that language has mUltiple func

tions and that conversational implicature plays a role in discourse 

production and comprehension. Researchers in psychology have devel

oped a theory to account for the process of inferencing, that must be 

made in comprehending discourse, namely, schema theory. 

Schema Theory 

To determine how people understand language and to program 

computers to understand natural language, researchers in artificial 

intelligence and cognitive science have made use of the concepts of 

schema, script, scene, and plan. This research has been com-

piled by Graesser and Black (1985) and Joshi, Webber, and Sag (1981) 
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and summarized by Bower and Cirilo (1985) and Schank and Burstein 

(1985). 

Schema is "a data structure for representing the generic con

cepts stored in memory" (Rumelhart, 1980, p. 34). The concepts that 

are stored may be situations, events, actions, sequences of events, 

and sequences of actions. Scripts, scenes, and plans are part of 

one's schema. A script is "an organized memory representation of the 

set of actors, roles, and events that frequently co-occur in highly 

familiar situations" (Kemper, Estill, Otalvara, & Schadler, 1985, p. 

235). A scene is a memory of actual experiences (Fillmore, 1977). A 

plan is a sequence of actions which lead to a goal (Bruce, 1980). The 

concept of frame used in linguistics, sociology, and anthropology 

is a term similar to schema (refer to Fillmore, 1975, 1977; Goffman, 

1974; Tannen, 1979 for a discussion). 

Research in schema theory demonstrated how "meanings are 

encoded in terms of typical or normal situations or events that in

stantiate that concept" (Rumelhart, 1980, p. 34) and how the under

standing of oral or written discourse consists of "instantiation of a 

schema" (p. 36). Another view of this process has been proposed by 

Fillmore (1975, 1977). According to Fillmore, linguistic frames 

(words and phrases) are associated with certain schemata. It ~s the 

linguistic frames that activate or are activated by schemata. 

Schema theory has been used by researchers in other fields to 

account for the production and interpretation of discourse. In lin

guistics, Chafe (1977, 1979, 1980) has described how the speaker's 

use of schema influences the production of oral discourse. In 
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cognitive sociology, Cicourel (1980) has described how schemata 

theory can be applied to the analysis of discourse, using what he 

calls a problem-solving approach. In psychology, Anderson, Spiro, and 

Anderson (1978) have described how schemata are involved in under-

standing and remembering written discourse. In sociolinguistics, 

Gumperz (1982a) has described how schemata are used in making con-

versational inferences, "the situated or context-bound process of 

interpretation, by means of which participants in an exchange assess 

others' intentions, and on which they base their responses" (p. 153). 

The cognitive processes that have been identified in schema 

theory are one element of the study of discourse. Cicourel (cited in 

Corsaro, 1985) has proposed an interactive model of discourse analy-

sis which accounts for the interrelationships among linguistic, cog-

nitive, and sociocultural elements of language. According to Corsaro, 

the analysis of discourse must include references to auto
nomous rules, recognition of local features of the inter
action setting, and properties of the logical reasoning and 
cognitive strategies that participants employ to link for
mal rules and higher-order predicates to specific features 
of ongoing interactive events. (p. 180) 

This type of research was first conducted by sociologists who were 

interested in the study of practical reasoning during conversations. 

Their research has come to be known as conversational analysis. 

Conversational Analysis 

Modern discourse analysis began with the work of sociologists 

who studied the organization of practical activities by analyzing the 

verbal interaction, namely, conversation (Verschueren, 1985; Gumperz, 

1982b). Social interaction has been studied by sociologists as a 



means of investigating the structure of social institutions and the 

nature of human relationships (Kendon, 1975). One approach to the 

study of social interaction has come to be known as ethnomethod-

ology, a term coined by Garfinkel (1971, 1972) to refer to members' 

commonsense knowledge of methods used in R society for dealing with 

practical matters rather than to refer to the analytic methods used 

by the sociologists. In Garfinkel's own words (1972), ethnomethod-

ology refers to 

various policies, methods, results, risks, and lunacies with 
which to locate and accomplish the study of rational proper
ties of practical actions as contingent ongoing accomplish
ments of organized artful practices of everyday life. (p. 309) 

This approach to the study of social interaction is differentiated 

from studies by other sociologists, such as Goffman (1974), who 

studied non-verbal behavior as well as verbal behavior, by social 
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psychologists, such as D'Andrade and Wish (1985), who studied psycho-

logical behavior as well as social behavior, and by sociolinguists, 

such as Labov (1972b), who studied the social context as well as the 

language. 

The study of the organization of practical activities by 

sociologists has revealed "the formal structures of everyday activi-

ties" (Garfinkel & Sacks, 1970, p. 345). These, however, are not lin-

guistic structures but rather are social structures. These structures 

are identified within a context, i.e., a practical activity, rather 

than from a pr~or~ categories of behavior (Heyman, 1986). However, it 

~s through language that these social interactional structures are 

identified. Thus, conversation has become the main focus of study. 

Members' accounts of their knowledge are identified by analyzing 



conversations which have been audio-taped and transcribed. From the 

analysis, the interactional structure of talk and the members' prac-

tical reasoning in accomplishing the orderliness of talk is de-

scribed. In the words of Heritage and Watson (1979), 

••• all scenic features of social interaction are occasioned 
and established as a concerted practical accomplishment, in 
and through which the parties display for one another their 
competence in the practical management of social order. As 
analysts, our interest is to explicate, in respect of natu
rally occurring occasions of use, the methods by which such 
orderliness can be displayed, managed, and recognized by 
members. (pp. 123-124) 

Some of the features of conversational interaction \.,hich have been 

studied are turn-taking (Sacks, Schegloff, & Jefferson, 1974), side 

sequences (Jefferson, 1972), repair (Schegloff, Jefferson, & Sacks, 

1977), openings (Schegloff, 1972), closings (Schegloff & Sacks, 

1973), and formulations (Garfinkel & Sacks, 1970; Heritage & Watson, 

1979; Heyman, 1986; Schegloff, 1971). 

The ethnomethodologist analyzes conversational data for two 
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reasons, according to Johnson (1979, p. 9): (a) to look " •.• for evi-

dence of how participants interpret a given utterance in a given con-

text and (b) "to check his own intuitive interpretations". 

First of all, "meaning 1S discovered in the way utterances 

are used" (Bilmes, 1985, p. 320). "The discovery of meaning is not an 

end 1n itself, but a means to understanding the workings of conversa-

tion as a system of interaction" (p. 321). Further, the meaning of an 

utterance 1S determined from the reaction of the hearer rather than 

by the utterance itself, i.e., the speaker's intended meaning 

(Bilmes, 1985). According to Johnson (1979), participants (of a con-

versation) display in their utterances their interpretation of prior 
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utterances. However, the analyst's interpretation 1S not based on how 

the hearer actually interpreted the utterance. According to Bilmes, 

ethnomethodologists are not concerned with what speakers really mean 

or what hearers actually infer. As he explains, 

The analyst's goal, in interpreting an utterance, is ••• to 
discover what the utterance means, not what the speaker meant 
by the utterance. That is, the analyst is not compelled to 
find the meaning that the speaker would sincerely accept as 
the meaning intended ••• " (p. 325). 

According to Johnson (1979), an analyst may not have all the evidence 

needed to make an accurate interpretation. (For a discussion of how 

analysts' interpretations can break down, see Bennett, 1978.) How-

ever, there are ways to arrive at the most likely interpretation. 

Bilmes has proposed four criteria for identifying the "preferred in-

terpretations". Preference is given an interpretation that makes the 

utterance: 

1. consistent with the previous propos1t1ons, 
2. relevant to some or all of the utterance, 
3. topically relevant to the previous utterances, 
4. structurally relevant to the previous utterance. (p. 341) 

Secondly, ethnomethodologists use their own knowledge of 

their culture or society to make sense of other members' practical 

reasoning (Atkinson, 1981). In effect, the analyst becomes a hearer 

(Churchill, 1978). Just as a hearer must determine the speaker's 

meaning, so must the analyst. It is these interpretations that form 

the basis for the identification of rules that guide conversational 

behavior. Bilmes (1985) refers to these interpretations as "conversa-

tionally grounded analysts' interpretations" (p. 342). According to 

Churchill, analysts can claim that their interpretations are identi-

cal to those of the hearer to the degree that the analyst and hearer 
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identical, Atkinson suggested that analysts must identify the re

sources ( or "methods") ~ ... hich they use to make sense of the utter-

ances. 
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The major criticisms of conversational analysis are the in

adequacy of (a) determining meaning through the surface (or "scenic") 

features of language and (b) determining meaning solely through ana

lysts' interpretations (Corsaro, 1985). Other researchers who are 

studying language use, such as sociolinguists and anthropologists, 

have found the necessity of identifying the social and cultural con

texts. To accomplish this, they use ethnographic methods of inquiry, 

specifically, ethnography of communication. 

Ethnography of Communication 

The study of language 1n context was first proposed by 

Malinowski in 1923. Hasan (1985) discussed Malinowski's contribution 

to the study of language. According to Malinowski, knowledge of the 

world is not distinct from knowledge of language. He claimed that 

" •.• utterance and situation are bound up inextricably with each other 

and the context of situation is indispensable for the understanding 

of words" (cited in Hasan, p. 17). However, the early work of SOC10-

linguists and linguistic anthopologists typically had been the study 

of speech dialects (such as the work of Gumperz, 1972) and the pre

servation of unwritten languages (such as the work of Grimes, 1975) 

rather than the study of the contexts of language use. Later re-

searchers examined the relationship between sociocultural variables 
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and linguistic variables, such ~s the work of Labov (1972b). However, 

phonological variables were more frequently exaMined than semantic or 

syntactic variables. Recently, the study of communication has been 

proposed in order to describe the norms for language usage in speci-

fic social and cultural contexts. This study has taken two direc-

tions: ethnography and microethnography. 

In the 1960s, Hymes (1964) proposed a comprehensive analysis 

of speech events, which he defined as "activities, or aspects of 

activities, that are directly governed by rules for the use of 

speech" (1974, p. 52). The components of a speech event which he 

identified are illustrated by Duranti (1985, p. 203) according to the 

following mneumonic scheme, SPEAKING, which was suggested by Hymes: 

S (situation) l. Setting 
2. Scene 

P (participants) 3. Speaker/sender 
4. Addressor 
5. Hearer/receiver/audience 
6. Addressee 

E (ends) 7. Purposes--outcomes 
8. Purposes--goals 

A (act sequences) 9. Message form 
10. Message content 

K (key) 1 1 • Key 

I (instrumentalities) 12. Channel 
13. Forms of speech 

N (norms) 14. Norms of interaction 
15. Norms of interpretation 

G (genres) 16. Genres 



Duranti redefined some of these components in the light of new re

search on discourse ~n sociolinguistics and anthropology. 
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The a~ms of an ethnography of communication ~s to describe 

the "patterned uses of language and speech (speaking) in a particular 

group, institution, community, or society" (Sherzer, 1977, p. 44). 

Hymes has termed the knowledge of these patterned uses of language 

communicative competence, as opposed to linguistic competence (Cf. 

Chomsky~ 1965). This competence includes "knowledge of sentences, not 

only as grammatical, but also as appropriate" (Hymes, 1972, p. 277). 

Judgment of appropriateness entails the competence "as to when to 

speak, when not, and as to what to talk about with whom, when, where, 

in what manner" (p. 278). 

However, according to Cook-Gumperz and Gumperz (1982), "com

municative competence is more than the application of rules or norms 

for appropriate speech" (p. 23). How appropriate discourse strategies 

are selected ~s described by Erickson and Shultz (1981). In their 

description, they demonstrated how "contexts are constituted by what 

people are doing and where and when they are doing it" (p. 148). Con

texts, then, become part of the communication, or frame, for carrying 

out the verbal interaction. (See Tannen, 1979, for a discussion of 

this type of frame.) Part of the context includes contextualization 

cues, linguistic, prosodic, and kinesic signs by which speakers con

vey meaning and hearers interpret meaning (Gumperz, 1982a). These 

cues have been compiled by Bloome and Green (1985, p. 173) and are 

listed below in abbreviated form: 



NONVERBAL CUES 

Kinesic shifts 
Parakinesic shifts 
Proxemic shifts 
Postural shifts 
Posturing 
Postural configuration 

PROSODIC CUES 

Volume shifts 
Tone shifts 
Rhythmic shifts 
Stress 
Velocity shifts 
Pausing 
Silence 
Intonation shifts 

VERBAL CUES 

Syntactic shifts 
Lexical shifts 
Register shifts 

For an explanation of the types and uses of these cues, refer to 

Bloome and Green (1985), Erickson and Shultz (1981), and Gumperz 

(1982a, 1982b). Gumperz demonstrated that these cues are culturally 

and context specific, i.e, which cues are used and how they are in-

terpreted are acquired within one's cultural and social experiences. 

He redefined communicative competence as 

the knowledge of linguistic and related communicative con
ventions that sp~akers must have to initiate and sustain 
conversational involvement. (1982b, p. 325) 

Ethnographic studies have been carried out on a variety of 

speech events, such as classroom lessons, courtroom proceedings, 
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counseling sessions, and therapy sessions, and ways of speaking, such 

as baby talk, adult-child discourse, men and women's speech. However, 

researchers have generally focused their studies on particular as-

pects of behavior, such as, kinesic and prosodic behavior (Erickson, 

1975, 1982a, 1982b; Florio & Shultz, 1979; Gumperz & Herasimchuk, 

1972), participation structures (Au & Mason, 1981; Philips, 1983; 

Shultz, Florio, & Erickson, 1982), and the social functions of lan-

guage (Labov & Fanshel, 1977; Mehan, 1979a). The study of problems of 

communication, or miscommunication, has identified the differences in 
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language use among different social or cultural groups (Au & Mason; 

Erickson, 1975, 1982a; Florio & Shultz; Gilmore, 1983; Gumperz, 

Aulakh, & Kaltman, 1982; Michaels & Collins, 1984; Philips; Scollon & 

Scollon, 1981). 

Most ethnographers now record speech events of interest on 

video-tape which is then examined frame by frame to identify the co

occurrence of different types of behavior: linguistic, prosodic, and 

kinesic. This type of research has come to be called m1cro

ethnography. These researchers are concerned with the social struc

turing of discourse. Mehan has developed a system for coding 

discourse units, identified as different types of moves: initiation, 

reply, and evaluation. The coding scheme, however, is not an end in 

itself but a means to an end. According to Mehan, it is "a heuristic 

device to stop the action" (1979a, pp. 29-31) in order to identify 

the "organizational machinery" of social interaction. This type of 

analysis differs from conversational analysis because the relation

ships between social structuring and social organization are also 

examined. Mehan suggested that this can be carried out by comparing 

structuring activities in different contexts. For example, in educa

tion, there can be within-classroom contrasts, within-school con

trasts, and school-nonschool contrasts. 

According to Sherzer (1977), "research 1n the ethnography of 

speaking (has) resulted in the collection of a very interesting set 

of empirical data concerning the patterning of language and speech in 

societies around the world" (p. 45). Much of this research has been 

compiled by Bauman and Sherzer (1974), Gumperz and Hymes (1964, 
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1972), and Sanches and Blount (1975). However, 1n his critical ap-

praisal of the ethnography of speaking, Sherzer indicated that there 

is now a need to make cross-cultural comparisons in order to postu-

late universal generalizations. These are generalizations concerning 

such aspects of speaking as 

1. the interrelationship of components, 
2. the expression of speech acts, 
3. the expression of social-interactional meanings, and 
4. the acquisition of language and speech. 

He suggested that the ethnography of speaking should include the use 

of cross-culturally valid terminology, the use of statistical analy-

sis, the study of the "laconicity of talk", the elicitation of native 

terms for speech acts and ways of speaking, and the study of the rea-

sons for conflict and failure in complex societies such as the United 

States. 

Summary 

Discourse analysis has developed more or less simultaneously 

1n a diversity of fields--philosophy, sociology, linguistics, psycho-

logy, anthropology, and sociolinguistics. There has been an extensive 

interchange of ideas among these fields. Each has made contributions 

to the development of methods for analyzing discourse and to the de-

scription of language 1n use. Although researchers in these fields 

use different methods of analysis and analyze different types of dis-

course, their a1ms are basically the same. These have been identified 

by Labov (1972b) as: 

1. the identification of how utterances follow each other in 
a rule-governed manner, and 



2. the identification of the relationship between what 1S 
said and what is done. 

Researchers who are concerned with the linguistic organ1za-

tion of discourse seek to describe how sentences are interrelated. 

Some researchers have identified the micro-structures of discourse, 

such as the the linguistic devices which make text cohesive. Others 
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have identified the macro-structures of discourse, such as case, pro-

positions, and story grammmar. In addition to describing the 

structure of text, researchers have described the processes by which 

linguistic choices are made, such as staging. Since these choices are 

made simultaneously at the syntactic, semantic, and pragmatic levels, 

researchers have developed systems to describe the syntagmatic and 

paradigmatic relationships that occur within and among the levels. 

Researchers who are concerned with the social organization of 

discourse have sought to describe how context and culture influence 

the structure of verbal interaction. Some researchers have identified 

the social functions of utterances in terms of speech acts. Others 

have described the social structures of conversation, such as turn-

taking. In addition to describing the social nature of discourse, 

researchers have described the process of conversational inference by 

which discourse is understood. Since language is social in nature, 

researchers have developed methods for studying naturally occuring 

discourse. 
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Questions 1n Discourse 

In this section, research on questions en discourse is 

reviewed. Since researchers examining classroom discourse have pri

marily investigated the use of questions, research on the functions 

of questions is reviewed. This research is divided into (a) research 

done by philosophers, questions as speech acts, (b) research done 

by sociologists and sociolinguists, questions as discourse acts; 

and (c) research done by educational researchers, questions as 

instructional acts. 

Questions as Speech Acts 

Philosophers have studied questions as speech acts, or more 

precisely, illocutionary acts. Speech acts consist of a propositional 

content and an illocutionary force. The illocutionary force deter

mines how an utterance is to be taken, i.e., as a statement of propo

sitional content, a question of propositional content, and the like. 

Questions are classified by Bach and Harnish (1979) as a form of 

directive which "expresses the speaker's attitude toward some pro

spective action by the hearer and his intention that his utterance, 

or the attitude it expresses, be taken as a reason for the hearer's 

action" (p. 41). In this case, questions are requests for a certain 

kind of action, namely, a verbal or non-verbal answer. 

In addition, philosophers have studied the conditions which 

are necessary and sufficient for an illocutionary act to be performed 

by an utterance. For a question to be answered appropriately, 



according to Labov (cited 1n Lakoff, 1973), the following conditions 

must be met: 

1. The speaker doesn't know the answer and wants to (sincerely). 

2. The speaker has reason to believe the hearer knows the 
answer. (p. 454) 

Thus, questions as speech acts have been described only ac-

cording to their referential function, i.e., to elicit information. 

Other conditions under which questions can be asked or answered are 

not considered. Researchers who study actual speech behavior have 

identified other functions which questions serve and the conditions 

under which questions are answered appropriately. 

Questions as Discourse Acts 

Sociologists and sociolinguists have described the social 
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function of speech behavior, specifically, the norms governing verbal 

interaction. These norms have been found to be contextually and cul-

turally specific. 

Sociologists within the school of ethnomethodology have de-

scribed norms for sequences of utterances, termed adjacency pairs, 

such as question-answer sequences. According to Sacks et al. (1974), 

their first components can be termed 'first pair-parts'; they 
set the constraints on what should be done in the next turn 
(e.g. a 'question' making 'answer' specially relevant for next 
turn to some candidate next speaker. (p. 717) 

Goffman (1981) has described norms for question-response se-

quences as being either system or ritual requirements which act as 

constraints on verbal behavior. An example of a system requirement 

would be "back-channel feedback" so that the hearer can inform the 
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speaker of the adequacy of the reception. An example of a ritual re-

quirement would be a conventionalized speech form for conveying po-

liteness. 

Sociolinguists have described how signaling and interpreting 

an utterance is contextually and culturally specific. As pointed out 

by Simons (1979), 

..• effective communication involves interpretation of situated 
meaning of messages which is in turn dependent on the proper 
interpretation of the literal meaning and the contextualiza
tion cues. The type of communicative strategies employed and 
the meaning of contextualization cues are largely matters of 
social convention. (p. 122) 

Some of the social conventions concern the relative status 

and roles of the participants of the verbal interaction. Researchers 

have found that one speaker can control and maintain the discourse 

through questions. Dchs Keenan, Schieffelin, and Platt (1978) have 

described how caregivers use questions to elicit children's attention 

and direct it to the topic of concern. Mishler (1975, 1978) has de-

scribed how adults exert their authority through their "question ini-

tiation perogative". In addition, he found that adults often answer 

children's questions with questions. Philips (1982) has described how 

responses to questions reflect a respondent's recognition of differ-

ence in status and power. For instance, defendants in a court of law 

copy the form of the question and use less elaboration in answer to 

questions asked by lawyers than lawyers do in answer in judges' ques-

tions. 

Further, researchers have found that questions can serve to 

maintain mutual understanding and to promote rapport in much the same 

way that tu is used 1n French to demonstrate solidarity (Brown & 
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Gilman, 1960). Garvey (1977) found that even nursery school children 

have learned how to use questions in this way. For instance, a child 

will respond \vith What?, a type of "contingent query", in reply to 

another child's question, Do you know what I want to be when I grow 

up? 

Thus, this research demonstrates that questions serve a so

cial function as well as a referential function in verbal inter

action. The different f~nctions of questions have also been found 1n 

other languages besides English. Brown and Levinson (1978) have de

scribed how questions are used to make polite requests in several 

different cultures. For instance, the question form Is there any 

-----? can be used as an indirect request in English, Tamil, or 

Tzeltal. Goody (1978) described how questions among the Gonja in 

India function differently in different contexts. For instance, a 

question may be interpreted as controlling in a court of law where 

questions are asked by persons of higher status "to test, challenge, 

control, above all, to hold accountable for" (p 31). Whereas, a ques

tion may be interpreted as deferring when a person of lower status 

asks a person of higher status a question, since the person of lower 

status is assumed to have less knowledge. 

Researchers have also studied the social and referential 

functions of questions in classrooms. This research has been carried 

out to identify the norms for classroom discourse and to identify the 

causes for failure in school learning. 
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Questions as Instructional Acts 

Questions play an important role in classroom instruction. 

Early research on teacher questions has described questions in terms 

of their frequency. In Gall's reView of question research (1970), 

studies revealed that teachers asked nearly 400 questions a day and 

that 4/5 of all teacher utterances were questions. This contrasts 

with Sirotnik's more recent study (1983) which indicated that only 5% 

of instructional time is spent on direct questioning. Not only do 

teacher questions dominate classroom discourse (Corey, 1940; Gall, 

1970), but teachers use questions for a variety of purposes, includ

ing the assessment of student learning (Durkin, 1978-1979), the 

social organization of lessons (Mehan, 1979a), the control and main

tenance of interaction (Mishler, 1975, 1978), and the development of 

students' thinking abilities (Stauffer, 1975; Suchman, 1958; Taba, 

1965; Taba & Elzey, 1964). Questions have been variously described 

according to their cognitive function, their social function, and 

their discourse function. 

Cognitive Function of Questions 

Researchers have developed many different classification sys

tems for categorizing questions according to the type of cognitive 

reasoning required to answer them. Bloom's taxonomy of educational 

objectives (1956) and Guilford's model of the structure of the intel

lect (1956) have had direct influence on these systems. According to 

Bloom, there are SiX types of educational objectives in the cognitive 

domain: knowledge, comprehension, application, analysis, synthesis, 
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and evaluation. In Guilford's model of the intellect, there are five 

classes of intellectual operations: cognition, memory, convergent 

thinking, divergent thinking, and evaluation. 

Using his own classification system, Guszak (1967) found that 

on the average 60% of teachers' questions asked for factual informa

tion requiring a literal function of comprehension. In addition, a 

qualitative analysis of the data revealed that teachers repeated 

questions, repeated students' answers, answered their own questions, 

and interrupted students' responses. Further, students had little 

opportunity to ask questions. 

Educational researchers using these classification systems 

have assumed that they represent a hierarchy of thinking processes 

from the most simple, involving factual recall, to the most complex, 

involving judgments of worth or accuracy (Dunkin & Biddle, 1974). 

Although researchers have treated these categories as hierarchical, 

discrete, and exhaustive, this has not been demonstrated empirically 

(Clegg, 1970). 

Results have varied depending on the system used. In analyz

ing teachers' question using Guszak's system, Chou-Hare and Pulliam 

(1980) found that literal questions (74.7%) outnumbered inferential 

questions (10.4%) and evaluation questions (15.2%). However, by using 

Pearson and Johnson's system (1978), they found that inferential (im

plicit) questions outnumbered literal (explicit) questions, 72.2% to 

27.3%. Their system categorized questions according to the relation

ship of the expected response to the text, text explict and text 

implicit, and to the students' prior knowledge, script implict. 



This raises the question of the validity of classification systems 

for identifying the type of cognitive functioning. 

Furthermore, studies which have investigated the effects of 

the cognitive function of teacher questions on student achievement 

have provided conflicting results. Ryan (1973) and Hunkins (1968) 

both found that the use of higher level questions in elementary 

school lessons resulted 1n greater student achievement on tests fol

lowing the lessons. However, Taba (1965) and Wright and Nuthall 

(1970) did not find such a relationship. 

Thus, researchers who have examined only the cognitive func

tion of teacher questions have not been able to identify effective 

teacher questioning strategies. Researchers are now examining other 

functions of questions in classroom discourse. 

Social Function of Questions 
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Sociolinguists who have analyzed questions 1n classroom dis

course has revealed that questions serve a variety of functions. 

Heath (1979) found that "teachers felt questions were important to 

check on pupils' learning ••• and to discover gaps in their knowledge" 

(p. 36). Johnson (1979) calls these questions, "requests for demon

stration of information". This is a commonly accepted notion of the 

function of questions 1n classroom discourse (Pate and Bremer, 1967). 

However, 1n a study by Morine-Dershimer, Tenenberg, and Shuy (1980), 

students more frequently perceived questions as having an instruc

tional function, i.e., teachers asked questions to tell or to teach. 

The informative function was perceived next in frequency, i.e., 



teachers asked questions because they wanted to know. The cognitive 

function and the assessment function were among the lowest in fre

quency. 
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Research has further demonstrated that questions serve other 

functions. These are social functions, such as the control and man

agement of discourse and the differentiation of status or role. 

Mishler (1975, 1978) found significant differences in the function of 

questions among different types of classroom discourse, such as adult 

to child, child to adult, and child to child. For instance, 1n 

adult-child discourse, where participant status is different, the 

adult asked yes-no questions and received one-word responses. In 

child-child discourse, where participant status is the same, the 

children asked few yes-no questions and responded with more complex 

utterances. In child-adult discourse, the adult responded to chil

dren's questions with a question. Mishler concluded that teachers 

establish their authority over students by initiating and controlling 

the discourse with questions. However, it was also found that the 

teachers constrained student verbal behavior through their question

ing behavior. 

Cazden (1976) claimed that teachers express their power by 

asking questions which test students' knowledge and by reinforcing 

correct answers. However, Farrar (1981, 1983) described how a teacher 

diminished her authority and the threatening nature of questions 1n 

order to encourage a student to respond. These strategies, which were 

called "mutuality-enhancing devices", include asking indirect ques

tions, providing hints, and asking factual questions. 
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Research also has indicated how speakers express attitudes 1n 

their questions or other speech acts. Churchill (1978) described how 

the form of the question can signal the speaker's degree of certainty 

in the informational content of the question. For instance, the form 

What is X? demonstrates less certainty in the answer than the form 

X is Y, isn't it? Johnson (1979) described speaker and hearer 

assumptions regarding knowledge of the matter questioned. For in

stance, a request for information is made if the speaker does not 

know something and the speaker believes that the hearer knows it or 

may know it. Likewise, a request for demonstration of information is 

made if the speaker knows something and the speaker believes that the 

hearer knows it or may know it. Gumperz and Herasimchuk (1972) de

scribed how prosodic features can signal the attitudes of the speak

er. "What these features do is affirm, question, emphasize, or 

otherwise qualify something that has been said or is being presup

posed in the message" (pp. 111- 112). For instance, children used re

petition, echoing the other child's intonation contour, and low-fall 

stress when they confirmed or affirmed the other's response while the 

teacher used lexical devices, such as good and O.K., and repetition 

without echoing. 

However, questions are not asked in isolation from the on

going discourse. Questions need to be examined in relation to each 

other and to the students' responses. This has been done by examining 

the sequential structure of discourse. 



Discourse Function of Questions 

Researchers who have examined the sequential structure of 

discourse have provided a more accurate and complete description of 

the interaction between teacher questions and student responses. 

Classroom discourse has been characterized as cycles or sequences of 

three-part exchanges: 

solicitation--response--reaction (Bellack et al., 1966) 
question--response--confirmation (Mishler, 1975, 1978) 
initiation--reply--evaluation (Mehan, 1979a) 

Mishler found that 86% of student responses to teacher questions in 

his data were followed by a confirmation. Mehan found that 53% con-

formed to this pattern. However, Johnson (1979) claimed that nearly 

100% would conform if nonverbal reactions were included. Shuy and 

Griffin (1981) claimed that evaluation is often covertly present in 

the form of another question. This three-part exchange in itself, 

82 

however, does not describe the sequential development of instruction-

al discourse. In any lesson, exchanges mayor may not be related. 

Other researchers have identified different ways in which exchanges 

are related. 

Mishler (1975, 1978) described three types of exchange se-

quences: (a) chaining, where successive units of question-response 

follow in turn, (b) arching, where a question 1S asked in response 

to a question, and (c) embedding, where the same question is asked 

several times. He found that these sequences were utilized different-

ly by teachers and by students. 

Morine-Dershimer and Tenenberg (1981) described similar se-

quences of exchanges (or "cycles"): (a) independent, where question 
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cycles are topically separate, (b) conjunctive, where cycles are 

tied together topically, and (c) embedded, where a cycle is embed

ded within another cycle. Conjunctive sequences occur when several 

students are asked the same question. Embedded sequences occur when 

questions are asked for clarification, specification, or justifica

tion. Although all the teachers observed used the three sequences at 

one time or another, they found that teachers varied in the sequence 

they used the most frequently. Furthermore, they found that the 

teachers varied 1n their use of the sequences depending upon the sub

ject matter and their instructional goals. 

Green (1978) identified four exchange sequences based on the 

type of tie between exchanges (or "question-response chains"): (a) 

linear pattern, where the tie exists between questions, (b) hori

zontal pattern, where the tie exists between a question and the 

previous response and the question is asked of a new student, (c) 

circuit pattern, where the tie exists between a question and the 

previous response and the question is asked of the same student, and 

(d) single pattern, where no tie exists between exchanges. Green 

found that teachers' interaction styles with respect to question

response chains were related to student performance on outcome 

measures. 

This research demonstrates the need to study the sequential 

development of questions and answers in classroom discourse in order 

to identify teacher questioning strategies or interaction styles and 

their effect on student participation and learning. 
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Summary 

The study of the social and discourse functions of questions 

answers in classroom discourse is as important as the study of the 

cognitive function of que~tions. Although educators believe that 

questions promote student learning and thinking, experimental re-

search investigating the cognitive type of teacher questions has not 

demonstrated the positive effect of questions on students' reasoning 

or achievement. It appears that the cognitive type of questions is 

not the only factor related to student performance. Ethnographic and 

sociolinguistic researchers investigating classroom discouse have 

demonstrated that teacher questioning strategies can affect student 

performance, in terms of amount of talk, amount of participation, and 

achievement on outcome measures. 

If questions play a significant role 1n teaching and learn-

ing, then the social and discourse functions of questions must be 

studied as well as the cognitive function. It can no longer be as-

sumed that questions serve only a cognitive function. As pointed out 

by Lewis (1978), 

Not only are the content and type of questions asked critical 
to the level of cognitive functioning pupils achieve, but also 
crucial is the social interaction process which transpires in 
the classroom particularly between teacher and pupil (p. 263). 



CHAPTER 3 

DESIGN OF THE STUDY 

In order to describe how reading lessons are accomplished, 

this study has been designed to: 

1. identify the nature of the language used by teachers and 
students during reading lessons where comprehension was the 
main aim, and 

2. describe the variations in language use during these lessons 
according to grade level, type of reading lesson, and teacher. 

Two reading lessons were observed and audio-taped in each of two se-

cond and two sixth grade classes. During one lesson, a story from a 

basal textbook was read and/or discussed. During the other lesson, a 

book from the district literature programs was read and/or discussed. 

During some lessons, the story was both read and discussed; during 

other lessons, the story had been read earlier and was only dis-

cussed. 

In this chapter, the design of the investigation is present-

ed. First, an account of the research site selection and field entry 

is made. According to Corsaro (1981) and Cicourel (1980), such " chro-

nologies" are important for understanding the "macro-conditions" un-

der which the data were collected because they affect the interpreta-

tions of the narrower data base. Second, the contexts of the speech 

events, i.e., the reading lessons, are described. These contexts, 
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following Mosenthal's pyramid taxonomy of reading (1983, 1986a, 

1986b), include the setting, the participants (including the students 

as the "readers" and the teacher as the "situation organizer"), the 

task, and the materials. Third, the research procedures that have 

been used to accomplish the aims of the study are delineated. These 

procedures include data collection and data analysis. The following 

procedures of data collection have been used: 

1. Observation and audio-taping of reading lessons, 

2. Interviewing of teachers concerning their program and lesson 
goals. 

The following procedures of data analysis have been used: 

1. Transcription of audio-tapes in order to analyze the language, 

2. Development of a system for analyzing instructional discourse 
with respect to two functions of language, interactional and 
transactional, 

3. Application of the system and determination of frequencies for 
each category of discourse units. 

Research Site Selection and Entry 

The investigation was conducted in a school district in the 

Southwest. The district was selected for the study for two reasons: 

(a) The administrators and teachers were amenable to an investigation 

of classroom reading instruction, and (b) a literature program 

recently had been implemented. In February 1983 the assistant super-

intendent of the school district was contacted for permission to con-

duct research on reading instruction in second, fourth, and sixth 

grade classes. These grades were selected to provide a developmental 
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contrast. Soon after, a meeting with second, fourth, and sixth grade 

teachers in the school district was arranged by the assistant super-

intendent. Only those teachers who were interested or had the time 

attended. The purposes and procedures of the study were explained by 

the researcher and a request for volunteers was made. Four teachers 

were selected from those who volunteered, two each from second and 

sixth grades. Two teachers were selected from each grade in order to 

compare lessons at grade level. Because only one fourth grade teacher 

volunteered, fourth grade was eliminated from the study. The teachers 

and groups of students observed are hereafter identified by grade 

level (2, 6), teacher (W, H, G, S), and type of lesson (B, L) as 

follows: 

second grade basal lessons: 
second grade literature lessons: 
sixth grade basal lessons: 
sixth grade literature lessons: 

2WB and 2HB 
2WL and 2HL 
6GB and 6SB 
6GL and 6SL 

Further, to prevent ambiguous references, teachers will be identified 

by grade level as follows: 2W, 2H, 6G, 6S. 

Contexts of the Study 

Description of the Setting 

District Demographics. The study was carried out in one ele-

mentary school (kindergarten through grade six) in a small school 

district. The school district was within a predominantly upper-middle 

socioeconomic suburban community. The students in the district per-

formed on the average at the 7th stanine (range: 3rd to 9th stanines) 
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on the reading subtest of the California Achievement Test given 1n 

May, 1983. 

The District Reading Programs. In the district there were 

three reading programs: a basal program, a literature program, and a 

Junior Great Books program. Each of the three reading programs 1n the 

district was designed to accomplish specific reading objectives. All 

students in the district participated in all three programs. Since 

the teachers' goals for the literature and the Junior Great Books 

programs were the same, they are both referred to as the literature 

program. Therefore, in this study, the reading curriculum is divided 

into two parts: the basal program and the literature program. 

The basal reading program consisted primarily of a basal 

textbook series but it also included instructional activities design

ed by the teachers in order to meet the objectives of the school lan

guage arts curriculum. The objectives for reading were predominantly 

concerned with phonic and comprehension skill development. The basal 

reading series was selected by each teacher from a list of possible 

choices adopted by the school district. The three series used in the 

school are published by Houghton Mifflin (1974, 1979), and Ginn 

(1976). Beginning with the pre-primer level, students read each book 

in the series in sequence as they progressed from grade to grade. 

Although each instructional level was considered to correspond with a 

grade level, the students progressed at their own rate under their 

teacher's guidance. After students read each story, they completed 

accompanying workbook and ditto pages which were designed to give 

them practice in comprehension and decoding skills. 
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The literature program was implemented in 1981. Its goals 

were to provide children with the opportunity to develop higher order 

comprehension skills, to learn the basic elements of literature, to 

gain appreciation and enjoyment of literature, and to develop discus

s~on skills. Six to eight children's classics or modern fiction had 

been selected for each grade level, 1st through 6th. Study guides 

were provided for each book which suggested points of discussion and 

follow-up activities. The discussions and activities were conducted 

by teachers, aides, or parents with groups of students in each class. 

A Junior Great Books program developed by the Great Books 

Foundation was adopted 1n 1981. Its goals were to develop children's 

ability to interpret what they read and to support their interpreta

tions. The Junior Great Books consisted of traditional and modern 

stories which lend themselves to discussion and allow students to 

learn about themselves, others, and the world around them. A Basic 

Leader Training Course was provided by the Foundation during the 

Spring of 1981 in order to prepare teachers and other adults as dis

cussion leaders. The discussion technique used in the program was 

based on the method of learning called "shared inquiry". In this 

technique, the discussion leader asks questions which require readers 

to give their opinions of the author's intended meaning. The ques

tions are to be answerable in more than one way, i.e., there is no 

right or wrong answer. Readers are asked to support their opinions 

with evidence from the story. Questions which ask for facts are to be 

used only when readers need help in answering a previous question. 
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Implementation of Programs in Participating Classes. In the 

second grade classes, reading instructional activities took place 

every day during a language arts block from 9:00 to 12:00. During 

this time the teacher in each class met with groups of six to eight 

students at least three times a week. The teachers placed the stu

dents into groups at the beginning of the school year. The groups 

were homogeneous by instructional level, i.e., the students were able 

to read the same basal textbook. Oral reading lessons, such as the 

ones observed, occurred once a week. At other times, the students 

read silently and answered teacher questions or the teacher provided 

instruction in phonics, comprehension, or other language skills. Ac

cording to the teachers, both oral and silent reading were carried 

out at different times for different purposes. For instance, oral 

reading was carried out to provide the teacher with information about 

the students' decoding strategies and reading fluency. Further, lower 

ability groups were asked to read a story both silently and orally, 

presumably for more practice, while higher ability groups read a 

story silently or orally but not both. While the teachers met with 

one group, the other students worked at their desks completing read

ing or other assignments or at learning centers carrying out activi

ties designed to give them practice in specific language skills. The 

teachers met with each group for 30 minutes, rotating the groups from 

activity to activity. On some days groups of students left the room 

for activities, such as physical education, music, and art, taught by 

other teachers. 
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In the sixth grade classes, a 30 to 4S minute period was set 

aside four days a week for reading 1n basal textbooks and completing 

assignments. The timetable was the same each week but the period var

ied each day, some in the morning and some in the afternoon. During 

this time the students read the basal textbooks assigned to them ac

cording to their instructional level at the beginning of the school 

year. At the beginning of each week, a new story was begun, vocabu

lary was introduced, and workbook pages were assigned. In addition, 

Teacher 6G provided background information when necessary; Teacher 6S 

assigned additional skill worksheets as necessary and required stu

dents to look up the new words in the dictionary. On subsequent days, 

the students read the story on their own, met with the teacher in 

groups to discuss the story, and completed assignments. 

In the second grade classes, the literature or Great Books 

discussions took place once a month. The teachers were required to 

select three books from each program to read and discuss during the 

year, but the teachers tried to have their students read more than 

three. Only Teacher 2H who had participated in the Great Books train

ing was able to lead a discussion of stories from the Junior Great 

Books series. Other adults who were trained led discussions of the 

Junior Great Books for the students of Teacher 2W. During the after

noon, the teachers read a story to the entire class. During another 

afternoon, the story was discussed in groups of six to eight students 

with the teacher, an aide, or a parent volunteer. Teacher 2W grouped 

her students heterogeneously. Teacher 2H maintained the same groups 

of students for basal and literature lessons. Follow-up activities, 



such as art or writing, were carried out during the week. At this 

time, the students were encouraged to read the story on their own or 

with others. 
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In the sixth grade classes, the literature and Great Books 

discussions took place at the end of the school year when the basal 

textbooks had been completed. A book was read and discussed each 

week. In the literature program, the students selected and read three 

books from the sixth grade list. The teachers made suggestions and 

encouraged the students to read certain books. However, students most 

often selected books that other students had recommended. Those stu

dents who read the same book during the week met with the teacher at 

the end of the week to discuss it. In the Great Books program, the 

teacher selected three books from the series which all the students 

read. Each week the teacher and another adult trained in the Great 

Books Training Course each met with a group of students to discuss 

the story that has been read during the week. 

Description of the Participants 

The Groups of Students. Two groups of students were ob

served and audio-taped in two second grade classes and two sixth 

grade classes. In each class, one group participated in a basal les

son and the other group participated in a literature or Great Books 

lesson. For the basal lessons, a group reading at the middle level, 

i.e., neither the highest nor the lowest in the class, was selected 

from each class to be observed and audio-taped. For the literature or 

Great Books lessons, groups were not selected in three of the classes 



but rather they participated by chance. That is, the group that was 

taped happened to have their discussion on that day. In one second 

grade class (2H), the same group of students participated in both 

basal and literature lessons. The composition of the groups was as 

follows: 

2HB/2HL: 4 girls, 2 boys 
2WB: 4 girls, 3 boys 
68B: 3 girls, 4 boys 
6GB: 5 boys 

2WL: 6 girls, 2 boys 
68L: 2 girls, 2 boys 
6GL: 3 girls, 4 boys 

On the California Achievement Test given in May 1983, the groups of 

students performed on the average (range) as follows: 

2HB/2HL: 8th stanine (7th to 9th) 
2WB: 6th stanine (6th to 9th) 2WL: 5th stanine (4th to 9th) 
68B: 6th stanine (6th to 7th) 68L: 5th stanine (4th to 9th) 
6GB: 7th stanine (6th to 9th) 6GL: 7th stanine (6th to 8th) 

The Teachers. All of the teachers volunteered to partici-
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pate 1n the study. The teachers had at least four years teaching ex-

perience and were considered to be good teachers by the principal 

(personal communication). Teacher 68 was ne\~ to the district, and 

Teacher 2H was new to second grade. Teachers 2H and 6G had received 

Great Books leadership training. 

Description of the Tasks 

The Basal Lessons. During the second grade lessons ob-

served, a story or part of a story was read orally by the students 

and followed by teacher questions. This was usually, but not always, 

done one page at a time. Questions were also asked before and after 

the story was read. Although both teachers used the teachers' guide 



during the lessons, they did not fo:low all of the suggestions and 

did not limit their questions to thJse in the guide. 

During the sixth grade lessJns observed, the story read ear

lier that week was discussed. The :eacher asked questions and some

times asked students to read portio~s of the text. Although both 

teachers used the teachers' guide d~ring the lessons, they also pre

pared additional notes to which they referred. 
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The Literature Lessons. In the second grades, the stories 

had been previously read to the students by the teachers. During the 

second grade lessons, the story or part of the story was discussed. 

Questions were asked and parts of the story were read by the teacher 

and some of the students. In the sixth grades, the stories or parts 

of the stories had been previously read by the students. During the 

sixth grade lessons, parts of the stories were discussed. Questions 

were asked by the teacher. The teachers in both the second and sixth 

grades prepared questions beforeha~d and referred to their notes dur

ing the lessons. 

Description of the Lesson Materials 

Stories used during the Basal Lessons. Each group read 

and/or discussed a story from the basal textbook series adopted by 

the school district and used as part of the school reading curricu

lum. Stories were not pre-selected by the teacher or researcher but 

were those that happened to occur at the time of data collection as 

each story was read in sequence in the basal textbooks. See Appendix 

A for reference details of the stories. 
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The second grade stories were from basal textbooks at the 2-2 

level which were assumed to have an average readability of second 

grade. The vocabulary words were controlled in the stories so that 

all words were presented to the students. The sixth grade stories 

were taken from basal textbooks at the 7.0 level which were assumed 

to have an average readability of seventh grade. The vocabulary was 

less controlled than in the second grade basal texts, ~.e., new voca

bulary words were presented to the students but not all new words 

were directly taught. 

The second grade stories were narratives with simple plots, 

few important characters, and simple resolutions to problems. They 

were from 700 to 900 words in length. The sixth grade stories were 

narratives with more complex plots, several important characters, and 

complex resolutions to problems. They were from 1000 to 2000 words in 

length. 

For the second grade lessons, both stories were fantasies, 

one about a mouse (2HB) and one about a farmer (2WB). For the sixth 

grade reading lessons, both stories were historical fiction, one 

based on fact (6GB) and the other based on legend (6SB). 

Stories used during the Literature Lessons. Each group read 

and/or discussed a book or part of a book used in the regular litera

ture or Great Books programs which had been adopted by the school 

district. In this study, only one group of students (6GL) read a book 

from the Great Books program. However, during the year all the groups 

read books from both the literature and the Great Books programs. The 

books were selected by the teachers from books that were available as 



part of the programs. See Appendix A for the reference details of 

each story. 
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The second grade stories were picture storybooks. Since the 

teachers read the stories, the readability of the stories was not a 

major concern. Since the vocabulary was less controlled than for the 

basal stories, the readability was assumed to be above the students' 

independent reading level (the level at which a reader can read with

out instruction). However, it was assumed that the students under

stood the vocabulary. The sixth grade stories were trade books. The 

readability of the stories was assumed to be at or slightly above the 

students' independent reading level since the sixth grade students 

have had experience reading extensively. 

The stories seemed to be relevant to the students' interests, 

experiences, and feelings. The second grade stories were narratives 

with simple plots, one ma1n character, and simple resolutions to pro

blems. They were approximately 800 words (2WL) and 2400 words (2HL) 

in length. The sixth grade stories were narratives with complex 

plots, several important characters, and complex resolutions to pro

blems. They were both over 180 pages 1n length. 

For the second grade lessons, one story was a fantasy about a 

lion (2WL) and the other was a true-to-life story about the experi

ences of a young Navajo girl (2GL). For the sixth grade lessons, one 

story was about the problems that teen-agers have with their parents 

(6GL) and the other was about the adventures of children in a fantasy 

land (6SL). 
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Research Procedures 

Procedures of Data Collection 

To examlne the use of language that occurred during reading 

lessons, the major method of data collection used in this study was a 

procedure used for oral discourse analysis, audio-taping. In addi

tion, ethnographic methods of data collection, lesson observation 

and teacher interviews, were used to describe the contexts and to 

verify observations. All of these procedures are discussed in the 

order of their application in the study. 

Lesson Observations. Each class was visited once at the be

ginning of the study to observe reading lessons and to record the 

classroom organization, the teaching procedures, and the physical 

environment. Arrangements were then made with each teacher for 

audio-taping a basal reading lesson and a literature lesson on two 

different days. 

Audio-taping. The lessons were audio-taped over a 

three-month period, March to May 1983. Since the lessons were 

conducted around tables or in a semi-circle, two cassette recorders 

and two external microphones were used in order to obtain clear 

recordings of all the students and the teacher. The equipment was 

prepared immediately prior to a lesson while the students were out of 

the room for recess. During the taping, each lesson was observed by 

the researcher, and the sequence of speakers was recorded to identify 

the speakers for the transcription. 
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To obtain naturally occurring data, the teachers were direct

ed to teach their lessons according to their usual procedures and to 

use the regular curriculum materials. No attempt was made to control 

for any extraneous variables. Follow-up teacher questionnaires and 

teacher interviews were used to reveal any atypical or unexpected 

occurrences due to the presence of the observer, the recording equip

ment, or any other influences internal or external to the lesson. The 

interruptions and noise that occurred were considered to be part of 

the normal classroom environment and therefore not unduly interfering 

with the lesson or the recording. The procedures and materials used 

during the lessons matched the teachers' descriptions of their basal 

and literature programs. Each of the taped lessons was 30 minutes 

long except for the literature lesson of Teacher 68 which was 15 min

utes long. 

Teacher Interviews. To describe the contexts of the reading 

lessons and to verify the observations of the lessons, the teachers 

were interviewed after their lessons had been taped. In the inter

views, the teachers were asked to describe their implementation of 

the basal and literature programs and to state their aims for each 

lesson that had been taped. 

Procedures of Data Analysis 

To analyze the data collected, transcriptions were made of 

the audio-tapes. According to Speier (1972, p. 403», transcriptions 

are " ••• a record of conversational interaction ••• transformed into a 

written object by means of certain conventional transcription 
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rules ••• ", where each speaker's turn at talk and utterance is indica

ted. In this study, the transcriptions of the lessons served as the 

basis for the development of the analysis system used to describe the 

language of instructional discourse. Each transcript was then ana

lyzed using the system, and frequencies of each category of discourse 

units were determined. These procedures of data analysis, transcrip

tion, development of analysis system, and data analysis, are briefly 

described below. The development of the analysis system and analysis 

of the data are fully explained in Chapters 4 and 5 respectively. 

Transcriptions. First, a rough transcription was made using 

one of the tapes of each lesson. A sample transcript can be found 1n 

Appendix C. Second, turns-at-talk were verified and overlaps were 

identified. Third, the transcriptions were edited for mistakes and 

unintelligible utterances. This was done by listening to both tapes 

from each lesson and correcting and adding as necessary. Fourth, 

speakers were identified on the transcriptions from the researcher's 

observation notes and one or both of the tapes. Fifth, the teachers 

verified utterances and speakers at the time of their interviews. 

Utterances were transcribed in as close an approximation as 

possible to their sequential and syntactic structure using some of 

the conventions of Sacks et ala (1974). The speaker, Teacher (T) or 

Student (LA, RX, etc.), was indicated for each turn-at-talk. A turn

at-talk was a continuous utterance by one speaker and was numbered 

sequentially. Overlapped speech where two or more speakers talked at 

the same time was transcribed as occurring during one turn-at-talk 

and set apart with slashes (/). Whether each utterance was a separate 
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turn-at-talk was not an important issue in this study. The overlap

ping of utterances was not analyzed, but problems of function identi

fication occurred at these places. Incomplete utterances, false 

starts, and fillers were transcribed but were not analyzed for their 

contribution to the discourse. Utterances during a turn-at-talk were 

marked with punctuation according to pause length, not meaning units. 

Meaning units were identified during the analysis, not the transcrip

tion. Commas (,) and periods (.) marked pauses, short and long, re

spectively. Longer pauses which occurred between utterances by the 

same speaker or different speakers were marked with five dots ( ••••• ) 

and did not indicate a specific length of time. The evidence of 

pauses rather than pause length was an issue in this study. Rising 

intonation in final utterance position was marked with a question 

mark (?), regardless of function. The function was determined during 

analysis. Non-linguistic responses, such as nods and laughter, and 

oral reading were marked parenthetically, e.g., «READS». However, 

only replies which were non-verbal surrogates to linguistic reponses 

were of interest. Other prosodic features, such as stress or intona

tion contours, were identified from the audio-tapes as the need arose 

for further verification of the discourse units that were analyzed. 

See Appendix D for the complete list of the transcription notations. 

Every language feature was not transcribed but only those 

appropriate to the purposes of the study. According to Ochs (1979, p. 

44), "A transcript that is too detailed is difficult to follow and 

assess. A more useful transcript is a more selective one", and 

"should reflect the particular interests - the hypothesis to be 
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examined - of the researcher." Therefore, a prec~se transcription of 

all linguistic and nonverbal behaviors was not carried out since not 

all features of the discourse were under investigation. In this 

study, only those features which helped to describe the functions of 

discourse were transcribed. Paralinguistic and non-linguistic fea

tures of the interaction, while contributing to the interpretation of 

meaning by the participants in a conversation, were not identified. 

Since mUltiple cues are available for interpretation of messages and 

participants do not need to use all the cues available, identifica

tion of all these features was not necessary. Further, the cues a 

participant used were not under investigation. How these features 

contribute to meaning ~s discussed ~n Chapter 2 in the section on 

Discourse Analysis. 

Development of the Analysis System. After transcribing the 

audio-tapes, an analysis system was developed for the purpose of 

describing teacher and student language according to their inter

actional and transactional functions. The interactional function of 

language described what is done pragmatically (i.e., the interchange 

of speech acts) while the transactional function of language de

scribed what is said semantically (i.e., the exchange of informa

tion). In discourse, the exchange of information is carried out 

through the interchange of speech acts. The system (diagrammed in 

Figure 1) consists of two subsystems, one for each discourse function 

to be analyzed. The pragmatic subsystem was designed to identify and 

categorize utterances according to their interactional functions in 
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DISCOURSE 
ANALYSIS 

SYSTEM 

PRAGMATIC SEMANTIC 
SUBSYSTEM SUBSYSTEM 

INSTRUCTIONAL TOPICAL 
ACTS MOVES 

EXCHANGES TOPICAL 
SEQUENCES 

Figure 1. The Discourse Analysis System 



terms of instructional acts. The semantic subsystem was designed to 

identify and categorize utterances according to their transactional 

functions in terms of topical moves and topical sequences. 
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The system was developed after the data were collected al

though the units of analysis were previously determined and the cr1-

teria for delineating the categories were derived from previous 

research. This was necessary 1n order to account for the differences 

in language use that occurred 1n the data for each function. First, 

the unit of analysis was determined. This was the smallest analyzable 

unit of discourse. Second, for the interactional functions of 

discourse, a pragmatic unit was determined and the criteria for de

lineation were identified from previous research. Third, for the 

transactional functions of discourse, a semantic unit was determined 

and the criteria for delineation were identified from previous 

research. 

1. Units of Analysis: Before determining the interactional 

and the transactional functions of language found in instructional 

discourse, the smallest speech unit that would be analyzed was iden

tified as the utterance. Further, the minimal unit of interaction 

that would be analyzed was identified as the exchange. 

The utterance, rather than the sentence or the turn-at-talk, 

was identified as the minimal analyzable unit of speech. For the pur

poses of the study, utterance was defined as any unit of language 

which served an interactional function in discourse. A sentence could 

not be identified as the minimal speech unit, although the transcrip

tions consisted primarily of sentences and sentence fragments. 
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According to Goffman (1981, p. 23), a sentence is not relevant be-

cause "a respondent could employ several 1n what is taken to be a 

single interactionally relevant event". In the following example, 

several sentences were used to accomplish one interactional function. 

(In the following examples punctuation indicates intonation contour 

rather than grammatical function. See Appendix D for transcription 

notations.) 

T: .•• He's harvested his corn. He's got it stored. His job is 
over now with his corn, isn't it. (2WB, 146). 

In addition, sentences were not easily determined as the following 

example demonstrates. 

S: On That's Incredible last night, there was this guy and urn, 
he was just like Andy Gibbs, he stuttered ••• And urn, there 
was this fire, and in a, shed, and he was taking pictures 
it, and urn, something, he got shot. I dn't, he didn't get 
shot like, (sshh), like ( ), but he was shocked, urn, 
at it, ,,,hen, he could, he could urn, he could talk his normal 
way, like he used to. He stopped stuttering. (2HL, 190) 

Further, a turn at talk could not be identified as one discourse 

unit. According to Goffman (p. 24), talk during one turn can accom-

plish "two relevantly different doings" and talk during two different 

turns can ••• function as one interactional unit". In the following 

example, talk during one turn accomplished more then one inter-

actional function (numbered): 

T: (1) It comes from corn seed. (2) Good ••• (3) Can you buy 
them. When you buy popcorn sometimes at the grocery store, 
does it look like white popcorn. (2\OlB, 3]) 

Talk during different turns which functions as one interactional unit 

was identified as separate discourse units for the purposes of this 

study. They occurred when the teacher talked again before a student 

had completed what he/she wanted to say. In most cases, as in the 



following example, it could not be determined whether the students' 

responses functioned as one or several interactional units or even 

served the same interactional func:ion. 

T: Does anybody know what gnarled means? .• 
S: ••• wrinky, like wrinkely. 
T: Yes, like wrinkely and kind of crooked. 
s: Like a witch's. 
T: Yes. 
S: Like E.T.'s. (2HL, 24-31) 
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Thus, the utterance was identified as the smallest unit of discourse 

which was then analyzed according to its interactional and trans-

actional functions. 

The exchange was identified as the minimal analyzable struc-

ture of discourse. The exchange was defined as any series of utter-

ances which referred to a single topic. A example of a minimal 

exchange would be a sequence of utterances by two speakers, often 

referred to as an adjacency pair, such as a question and an answer. 

For example: 

T: •.• What do you do with corn anyway. Do you build houses with 
it? 

s: No. (2WR, 129-130) 

Classroom discourse, however, has ~een characterized in previous re-

search as three-part exchanges where the teacher asks a question, a 

student answers, and the teacher provides feedback. For example: 

T: ••• Where does popcorn come from ••• 
S: Seeds. Corn seed= 
T: It comes from corn seed. Good. (2WR, 29-31) 

Although exchanges have interactional structures, they have been 

identified in terms of their transactional structures. This means 

exchanges may vary in their interactional structures. They may not be 

initiated by a question, may consist of several replies, may not 



include feedback, and may include feedback by more than one speaker 

as in the following examples: 

Sl: I eat 'm. 
T: •.. That may be a little hard on your teeth •.• 

Sl: No, no, it's easy. 
T: Sometimes if I've bitten down on a popcorn that didn't quite 

pop and it's just that hard little seed, it hurts my teeth. 
(2WR, 37-40) 

T: Is there anything he could do to make it cooler in 
S 1 : Water the top= 
S2: He could put water on the top. 

T: OK. Good idea. Both of you thought of that. •• (2WR, 

T: Has anybody ever eaten ••• a giant ball of popcorn? 
S: Yeah. (2WR, 15-16) 

T: Does he have very much corn ••• ? 
Sl: He has a lot of corn. 
S2: He has too much. 

T: OK. 

the shed? 

214-218) 

T: And what does Tom say for instance that kind of startles 
Dave, something about his father. 

Sl: He said that when he went to visit him, he thought that his 
dad was really nice. 
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T: He's a nice guy. He said, what? Are you talking about my dad. 
S2: ••• Tom said that they were both pretty much alike ••• 

T: Uh-huh ••• (6GL, 42-46) 

2. Pragmatic Unit: In this study, the speech act was identi-

fied as the pragmatic unit of analysis in order to describe the 

interactional functions of discourse. These acts are termed instruc-

tional acts (I-acts) since the intent of speech acts in the dis-

course under investigation was instructional rather than conversa-

tional. Since the focus of this study is on story discussions, only 

substantive utterances (i.e., "topic-carrying") were analyzed 

according to the type of instructional acts. 

The interactional functions of these utterances were de-

scribed according to their pragmatic relationships to other 
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utterances. Stubbs's (1983) criteria for delineating speech acts ~n 

discourse were used. Stubbs identified four features which differen-

tiate speech acts in discourse: predicting, predicted, initial, and 

terminal. That is, an utterance can predict the next utterance, such 

as a question, or be predicted by the previous utterance, such as a 

reply. An utterance can initiate an exchange, such as a question, or 

terminate an exchange, such as feedback. For example: 

Predicting: T: What is this story going to be about ••• (2WR, 3) 
Predicted: S: Popcorn. 

Initial: T: ••. Where does popcorn come from ••• 
S: Seeds. Corn seed. 

Terminal: T: It comes from corn seed. Good. (2WR, 29-31) 

Thus, the pragmatic subsystem was designed to identify sub-

stantive utterances and then to classify them according to the I-acts 

performed. Substantive utterances were further classified according 

to their transactional functions. 

3. Semantic Unit: In this study, topic was selected as the 

semantic unit of analysis in order to describe the transactional 

functions of discourse. Since discourse was under investigation, dis-

course topics were identified rather than sentence topics. Although 

the topic of discourse can be described as a complex framework of 

spoken and shared information (Brown & Yule, 1983), for the purposes 

of this study, discourse topic was identified by recurrent noun 

phrases. To describe the linkages among the noun phrases, four levels 

of topic were identified: basic topic at the utterance level, local 

topic at the exchange level, episodic topic at the episode level 

(among exchanges), and thematic topic at the lesson level (among 

episodes). 
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The transactional functions of substantive utterances were 

described according to their topical relationships (hereafter re-

fer red to as topical move) to other utterances. Ochs Keenan and 

Schieffelin's (1976) criteria for delineating topics in discourse 

were used. They identified four types of discourse topic: new topic, 

same topic, related topic, and old topic. Thus, the topics of utter-

ances were analyzed according .to three features: same/different 

topic, related/unrelated topic, new/old topic. That is, the topic of 

adjacent utterances can be the same or different. Topics which are 

different can be related or unrelated within a topical framework. 

Unrelated topics can be new or old within the discourse. For example: 

New: 
Same: 
Same: 
Different/Related: 
Same: 

Same: 
Different/ 

Unrelated/New: 

Different/ 
Unrelated/Old: 

T: What is this story going to be about ••• 
S: Popcorn. 
T: Popcorn. 
T: It's going to be about whose" popcorn .•• 
S: Mr. Pickleywaffle. 

T: Mr. Picklepaw's Popcorn. 

T: Does anybody here like to eat popcorn. 
(3-11) 

T: ••• This story is gonna be about Mr. 
Picklepaw's Popcorn ••• (2WR, 29) 

In summary, a system for analyzing instructional discourse 

was developed that could describe the interactional and transactional 

functions of utterances and the social and informational structure of 

discourse. Initially, the pragmatic and semantic units were identi-

fied from previous research. In addition, the criteria for delineat-

ing types of each unit were based on previous research. Then, the 

categories of I-acts and topical moves ,~ere determined by applying 

these criteria to the data collected. The development and description 



of the discourse analysis system which has been developed ~s fully 

presented in Chapter 4. 
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Analysis of the Data. After the system of analysis was de

veloped, each transcript was analyzed. The procedures that were used 

can be found in Appendix F for the pragmatic subsystem and Appendix G 

for the semantic subsystem. A sample data analysis can be found in 

Appendix E. Frequencies were tabulated and proportions were computed 

for each I-act, exchange type, topical move, and topical sequence. 

Cross-tabulations among I-acts and topical moves were also performed. 

For each of the two functions, quantitative and comparative analyses 

were conducted. For the cross-tabulation, quantitative, comparative, 

and qualitative analyses were conducted. 

From the results of the quantitative analysis, the nature of 

teachers' and students' language across all of the lessons was iden

tified. Weighted rank orders and comparative usage between teacher 

and students were determined for I-acts, exchange types, topical 

moves, topical sequences, and I-acts per topical move. Teacher inter

action and transaction patterns, student interaction and transaction 

patterns, and teacher and student discussion strategies were 

described. 

From the results of the comparative analysis, the variations 

1n the nature of teachers' and students' language among the lessons 

were identified. Three types of comparisons were made: grade level 

(2nd vs. 6th), type of lesson (basal vs. literature), and teacher 

(Teacher 2W vs. Teacher 2H and Teacher 6S vs. Teacher 6G). For each 

comparison, differences between the proportions of each I-act, 
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exchange type, topical move, topical sequence and I-act per topical 

move were computed. Substantial variations, significant patterns, and 

trends Ln the usage of each of the above were described. 

From the results of the qualitative analysis, the forms and 

functions of teachers' and students' language among the lessons were 

identified. The forms and functions of each topical move were deter

mined. Records of the data analysis were used to locate the variables 

of interest within each transcript. Recurrent patterns Ln the forms 

and functions of each variable were identified. Teachers' instruc

tional strategies and students' learning strategies were described. 

In addition, three levels of topic development were described: local 

topic development, episodic topic development, and thematic topic 

development. 

In summary, Ln this study, the nature of teacher and student 

language during reading lessons where stories are read and/or dis

cusse.d was described with respect to the interactional functions of 

language, the transactional functions of language, the relationships 

between the two functions, the forms and functions of topical moves, 

and topical development. The analyses of the lessons are presented 

and discussed in Chapter 5. 



CHAPTER 4 

DESCRIPTION AND DEVELOPMENT OF THE DISCOURSE ANALYSIS SYSTEM 

An alm of this study was to describe the nature of the lan

guage used by teachers and students during reading lessons where com

prehension was the major goal. A second aim was to develop a system 

for analyzing instructional discourse. A discourse analysis system 

was needed that would analyze instructional discourse in terms of 

both its social and informational structures. There has been a great 

deal of research on the social structure of instructional discourse 

(Au & Mason, 1981; DeStefano et al., 1982; Erickson, 1982a; Green, 

1978; Johnson, 1979; Mehan, 1979a; Wilkinson, 1981, and others), but 

there has been limited study of the informational structure of such 

discourse (Golden, 1983; Harker, 1983). The discourse analysis system 

which was developed for the purposes of the study consists of two 

subsystems, a pragmatic subsystem to describe the social structure 

and a semantic subsystem to describe the informational structure of 

instructional discourse. In this chapter, the description and the 

development of each subsystem are presented. 
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The Pragmatic Subsystem for 
the Interactional Function of Language 

The pragmatic subsystem was designed to identify the inter-

actional functions (what is done pragmatically) of teacher and stu-

dent language during the reading lessons and was to describe the 

social structure of instructional discourse. In the subsystem, utter-

ances are classified according to the types of speech act that were 

performed. Because the discourse under study was instructional rather 

than conversational, the acts were termed instructional acts (1-

acts). First, the subsystem is presented, and the types of acts are 

defined. Second, the development of the subsystem is discussed, and 

the criteria for the identification of acts is explained. 

Description of the Pragmatic Subsystem 

The instructional acts are defined by the interactional rela-

tionships between utterances in discourse. The following I-acts were 

identified in the data: elicitation, reply, feedback, and informa-

tives. Feedback was further defined by the type of information pro-

vided. The I-acts are outlined in Figure 2. 

Elicitation. Elicitations are requests for verbal or non-

verbal responses. They present incomplete propositions that require 

completion by another response. In the data, elicitations were real-

ized mainly by interrogatives, but other grammatical forms elicited a 

reply as shown in the following examples. (All examples are taken 

from transcript 2WB unless otherwise noted. Punctuation marks reflect 
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I-ACTS 

ELICITATION INFORMATIVE REPLY FEEDBACK 

REPEAT INFORMATIVE ELICITATION EVALUATION 

Figure 2. The Pragmatic Subsystem of the Discourse Analysis System 
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intonation contour rather than grammatical function. Refer to Appen-

dix D for transcription notations.) 

Inverted Word Order: T: ..• Will worrying help the situation .•. ? (230) 

Interrogative Word: T: •.• How many baskets of popcorn does he have. 
(250) 

Inverted T: •.• It's going to be about whose popcorn .•. 
Interrogative: (5) 

Elliptical: T: •.• What else •.• (218) 

Nomination: T: ••• BR? (145) 

Declarative with T: On Christmas you ate a lot of popcorn? (15) 
Rising Intonation: 

Empty Slot: 

Imperative: 

Tag: 

Embedded in 
Statement: 

WH Embedded 1n 
Y-N Question: 

T: Store it for? (125) 

T: Give us the name of a knight. (2HB, 290) 

T: Now caramel popcorn is different, isn't it. 
(29) 

T: •.• 1 wonder if that's telling us anything •.. 
( 183) 

T: ..• Does anybody know when corn 1S harvested 
• .. (108) 

Reply. Replies are verbal or non-verbal responses to elici-

tations. They complete propositions previously presented. In the 

data, replies successfully or unsuccessfully completed the propos1-

tions and showed agreement or disagreement with the propositions. 

They were realized by full statements, elliptical statements, and 

nonverbal responses. 

Successful 
Completion: 

Unsuccessful 
Completion: 

For example: 

T: ••• Where does popcorn come from .•• 
S: Seeds. Corn seed. (29-30) 

T: Why were the leaves growing brown ••• 
S: Fall. Fall. 
T: No, it's not fall yet. (97-99) 



disagreement: 

Agreement: 

T: ••. could this be a true story? 
s: No ••• (65-66) 

T: Does anybody here like to eat popcorn~ 
S: ({nonverbal yes» (11-12) 

Informative. Informatives are utterances which are not ver-
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bal responses to other utterances and do not request responses. They 

present complete propositions. In the data, they initiated exchanges, 

occurred within initiating moves, and occurred outside exchanges. For 

example: 

Initiating Move: S: But this story is not true. 
T: We don't know that yet. 
S: I know it. (86-88) 

Non-initiating Move: T: ••• This story is gonna be about Mr. 
Picklepaw's and ••• Mr. Picklepaw ends up 
with an awful, lot, of popcorn. We're 
gonna find out just how much. Before we 
start though where does popcorn come from ..• 
(29) 

Within Initiating T: Why didn't they want them there. At first 
Move: they didn't know, but eventually they 

decided that they did want them out. 
Why. •• (6SB, 39) 

Feedback. Feedback are linguistic responses to utterances 

other than elicitations. They support the propositions that have been 

previously presented by elicitation-reply sequences or by informa-

tives. In the data, they repeated the propositions (Feedback 

Repeat), added to the propositions (Feedback Informative), ques-

tioned the propositions (Feedback Elicitation), or evaluated the 

propositions (Feedback Evaluation). For example: 

Reply: 
Feedback Repeat: 
Feedback Evaluation: 
Feedback Informative: 

S: You have a good mind. 
T: A good mind. 

Right. 
You're a good thinker. A good listener. You 
know how to solve problems. Those kinds of 
things ••• (2HB, 52-53) 



reply: 
Feedback Repeat: 
Feedback Informative: 
Feedback Elicitation: 

S: He ••• harvested his, all of his corn. 
T: ••. He's harvested his corn. 

He's got it.stored. 
His job is over now with his corn, isn't 
it. •. (146-147) 

1 15 

'In summary, the pragmatic subsystem was designed to identify 

the interactional functions of utterances in terms of instructional 

acts. The instructional acts were defined according to the inter-

actional relationships between utterances. 

Development of the Pragmatic Subsystem 

The subsystem emerged from the philosophical analysis of 

speech acts, most notably that of John Searle (1969), the inter-

actional analysis of conversation by ethnomethodologists Sacks et ale 

(1974, 1977), and the sociolinguistic analysis of classroom discourse 

by Sinclair and Coulthard (1975), Mehan (1979a), and Stubbs (1983). 

For a complete discussion of their research, refer to the section on 

Discourse Analysis in Chapter 2. 

In the subsystem, utterances are classified according to the 

types of instructional act performed in discourse. First, the rela-

tionship of instructional acts to speech acts in speech act theory 

and conversational moves in ethnomethodology is discussed. Second, 

the selection of acts is discussed. Third, the identification of acts 

1n discourse is discussed. 

Relationship of I-Acts to Speech Acts and Conversational 

Moves. Speech acts consist of propositional content and illocution-

ary force, i.e., meaning and intention, respectively. Speech acts are 

generally identified by their illocutionary or pragmatic functions 
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which Stubbs (1983) described as psychological, social, or legal ac

tions, such as thanking, warning, or promising. However, speech act 

theory has been found inadequate for identifying acts in discourse 

for various reasons. The theory does not "make any predictions about 

the possible co-occurrence and sequencing restrictions which are 

shown in discourse" (Butler, 1985, p. 215). It does not account for 

all of the ways speech acts are conveyed in discourse or the contex

tual information required for interpreting speech acts (D'Andrade & 

Wish, 1985; Sinclair & Coulthard, 1975). It does not take into ac

count the multiple levels of speech acts that are expressed within 

single utterances (Stubbs, 1983). Finally, it does not identify 

speech acts that have to do with interpersonal relationships, such as 

challenging, supporting, defending, accusing, and the like (Burton, 

1981; Labov & Fanshel, 1977). 

Conversational moves are speech acts that are identifed by 

their discourse function in conversation. According to Franck (1979), 

"The conditions which characterize a specific type of conversational 

move are those which define the relation of the speech act to the 

preceding conversation and/or establish an interpretation framework 

for the following contributions of the other participants (p. 462)." 

While drawing upon the differentiation of utterances by their pragma

tic functions, the pragmatic subsystem 1S designed to identify speech 

acts by their functions in instructional discourse. 

Selection of Acts. Speech acts rather than moves were se

lected as the pragmatic unit of analysis. Following the system of 

Sinclair and Coulthard (1975), acts were treated as a structural 
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component of moves. Although most researchers who analyze discourse 

do not differentiate between moves and acts, in this study it was 

found necessary to make this distinction for three reasons: (1) It 

was found that frequently more than one act was performed during a 

move; (2) Moves serve primarily social functions whereas acts can be 

specifically related to instructional strategies; and (3) It is the 

different combination of acts that make up a teaching or learning 

strategy. Therefore, the analysis system developed for this study was 

based on the identification of different types of acts. Each reason 

1S discussed below. 

1. Frequently more than one act 1S performed during a move. 

Sinclair and Coulthard (1975) found that frequently a speaker per-

formed several acts when initiating an exchange. Using their termi-

nology, an example from the data of a teacher's initiating move 

demonstrates such an occurrence. 

Marker: T: .•. So, 
Starter: the story starts then with the Spaniards, com1ng 1n 

and ••• they built their small settlement near where 
Buenos Aires is now. 

Elicitation: How did the Indians react to the Spanish ••• 
Elicitation: How did the Indians react. 
Nomination: Yes. (6SB, 35) 

2. Moves serve the same function in all discourse whereas 

acts can be specifically described according to their pedagogical 

intent. All discourse, whether instructional, conversational, or 

otherwise, can be characterized as consisting of three basic moves: 

initiating, continuing, and terminating. However, different types of 

discourse can be differentiated by how each type of move is carried 

out. For instance, evaluation plays a significant role in 
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instructional discourse whereas it seldom occurs ~n conversational 

discourse. For conversational discourse, Sacks et al. (1974) de-

scribed the occurrence of utterances which follow each other ~n se-

quence, termed adjacency pairs. That is, certain utterances are said 

to co-occur, because they are reflexively tied linguistically, seman-

tically, and pragmatically. A question and an answer 1S one class of 

adjacency pair. In fact, question-answer adjacency pairs can occur ~n 

rapid succession in conversation as 1n the following example from 

Sacks et al. 

S: Oscar did you work for somebody before you worked for 
Zappa? 

0: Yeh, many many ••• Canned heat for a year. 
S: Didya? 
0: Poco for a year. 
T: ooh when they were good? 
0: Bangor Flunt Madura fer a y- couple years 
T: Bangor Flunt Madura? 
0: Bangor Flunt Circus. 
J: Oh: yeh I//remember Bangor Flying Circus. (p. 717) 

For instructional discourse, Mehan (1978) described how three 

utterances can follow each other in sequence, although he described 

them as two coupled adjacency pairs. This occurs when the teacher 

asks a question, the student answers, and the teacher evaluates the 

answer. An exchange from the data demonstrates this. 

Question: 
Answer: 
Evaluation: 

T: ..• Where does popcorn come from ••• S? 
S: Seeds. Corn seed. 
T: OK. It comes from a corn seed. Good. (29-31) 

In this case, the terminating move in the exchange consists of sever-

al acts, one of which is an evaluation. The act of evaluation, not 

the terminating move, can be described as serving a pedagogical func-

tion. Whereas 1n conversational discourse, a terminating move does 

not consist of an evaluation, and if an evaluation does occur, it 



1 19 

probably would not occur within a terminating move. Thus, a move it

self is not useful for describing pedagogical functions but rather 

the acts within moves 

3. Teaching strategies consist of different combinations of 

acts. A teaching strategy 1S more complex than a move. While a move 

is defined by the relationships that exist between utterances, a 

teaching strategy is defined by the intent of a sequence of utter

ances. This is a difference between "making" and "doing" something 

with words (McClellan, 1971). A move is made; a teaching strategy is 

done or rather accomplished. 

In describing "instructional conversations", Green (1978) 

identified teachers'pedagogical styles. She used a multi-level sys

tem for describing the structure of "message units" (utterances), 

including source, form, strategy, level, tie, and resolution. For 

example, a teacher's question could be described along each dimension 

as: teacher, question, clarifying, interpretive, story, and resolved 

interaction unit respectively. While the system is not applicable for 

this study, it does demonstrate the complexity of teaching strate

gies. Further, the complexity resides both 1n the structure of utter

ances and in the hierarchical structure of discourse. Therefore, 1n 

order to identify teaching strategies a more refined analysis of 

moves 1S required. By identifying acts and describing how they are 

used to accomplish lessons, a more accurate picture of teaching and 

learning strategies can be provided. 

Identification of Acts. Some researchers have attempted to 

classify utterances by their instructional function, namely, Bellack 
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et al. (1966), Green (1978), Hughes (1967), Moore (1979), and 

Sinclair and Coulthard (1975). Bellack et a1. identified four "moves" 

in instructional discourse: structuring, soliciting, responding, and 

reacting. However, these moves can occur in almost any discourse. 

Green identified 11 teaching strategies, such as focusing, framing, 

confirming, ra~s~ng, restating, etc. Hughes identified s~x major 

functions of the teaching act. They are functions that control, fa-

cilitate, develop content, serve as personal response, provide posi-

tive affectivity, and provide negative affectivity. Moore identified 

teaching moves which followed incorrect or no student answers: con-

tinues, accepts, indicates wrong, gives answer, probes for answer, 

gives hint, and gives information. Sinclair and Coulthard identified 

22 classes of acts, such as marker, starter, elicitation, prompt, 

evaluation, silent stress, aside, etc. 

The difficulty with all of these systems 15 that they require 

the identification of a mixture of discourse, cognitive, and linguis-

tic features. Additionally, many of the categories require a high 

level of inference to determine. As an example, the strategies in 

Green's system vary ~n the type of interpretation required as 

follows: 

Discourse 

focusing 
framing 
confirming 
ignoring 
refocusing 
controlling 

Cognitive 

extending 
raising 
clarifying 

Linguistic 

restating 
editing 

Further, categories which are based on cognitive functioning are in-

terpretive rather than descriptive. These types of categories require 
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a high level of inference because they are not based on observable 

features of the discourse but rather on assumptions and expectations 

of what teachers do during lessons. In this study, the pragmatic sub-

system was designed to describe acts according to their discourse 

function. Interpretations of their instructional intent are discussed 

after presentation of the results. 

In the pragmatic subsystem developed for this study, ~n-

structional acts were identified according to Stubbs's (1983) cr~-

teria for delineating speech acts ~n discourse. Stubbs identified 

four features which differentiate speech acts in discourse: predict-

~ng, predicted, initial, and terminal. That is, an utterance could 

predict the next utterance, be predicted by it, or be neutral. Fur-

ther, an utterance could initiate an exchange, terminate an exchange, 

or continue an exchange (i.e., be neutral). Using these criteria, the 

instructional acts were identified as follows: 

Discourse Function: Predicting Predicted Initial Terminal 

Elicitation (E) + + 
Elicitation (e) + +/-
Reply (R) + +/-
Reply (d + + +/-
Feedback (F) +/-
Informative (1) + 
Informative (i) 0 0 

The following are examples of each type of I-act as they occured 
within exchanges: 

Elicitation (E) 
Elicitation (e) 
Reply (R) 
Feedback (F) 

Informative (I) 
Feedback (F) 
Feedback (F) 

T: Would anybody here agree with that? •••• 
Do you like hot, buttery popcorn? 

S: Mm-hmm. 
T: Sounds wonderful to me= (2WR, 83-85) 

S: But this story is not true. 
T: We don't know that yet ••• = 
S: I know it. 



Elicitation (E) 
Reply (r) 
Feedback (F) 

Elicitation (E) 

Reply (R) 
Feedback (F) 
Informative (i) 

T: ..• What's another word that starts with an S •.. 
S: Satisfied? 
T: OK. Good. Those are great words. (6WL, 54-56) 

T: ... What happened a long time ago when lots of 
food was harvested after a good summer. 

S: Thanksgiving. 
T: Thanksgiving. We had our first Thanksgiving. 

Mr. Picklepaw is going to have a problem now 
with his corn •.• (2WR, 109-111) 
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In addition, feedback was further classified according to the type of 

information provided: old, new, or no information. Using these cri-

teria, type of feedback was identified as follows: 

The 

Type of Information: Old New None 

Feedback 
Feedback 
Feedback 
Feedback 

following are 

Repeat (F) + 
Informative (FI) + 
Evaluation (FE) + 
Elicitation (eF) + 

examples of each type of feedback: 

T: ••. Do you notice any difference 1n the 
temperature in there? 

Feedback Evaluation (FE) 
Feedback Informative (FI) 
Feedback Repeat (F) 

S: It keeps it hotter in the iron. 
T: Good for you, S. 

The iron absorbs the sunlight. 
It gets real hot. (2WR, 153- 1 55) 

T: ..• Can you think of one time when you 
ate so much popcorn you were stuffed. 

S: •.• On Christmas. 
Feedback Elicitation (eF) T: On Christmas you ate a lot of popcorn? 

(2WR, 13-15) 

Further, the exchange types were identified and classified according 

to the different combinations of acts comprising the initiating, con-

tinuing, and terminating moves in the exchange as follows: 

Elicitation 
Elicitation 
Informative 

Reply -- Feedback (ERF) 
Reply (ER) 
Feedback (IF) 
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The following are examples of each type of exchange: 

ERF T: ••. What is this story going to be about ••. 
S: Popcorn. 
T: Popcorn. (2WR, 3-5) 

ER T: Has anybody ever eaten ... a giant ball of popcorn? 
S: Yeah. (2WR, 15-16) 

IF S: I always eat popcorn whenever I come home from school. 
T: Do you? 

The complete pragmatic subsystem including procedures for application 

is presented in Appendix F. 

The Semantic Subsystem for 
the Transactional Function of Language 

The semantic subsystem was designed to identify the trans-

actional functions of teacher and student language during reading 

lessons and to describe the informational structure of instructional 

discourse. This analysis was concerned with what was said "semanti-

cally" about the stories read and the ideas related to the story. The 

transactional function of language involves more than the transmis-

sion of messages; it is a two-way system that involves both the con-

veyance and reception of nlessages. In order to understand the 

transactional function, it was necessary to identify the interaction 

of messages, i.e., the relationships that existed between what was 

said by different speakers. In the subsystem, utterances were classi-

fied according to their types of topical relationships with other 

utterances. These topical relationships have been described as topi-

cal moves and topical sequences. First, the subsystem is presented, 

and the types of topical moves and sequences are defined. Second, the 
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development of the subsystem is discussed, and the criteria for the 

identification of topical moves and sequences are explained. 

Description of the Semantic Subsystem 

The topical moves and sequences were defined by the topical 

relationships between utterances in discourse. The following topical 

moves were identified in the data: Introduction, Reintroduction, 

Collaboration, and Incorporation. Incorporation was further de-

fined by the type of topical relationships between exchanges, here-

after referred to as topical sequences. The topical moves and 

sequences are presented in Figure 3. 

Introduction. If the topic of an utterance was not related 

to the topic of the immediately preceding utterance or to the topic 

of any other preceding utterance, the topic was classified as intro-

duction as shown in the following examples. (All examples are taken 

from Transcript 2WR unless otherwise noted.) 

Topic 1 : T: • • • Now to get back to the subject of Mr • 
Picklepaw's ••• 

Topic 2: •.• do you have any clues as to what time of the 
~ear the story 1.S taking place. (44) 

Topic 1 : T: Thanksgiving. We had our first Thanksgiving. 
Topic 2 : OK, Mr. Picklepaw is going to have a problem now 

w'ith his corn ••• ( 112) 

Reintroduction. If the topic of an utterance was not relat-

ed to the topic of the immediately preceding utterance but was 

related to the topic of another preceding utterance, the topic was 

classified as reintroduction as shown in the following examples. 

New Topic: T: So far, in reading this story, could this be a 
true story? (65) 



COLLABORATION 

CHAINING 
SEQUENCE 

TOPICAL 
MOVES 

INCORPORATION 

PROBING 
SEQUENCE 

INTRODUCTION 

EXTENDING 
SEQUENCE 
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REINTRODUCTION 

Figure 3. The Semantic Subsystem of the Discourse Analysis System 



Old Topic: T: So far then is there anything that couldn't be 
true? (73) 

Old Topic: S: But this story 1S not true. (86) 

Collaboration. If the topic of an utterance was the same as 
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the topic of an immediately preceding utterance, it was classified as 

collaboration. Replies and Feedback were collaborative by definition 

as shown in the following examples. 

I-Act: Reply 
T: •.• What do you do with corn anyway? Do you build houses 

with it? 
S: No. (129-130) 

T: What do you do with it? 
S: You pop it. (131-132) 

I-Act: Feedback 
T: What else do you do with corn. 
S: You eat it. 
T: You eat it. You eat corn ••• (133-135) 

I-Act: Feedback Elicitation 
S: I always eat popcorn whenever I corne horne from school. 
T: Do you? (17-18) 

I-Act: Feedback Informative 
T: ••. See, it's right there. 
S: Well, that's a huge cavity. (42-45) 

Incorporation. If the topic of an utterance was different 

from the topic of the immediately preceding utterance but was related 

to it syntactically and semantically, the topic was classified as 

incorporation. Typically, incorporation was accomplished through 

elicitations. 

Syntactically, the relationship between utterances was overt, 

elliptical, or paraphrastic (see Collins, 1984). An overt relation-

ship incorporated the previous topic exactly. An elliptical 

relationship presupposed the previous topic. A paraphrastic relation-

ship rephrased the previous topic. Examples of each are shown below. 



Overt Incorporation: 
Topic 1: T: ••. what is this story gOLng to be about .•• 

S: Popcorn. 
Topic 2: T: •.. It's going to be about whose popcorn ••• 

0-5) 

Elliptical Incorporation: 
Topic 1: T: ••• could this be a true story? 

S: No. 
Topic 2: T: Why not? •• (65-67) 

Paraphrastic Incorporation: 
Topic 1: T: •.. is there anything that couldn't be true? 

S: Not really. 
Topic 2: T: Could there be pink and blue flowers growing 

wild? (73-75) 
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Semantically, the relationships between exchanges were iden-

tified using the following criteria: same/different topic and depend-

ent/independent from previous topic. Using these features, three 

types of topical sequences were identified: chaining, probing, 

and extending. In a chaining relationship, the topic was the same 

as the previous topic, i.e., several students were asked the same 

question. In a probing relationship, the topic was dependent upon the 

previous topic, i.e., the elicitation would not have been made unless 

the previous topic was on the floor. In an extending relationship, 

the topic was independent from the previous topic, i.e., the elicita-

tion could have been made whether or not the previous topic was on 

the floor. Examples of each are shown below. 

Chaining Topic Sequence: 
Topic 1: T: So far then 1S there anything that couldn't be 

true? 
Ss: /Not really./Well, yeah./ 

Topic 2: T: Could there be pink and blue flowers growing 
wild? 

S: Yeah. 
T: Sure there could be. 

Topic 3: T: ••• what else. (73-77) 



Probing Topic Sequence: 
Topic 1: T: •.• so you have any clues as to what time of the 

year the story is taking place. 
S: Spring 

Topic 2: T: Why do you say Spring S? 
S: Because all the flowers are blooming. (44-48) 

Extending Topic Sequence: 
Topic 1: T: ••• Does anybody know when corn is harvested •••. 

S: Fall. 
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T: In the fall •.•. the corn is almost ready to be 
cut down and the name for that is harvested. The 
harvest is in the fall. 

Topic 2: What happened a long time ago when lots of food 
was harvested after a good summer. (108-110) 

In summary, the semantic subsystem was designed to identify 

the transactional functions of utterances in terms of topical moves 

and sequences. Topical moves and sequences were defined according to 

the topical relationships between utterances. The subsystem was used 

to analyze the informational structure of instructional discourse. 

Development of the Semantic Subsystem 

The development of the semantic subsystem emerged from the 

study of sentence topic by Bates and MacWhinney (1979), Halliday 

(1967), Chafe (1976), and Li and Thompson (1976), the study of given 

and new information by Clark and Haviland (1974, 1977) and Chafe 

(1985), and the study of discourse topic by Ochs and her colleagues 

(1976, 1979) and Brown and Yule (1983). (For a complete discussion of 

their research, refer to the section on Discourse Analysis in Chapter 

2.) 

In the subsystem, utterances were classified according to the 

types of topical moves and seqeunces carried out in discourse. First, 

the selection of topic as the semantic unit of analysis is discussed. 
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Second, the identification of topic 1n discourse is explained. Third, 

the identification of topical relationships 1n discourse 1S dis

cussed. 

Selection of Topic as Semantic Unit of Analysis. Topic 

rather than the proposition was selected to describe the semantic 

relationships between utterances. Topical relationships between ut

terances reflected the informational structure of spoken discourse. 

Further, discourse topic rather than sentence topic was selected as 

the semantic unit of analysis since the focus of this study was on 

spoken discourse. 

The minimal semantic unit of written or narrative discourse 

has been variously identified as an information unit or block 

(Halliday, 1967; Grimes, 1975), a tone unit or group (Halliday, 

1967), an idea unit (Kroll, 1977; Estes and Wetmore, 1983), and a 

message unit (Green, 1978). Although these units are identified in 

different ways, basically, each unit consists of one concept, usually 

but not always constructed as a clause. Chafe (1980, 1985) has sug

gested that this is the amount of information in a single focus of 

consciousness, i.e., in short-term memory. (For a complete discus

sion, see the section on Discourse Analysis 1n Chapter 2). However, 

S1nce the focus of this study was to describe the informational 

structure of interactive discourse, identification of topic rather 

than the proposition or idea unit was found to be more reflective of 

the transactional nature of spoken discourse. 

In addition, since the focus of this study was on the seman

tic relationships among utterances, systems developed for describing 
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the informational structure of written discourse were considered. 

These systems have primarily described the informational structure of 

discourse in terms of propositional relationships (Frederiksen, 

1975; Kintsch, 1974), cohesive relationships (Halliday & Hasan, 

1976), and relationships between story elements (Rumelhart, 1975; 

Bruce, 1980; Warren, Nicholas, & Trabasso, 1979). (Refer to the sec

tion on Discourse Analysis in Chapter 2 for a review of these sys

tems.) However, they were not appropriate for the purposes of this 

study because they failed to describe how information was introduced 

and developed interactionally, i.e., utterance by utterance. There

fore, in this study, the informational structure of spoken discourse 

has been described in terms of topical relationships among utterances 

rather than logical, syntactic, or episodic relationships. 

Further, since discourse is under investigation, discourse 

topics were identified rather than sentence topics. There has been 

some confusion in the literature between the notions of topic at the 

sentence level and at the discourse level. Although linguists gener

ally have referred to topic in the same way as "what is being talked 

about", the topic of sentences has been primarily described syntac

tically (Clements, 1979; Halliday, 1967; Li & Thompson, 1976) whereas 

the topic of discourse has been described cognitively as a complex 

framework of spoken and shared information (Brown & Yule, 1983; 

Duranti & Ochs, 1979; Schank, 1977). To avoid confusion in this 

study, possible topics were identified at the sentence (utterance) 

level. Then, topics were identified at the discourse level. 
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Identification of Topic in Discourse. Before topical rela-

tionships could be identified, the topics of discourse needed to be 

identified. For the purposes of the study, possible discourse topics 

were first identified at the utterance level. After preliminary anal-

ysis of the informational structure of utterances, it was decided to 

identify all noun phrases for further analysis at the discourse 

level. 

Initially, the data were analyzed with respect to the in for-

mational structure of utterances in order to determine the topic. 

Prior research has described the informational structure of sentences 

in terms of theme-rheme, topic-comment, and given-new, each reflect-

ing different choices speakers make in conveying messages. (For a 

complete discussion, refer to the section on Discourse Analysis in 

Chapter 2). However, these methods did not consistently identify the 

topic. Their application is discussed in the following sections. 

1. Theme-rheme: Since the theme is reflected in mood rather 

than content, it did not prove useful to identify the topic of an 

utterance. As in the following examples, the theme (underlined) does 

not indicate what was being talked about. (All examples are taken 

from transcript 2WB unless otherwise noted.) 

T: ..• what is this story going to be about ••• (3) 
T: ••• Does anybody here like to eat popcorn .•• (11) 
S: I always eat popcorn whenever I come home from school. (17) 
T: Everybody like to eat popcorn? •• (13) 
S: ..... it said in the weekly reader. (22) 
T: Somet~es if I've bitten down on a popcorn that didn't quite 

pop and it's just that hard little seed, it hurts my teeth. 
(40) 

S: There couldn't be a pink sun. (78) 
T: We don't know that yet. (89) 
s: If they're gonna sell it •••. they have ta wash it. (127) 



T: ••• Nothing's happened yet that would tell us that it could 
not be true ••• (91) 

T: •.• Will worrying help the situation ••• ? (229) 

Therefore, theme-rheme was not appropriate for determining topic as 

defined by this study. 

2. Topic-comment: The identification of sentence, or more 
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specifically, utterance topic, proved useful as an initial device for 

identifying what was being talked about. As 1n the following exam-

pIes, the sentence topics (underlined) identified characters, ob-

jects, or events from or related to the story read. However, contrary 

to sentence topic, they were both initial (138, 202) and non-initial 

(3, 20, 40, 57), definite (3, 20, 57, 138, 202) and non-definite 

(40), animate (138) and non-animate (3, 20, 40, 57, 202), subject 

(3, 20, 57, 138, 202) and non-subject (40), given (3, 20, 138, 202) 

and new (40, 57) 

T: ••. what is this story going to be about ..• (3) 
T: Is popcorn good for you? •• (20) 
T: Sometimes if I've bitten down on a popcorn that didn't quite 

pop and it's just that hard little seed, it hurts my teeth. 
(40) 

T: .•• when is the hottest time of the year (57) 
T: So Mr. Picklepaw, wants to take care of his corn, doesn't 

he. (138) 
S: It's <what you see coming off the pavement in the summertime> 

just the ••• reflection. (202) 

However, in the following examples, the sentence topic (underlined) 

did not identify 'l1hat was being talked about: 

T: ••• Does anybody here like to eat popcorn ••. (11) 
D: I always eat popcorn whenever I come home from school. (17) 
T: Everybody like to eat popcorn? •• (13) 
S: ••••• it said in the weekly reader. (22) 
S: There-Couldn't be a pink sun. (78) 
T: We don't know that yet. (89) 
S: If they're gonna sell it ••• they have ta wash it. (127) 
T: ••• Nothing's happened yet that would tell us that it could 

not be true ••• (91) 



133 

T: •.• Will worrying help the situation .•• ? (229) 

Thus, sentence topic alone was not sufficient for the identification 

of what was being talked about in discourse nor were the features of 

topic candidates useful. This can be attributed to the fact that the 

topic of a sentence had different informational status within a 

stretch of discourse. That is, a topic might be given information 

(previously mentioned), peripheral information (in the immediate en-

vironment or inferrable), or new information (introduced for the 

first time) as discussed in the next section. 

3. Given-new: Although the topic is commonly given information 

and occurs in subject position, the topic was not given information 

or in subject position 1n every instance. In the following examples, 

the topics (underlined) were both given and subject. All topics had 

been introduced earlier or were textual references to what was just 

read. 

T: Is popcorn good for you? •• (20) 
T: ••• It < popcorn> comes from corn seed... (31) 
T: DoeS-he <Mr. Picklepaw> have very much corn •.• ? (113) 
s: By theroof <elliptical reference to Mr. Picklepaw> (224) 

However, in the following examples the topics (underlined) 

were not found in subject position although they were given in for-

mation. 

T: ••• Does anybody here like to eat popcorn. (11) 
T: ••• Have you all seen the seed that the popcorn 1S popped 

from. (34) 
T: ••• We've gone through spring, and summer, and now it's 

turning into fall ••• (107) 
T: .•• When do they cut down ears of corn ••• (107) 
S: I eat 'm. (7) 
T: Have y;,u ever seen a giant sunflower? •• (69) 
T: Would anybody here agree with that? <textual reference to 

"Nothing can beat hot buttery popcorn." > (83) 



T: Sounds wonderful to me. <textual reference to "Hot buttery 
popcorn" > (85) 

Frequently, peripheral information, such as anybody here, 

!, you, and we, was found in subject position. In other cases, 

nonspecific information, such as people or they, was found in sub-

ject position. In one case, there seemed to be two focal points of 

given information, e.g., T: Wonder what he would do with all that 

corn ••• (120). 

In the following examples, peripheral information was the 
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topic. In these cases, the information was either identifiable in the 

immediate environment, a primary topic of discourse which is recy-

cled, had recently been read, or was inferrable from the schema for 

the previous topic. This information was assumed to be already in the 

hearer's consciousness. In these cases, the topics (underlined) were 

not always in subject position but they were definite or pronominal-

ized. 

Identifiable ~n the immediate environment: 

T: ••• what is this story going to be about ••• (3) 
T: ••. What is at the top of the page •.. (49) 
T: No the pictures may not be true •.• (79) 

Primary topic of discourse: 

T: .•. Do you think it's important to Mr. Picklepaw to have a 
good harvest of corn? (136) 

T: ••• What could possibly happen to corn if it gets real hot ••• 
(154) 

Recently read: 

T: ••• What is sheet iron (146) 

Identifiable from schema for previous topic: 

T: ••• The iron < previous topic: storage sheds> absorbs the 
sunlight ••• (154) 
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In the following examples, new information was the topic, 

although-this occurred infrequently. This was information that had 

not been previously mentioned or read, was not ~n the hearers' peri-

pheral consciousness, and could not be assumed to be in the hearers' 

consc~ousness. In these cases, the new information was either from 

the text or the hearers' prior knowledge. However, it was more likely 

that it was from the hearers' prior knowledge since the story had 

been recently read and was assumed to be in the hearers' immediate or 

peripheral consciousness. New information from the text that was 1m-

plicitly stated in the text would not be assumed to be in the hear-

ers' consciousness. In these examples, new information (underlined) 

was not in subject position, but it was definite or thematized. 

s: What about ••• your river contraction, or whatever ••• root 
canal .•. did it hurt? (41) 

T: ••. do you have any clues as to what time of year the story 
is taking place. (44) 

T: What kind of popcorn poppers do you have ••• (167) 

Thus, given information could not be consistently used to identify 

the topic. 

From the above examples, it can be seen that topic could not 

be consistently identified at the utterance level using the informa-

tion structure of sentences. After preliminary analysis of the infor-

mational structure of utterances, it was decided to identify all noun 

phrases for further analysis at the discourse level. 

Although topic is a more complex notion than the simple noun 

phrase, a topic has one or more foci which are represented by a noun 

phrase. Topic has, therefore, been defined as the relationship be-

tween topic foci, which mayor may not be spoken. However, noun 
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phrases as topic foci, hereafter referred to as topic, were more eas

ily identified and analyzed. Further, because there were more than 

one focus per topic, certain noun phrases were identified as being 

"more topical". Thus, utterances could have primary and secondary 

topics. Since stories were being discussed, characters were consider-

ed to be the most topical, ~.e., primary topics. If more than one 

character was referred to in an utterance, the character mentioned ~n 

subject position, having an agentive role, or as given information 

was identified as primary topic. If no character was referred to an 

utterance, an object or event mentioned 1n the story was identified 

as primary topic. Peripheral information, such as references to the 

participants or the book, was always identified as a secondary topic. 

The topicality of noun phrases as used in this study is summarized in 

Figure 4. 

For the purposes of this study, the following procedures were 

used to identify topics at the utterance level: 

a. All noun phrases were identified as possible topics. 

b. Characters in the story were identified as primary topics. If 

one character was referred to in an utterance, it was identified as 

the topic. If more than one character was referred to, the character 

mentioned in subject position, having an agentive role, or as given 

information was identified as primary topic. 

c. If no character was referred to in an utterance, an object, an 

event, or an idea mentioned 1n the story was identified as the topic. 

If more than one of the above were mentioned, the one 1n subject po-

sition or as given information was identified as primary topic. 



Characters 
in Subject > 
Position 

Characters 
in Non-Subject > 
Position 

Objects > 
Events 
Ideas 

·Peripheral 
Information 

Figure 4. Topicality of Noun Phrases During Oral Discourse 
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d. Instances of peripheral information were identified as second

ary topics. These were instances which made reference to participants 

or objects present ~n the immediate environment, such as the story. 

After possible topics were initially identified at the utter

ance level, discourse topics were identified. Noun phrases which oc

curred repeatedly were identified as discourse topics. Four levels of 

topic in discourse were identified depending upon the depth of noun 

phrase repetition. For the purposes of this study, topics were iden

tified at four different levels: basic, local, episodic, and 

thematic. 

At the basic level, topics of utterances were identified as 

explained in the previous section. At the local level, topics of 

exchanges, i.e., two or more consecutive utterances, were identi

fied. At the episodic level, topics of episodes, i.e., two or more 

consecutive exchanges, were identified. At the episodic level, topics 

common to two or more episodes, not necessarily consecutive, were 

identified. Initially, each noun phrase in an utterance was identi

fied as a possible topic. Certain noun phrases were eliminated and 

certain ones were selected as mentioned in the previous section. 

Then, links between noun.phrases were identified at each level. For 

instance, noun phrases that were linked between utterances formed an 

exchange. Noun phrases that were linked between exchanges formed an 

episode. Noun phrases could be linked directly through repetition or 

indirectly through schemata. The following example demonstrates this 

linkage. (The basic topic is underlined.) 



Episodic Topic: The story takes place in 
the spring because the flowers are blooming. 

Exchange 1, Local Topic: The story takes place in the spring. 
T: ••. do you have any clues as to what time of the year 

the story is taking place. 
S: Spring. (35-38) 

Exchange 2, Local Topic: Flowers bloom in the spring. 
T: Why do you say Spring? 
S: Because all the flowers are blooming. 
T: OK. Flowers are blooming. (39-41) 
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Identification of Types of Topical Relationships. In the se-

mantic subsystem developed for this study, topical moves and sequen-

ces were identified according to the topical relationships between 

utterances. After identifying the topics of utterances and recurrent 

noun phrases, links between the noun phrases were identified. Types 

of topical relationships reflected the different ways that noun 

phrases were linked topically. 

According to Gumperz (cited 1n Green & Wallat, 1981), tying 

1S "a measure of the extent to which a person works with the message 

or messages of others" (p. 181). There are various ways to link 

messages: prosodically, syntactically, referentially, and inter-

actionally. Gumperz (1981) and Green and Wallat (1979) described how 

nonverbal and prosodic cues playa major role in tying messages. 

Goffman (1981) suggested that tying occurs referentially, with "each 

referencing tending to bear, but often deviously, some retrospective-

ly perceivable connection to the immediately prior one" (p. 72). 

Sacks et ale (1974) and Mehan (1979a) described how speech acts are 

reflexively tied in such a way that utterances are said to co-occur. 

The most basic tying occurs between questions and answers. 

Utterances are tied in such a way that an utterance may be 
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conditionally relevant to a previous utterance (Sacks et al., 1974). 

This occurs in sequences where questions as speech acts request an 

answer. Answers are thus conditionally relevant so that their absence 

is noted. However, question-answer sequences are not only pragmati

cally tied; they are tied syntactically and semantically (Stubbs, 

1983). Syntactically, there is an increase in ellipticity between a 

question and an answer or answers so that an answer can only be un

derstood with respect to the question. Semantically, a question 1S an 

incomplete proposition which 1S completed by an answer. It is the 

latter two notions that help to identify utterances as questions and 

answers and help to differentiate between answers and other respon

ses. However, questions and answers are not the only utterances that 

are tied. Research in classrooms has revealed three-part exchanges. 

Researchers examining classroom discourse have described ex

changes as consisting of three moves, such as elicitation-reply

feedback. (Refer to the section on Questions in Discourse in Chapter 

2 for a review of the literature). These moves are typically per

ceived to be pragmatically tied in that the feedback move is seen to 

be conditionally relevant to the question-answer sequence (Mehan, 

1979a) or to the response alone (Wells et al., 1979). That is, the 

feedback move 1S expected 1n much the same way that an answer 1S ex

pected. These moves are very often characterized as evaluations and 

are considered to be obligatory (Shuy & Griffin, 1981; Mehan, 1979a). 

However, this condition is not necessary in order to understand se

mantic relationships among utterances. In addition, feedback moves 

are more complex than simple evaluations. Berry (1981) described 
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their informational role as "propositional support". In fact, feed

back moves open up other semantic options because they are less pre-

dictable than answers. Thus, topic rather than speech acts was more 

useful for identifying the role of feedback in discourse. 

While utterances are typically characterized as being tied 

pragmatically to form exchanges, exchanges are characterized as being 

tied topically (Green, 1978; Mehan, 1979a)' Exchanges are tied 1n 

more complex ways than utterances S1nce utterances which are tied 

have a single identifiable topic. (Refer to Turner, 1985, for a 

discussion of exchanges with more then one line of propositional de

velopment.) In addition, topics do not remain constant but change 

imperceptibly (unmarked) as well as noticeably (marked). Thus, a 

speaker may be speaking topically but not speaking about the same 

topic (Coulthard, 1977). This change has been described as "topical 

shift" in which old topics are utilized to create new topics (Schank, 

1977). Hurtig (1977) described this as either "topic shading", an 

expansion of the set of related propositions which form the topic, or 

"topic fading", an introduction of a new set with a link to the old 

set. Duranti and Ochs (1979) described this as referential shift be

tween items or between items and general concepts within the frame of 

reference which serves as the topical framework. Schank described how 

topical shifts reflect our schema for objects and actions. These re

searchers basically are describing topical relationships between ut

terances. 

The semantic subsystem used in this study was designed to 

analyze utterances according to their topical relationships to other 
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utterances. Each utterance previously analyzed for its interactional 

function was analyzed for three features: same/different topic, re-

lated/unrelated topic, and new/old topic. For example, an utterance 

may have the same or a different topic as the preceding utterance. In 

addition, an utterance which is different may be related or unrelated 

to the topic of the preceding utterance. Further, an utterance which 

~s unrelated to the preceding utterance may be a new or an old topic 

~n the discourse. Using these criteria, the types of topical moves 

were identified as follows: 

Topical 
Relationships: 

Collaboration 
Incorporation 
Introduction 
Reintroduction 

+ Same 
- Different 

+ 

+ Related 
- Unrelated 

+ 

+ New 
Old 

+ 

The following are examples of each type of topical move: 

Introduction: T: • • . What ~s this story going to be about ••• 
Collaboration: S: Popcorn •.. 
Collaboration T: Popcorn. 
Incorporation: It's going to be about whose popcorn ••• 

(3-5) 
Reintroduction: T: ••• This story is going to be about Mr. 

Picklepaw's popcorn •.• (2WR, 29) 

Topical relationships also existed among exchanges. This oc-

curred when the topic of the previous utterance was incorporated. 

These relationships have been identified as chaining, probing, or 

extending the previous topic. This part of the subsystem is based on 

the research done by Mehan (1979a), Tenenberg and Morine-Dershimer 

(1981), and Green (1978) on teacher questioning which described ques-

tion sequences. 
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Mehan (1979a) identified two types of sequences, a basic se

quence in which a topic is introduced and a conditional sequence Ln 

which a topic is built on or expanded. He further identified an ex

tended sequence as a variation of the basic sequence in which a cor

rect reply is delayed. 

Tenenberg and Morine-Dershimer (1981) differentiated between 

sequences (conditional-type) in which the topic is developed horizon

tally (conjunctive), i.e., the same question is asked of more than 

one student and developed vertically (embedded), i.e., the same stu

dent is asked additional questions which expand the topic or probe 

the student's knowledge. Their topical sequence is the same as 

Mehan's basic sequence. 

Green (1978) identified four patterns of questioning, a line

ar pattern which is the same as Tenenberg's conjunctive sequence, a 

horizontal pattern which is the same as Mehan's conditional sequence, 

a circuit pattern which is the same as Tenenberg's embedded sequence, 

and a single question-answer pattern. Green also identified un

resolved sequences in which the expected reply is not received and 

divergent sequences in which an utterance which is not topically re

lated is incorporated, i.e., it is followed by a response or a 

reaction. 

Further, other sequences have been identified which are text 

contingent (Wells et al., 1979). These are side sequences (Jefferson, 

1972) and contingent queries (Garvey 1977) which mayor may not be 

topically related. In these sequences, questions are used to clarify 

what was said or meant (Shuy & Griffin, 1981). 
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The semantic subsystem used 1n this study identified topical 

relationships among exchanges using the following criteria: same/ 

different topic and dependent/independent from previous topic. Using 

these criteria, the types of topical sequences are identified as 

. follows: 

The 

Topical Relationships 
Between Exchanges: 

+ Same 
- Related 

+ Dependent 
- Independent 

Chaining 
Probing 
Extending 

+ 
+ 

following 

Chaining: 

are examples of each type of topical sequence: 

T: Could there be pink and blue flowers growing wild? 
S: Yeah. 
T: Sure there could be. 

What else. (2WR, 75-77 ) 

T: Do you have any clues as to what time of the year 
the story is taking place. 

S: Spring. 
Probing: T: Why do you say Spring, S? (2WR, 44-47) 

T: ..• Does anybody know when corn is harvested ••• 
S: Fall. 
T: In the fall ••• The corn is almost ready to be cut 

down and the name for that is harvested ••• The 
harvest is in the fall. 

Extending: What happened a long time ago when lots of food was 
harvested after a good summer. (2WR, 108-110) 

Further exchange sequences were found. Exchanges which occurred with-

in other exchanges and were topically related were identified as 

embedded sequences (not to be confused with Tenenberg's, 1981). Ex-

changes which occurred within other exchanges but were not topically 

related were identified as side sequences. The latter two exchanges 

were not classified in the system but are described during the dis-

cussion of the results. Examples of each (underlined) are shown 

below. 



Embedded Sequence: 
T: ..• Then what do they do with all of that, S? 
s: They save 'm. 
T: They what? 
s: They store 'm. 
T: OK. They store it •.. (120-124) 

Side Sequence: 
S1: «READS» 

T: Would anybody here agree with that? ..•• (Do you) like 
hot, buttery popcorn? 

S1: Mm-hmm. 
T: Sounds wonderful to me. 

S2: But this story is not true. 
T: We don't know that yet, S2. 

S2: I know it. 
T: We don't know that yet. 

S2: I do, cuz there couldn't be= 
T: Excuse me, you don't know that. Nothing has been read 

that couldn't be true. I love hot, buttery popcorn. 
That's true. 

S2: It couldn't be true. 
T: Keep going, S1. (83-93) 
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The complete semantic subsystem including procedures for application 

is presented in Appendix G. 



CHAPTER 5 

RESULTS AND INTERPRETATIONS 

In this chapter results and interpretations of the research are 

presented and discussed. To describe how reading lessons are accom

plished this research focused on the language of instruction. Eight 

reading lessons were audio-taped 1n order to compare discourse between 

grade levels (2nd and 6th), type of reading lesson (basal and litera

ture), and teachers (two at each grade level). The lessons were tran

scribed and analyzed using a discourse analysis system designed for the 

study. The analysis system consisted of a pragmatic subsystem used to 

identify the interactional function (the express10n of speech acts) of 

discourse and a semantic subsystem used to identify the transactional 

function (the expression of information) of discourse. Quantitative, 

comparative, and qualitative analyses of the data were performed. 

The results of the quantitative analysis revealed the inter

actional structure and the transactional structure of the reading les

sons. In addition, variations among lessons in the interactional and 

transactional structures were identified by comparing lessons according 

to grade level, type of lesson, and teacher. Finally, teacher and stu

dent discourse strategies were identified from the results of the 
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qualitative analysis. First, the organization of the discourse of read

ing lessons is presented. Second, the variations in the interactional 

and transactional structures among the lessons are presented and dis

cussed. Third, teacher and student instructional discourse strategies 

are presented and discussed. 

Organization of the Discourse of Reading Lessons 

In this section the results of the quantitative analysis of the 

data are presented. After the data were collected, teacher and student 

language was coded using the discourse analysis system designed for the 

purposes of this study. The pragmatic subsystem was used to identify 

the interactional functions of discourse in terms of instructional acts 

(I-acts) and types of exchange. The semantic subsystem was used to 

identify the transactional functions of discourse in terms of topical 

moves and topical sequences. From the results of the analysis, the 

organization of instructional discourse was identified. First, the 1n

teractional structure of the discourse 1S described. Second, the trans

actional structure of the discourse is described. 

Interactional Structure of Reading Lessons 

The description of the interactional structure of reading les

sons was based on the analysis of the interactional functions of teach

er and student language during reading lessons where comprehension is 

the goal. The interactional functions of discourse were identified as: 

elicitation (E), elicitation (e), informative (I), informative (i), 
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reply (R), reply (r), feedback repeat (F), feedback informative (FI), 

and feedback elicitation (eF). Definitions of the I-acts can be found 

in Figure 5. Further, the types of exchanges were identified as: 

elicitation-reply-feedback (ERF), elicitation-reply (ER), and 

informative-feedback (IF). Descriptions of the I-acts and exchanges 

can be found in Chapter 4 and Appendix F. First, the analysis of the 

data is presented. Second, the results are discussed with respect to 

the interactional structure of the discourse. 

Analysis of the Data. The quantitative analysis of 

interactional functions of discourse was conducted to identify the 

interactional patterns of teacher and student I-acts and exchange types 

across lessons regardless of grade level, type of lesson, or teacher. 

The analysis was based on the proportions of I-acts carried out and 

exchanges initiated by the teacher and students in each lesson. In the 

quantitative analysis, for each I-act and exchange type in each 

lesson, frequencies were tabulated, proportions were calculated, 

weighted rank orders, and teacher and student use was compared. 

After the language was coded, frequencies were tabulated for 

each I-act and exchange type. (A sample of coded data can be found ln 

Appendix E.) Next, proportions based on the total number of I-acts and 

exchanges for each lesson were determined. As an example, ln lesson 2WB 

(see Table 1, Appendix H) there were 327 total I-acts. Of those I-acts, 

78 were Elicitations (E). Proportionately, 23.9% of the total number of 

I-acts in lesson 2WB were Elicitations (E). Further, 22.9% of the total 

I-acts were Elicitations (E) carried out by the teacher, and 1.2% were 

Elicitations (E) carried out by the students. The frequencies and 



Elicitation (E) 

Elicitation (e) 

Informative (I) 

Informative (i) 

Reply (R) 

Reply (r) 

Feedback Repeat (F) 

requests verbal or non-verbal 
response; initiates exchange 

requests verbal or non-verbal 
response; does not initiate 
exchange 

does not request response; are not 
responses; initiates exchange 

does not request response; are not 
responses; does not initiate 
exchange 

verbal or non-verbal response to 
elicitation 

verbal or non-verbal response to 
elicitation; request for verbal 
response 

verbal response to utterance other 
than elicitation; repeats response 

Feedback Informative (FI) verbal response to utterance other 
than elicitaion; adds information 

Feedback Elicitation (eF) verbal response to utterance other 
than elicitation; requests verbal 
or non-verbal response; does not 
initiate exchange 

Figure 5. Definitions of Instructional Acts 
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proportions of I-acts have been compiled in Table 1 for second grade 

lessons and Table 2 for sixth grade lessons. The frequencies and pro

portions of exchanges have been compiled in Table 3 for second grade 

lessons and Table 4 for sixth grade lessons. The tables can be found ~n 

Appendix H. 

To identify the interactional patterns across lessons, the fre

quencies of the I-acts and exchange types were rank ordered for each 

lesson. Further, the rank orders were weighted to account for the vari

ability in frequencies across lessons. The I-acts and exchange types 

were rank ordered according to their degree of relationship to the most 

frequent one. As an example, the highest frequency of an I-act in les

son 2WB (see Table 1, Appendix H) was 85 for Reply (R and r). (Since 

both Rand r are replies to questions they are tabulated together.) . 

Thus, the weighted rank order for each I-act in lesson 2WB was deter

mined by dividing 85 by its frequency (see Figure 6). That is, the 

weighted rank order of 1.1 for Elicitation (E) was determined by divid

ing 85 by 78. For I-acts, the results of the rank ordering are present

ed in Figure 6. Values were based on the data from Tables 1 and 2 

(Appendix H). For exchange types, the results of the rank ordering are 

presented in Figure 7. Values were based on the data from Tables 3 and 

4 (Appendix H). 
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------------------------------------------------------------
2WB 2HB 2WL 2HL 6GB 68B 6GL 68L 

------------------------------------------------------------

R,r 1 1.1 1.0 1 1.4 1 
E 1.1 1.2 1 1 1.2 1.1 1.5 1.1 
FI 1.3 4. 1 3.6 2.3 1 .5 2.8 1 3. 1 
F 2.4 2.3 3.6 2.3 10.3 3.8 4.5 2.5 
e 3.9 5.7 2.0 4.4 4. 1 4.2 8.4 3. 1 
I 4.3 8. 1 6.4 3.5 4. 1 5.9 1.7 3 
eF 5.3 10 10.8 4.4 20.5 50 16.8 11.6 
r 85 32.5 36 43.5 6.8 20 22.3 16.2 
~ 12. 1 36 20.5 13.4 81 

Figure 6. Weighted Rank Orders of Instructional Acts by Lesson 

------------------------------------------------------------
2WB 2HB 2WL 2HL 6GB 68B 6GL 68L 

------------------------------------------------------------

ERF 1 1 1 1.5 1 1 1 1 
ER 2.3 1.6 2.0 1 1.5 1.3 3.7 1.7 
IF 4 7. 1 59 2.9 5 11.5 3.7 14.3 
ABT 6.5 8 3.3 16.7 5 6.6 16.5 7.2 
EMB 26 64 19.7 10 2.3 15.3 4. 1 7.2 

Figure 7. Weighted Rank Orders of Exchanges by Lesson 

Further, teacher and student use of I-acts and exchange types 

were compared for each lesson. As an example, 83 replies (R and r) were 

carried out by the students during lesson 2WB (see Table 1, Appendix H) 

while two replies (R and r) were carried out by the teacher. That is, 

for lesson 2WB (see Figure 8) the first 8)T indicates that the students 

carried out replies (R and r) more frequently than the teacher. For 

I-acts, the results of the teacher-student comparison are presented in 

Figure 8. Values were based on the data from Tables 1 and 2 (Appendix 
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H). For exchange types, the results of the teacher-student comparison 

are presented in Figure 9. Values were based on the data from Tables 3 

and 4 (Appendix H). 

2WB 2HB 2WL . 2HL 6GB 6SB 6GL 6SL 

R,r S>T S>T S S S S>T S>T S>T 
E T>S T T T T>S T>S T>S T>S 
FI T>S T>S T>S T>S T>S T>S T>S T>S 
F T>S T>S T T>S T T>S T>S T 
e T T T T T>S T T T 
I S>T T>S T>S S>T T>S T>S T>S T>S 
eF T T T T>S T T T T 
r T S S S S S>T S S>T 
i T T T T>S T 
Total T>8 T>8 T>S T>S T>S T>S T>S T>S 

------------------------------------------------------------
T = Teacher S = Students 

Figure 8. Comparison between 
Within Lessons 

2WB 

ERF T>S 
ER T 
IF S 
Total T>S 

2HB 

T 
T 
S>T 
T>S 

2WL 

T 
T 
S 
T>S 

> = used 

Teacher and 

2HL 

T 
T 
S>T 
T>S 

6GB 

T>S 
T>S 
8>T 
T>8 

to a greater degree 

Students' 

6SB 

T>S 
T>S 
S 
T>S 

6GL 

T>S 
T>S 
S>T 
T>S 

Use of 

6SL 

T>S 
T 
T>S 
T>S 

I-Acts 

T = Teacher S = Students > = initiated to a greater degree 

Figure 9. Comparison between Teacher and Students' Initiation of 
Exchange Types Within Lessons 

Discussion of the Results. The data analysis was conducted to 

describe the interactional structure of reading lessons. It revealed 

the interactional structure of reading lessons, i.e., how reading 
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lessons are interactively accomplished by teacher and students. The 

interactional patterns of across lessons were identified through 

weighted rank ordering and comparison between teacher and student use 

of I-acts and exchanges for each lesson. The most obvious pattern was 

the predominance of teacher I-acts and exchange initiation indicating 

teacher control of the interaction. Less obvious patterns were the type 

of student participation and the contribution of the students to the 

interaction. 

Generally speaking, the interactional structure of reading les

sons was composed of ERF exchanges (see Figures 7 and 9) consisting of 

teacher elicitation, student reply, and teacher feedback as found in 

previous research (Bellack et al., 1966; Mishler, 1975; Mehan, 1979a). 

More than 80% of the exchanges were initiated by teachers (see Tables 3 

and 4, Appendix H). Further, the greatest proportion of teacher I-acts 

were elicitations and feedback. Thus, in every lesson the teacher con

trolled the interaction in the same way, through elicitations and feed

back. 

However, teacher elicitations had a variety of forms (see Fig

ure 6). Elicitations most frequently initiated exchanges (coded as E), 

but sometimes elicitations did not initiate exchanges (coded as e). The 

latter were elicitations that occurred 1n a series of elicitations or 

occurred during moves which terminated exchanges (coded as eF). Al

though all teachers carried out the latter forms of elicitations, these 

forms were less frequently used. Further, there was more variation in 

their use across lessons. 
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In addition, feedback had more variation ~n form than other 

I-acts (see Figure 6). Feedback consisted of five types: (a) three 

which were topic-carrying utterances, termed feedback repeats (coded as 

F), feedback informatives (coded as FI),and feedback elicitations (cod

ed as eF), and two which were non-substantive, termed feedback evalua

tions and OK. (Since the latter feedback do not contribute to topic 

development, they were not analyzed any further.) The most common form 

of feedback was the feedback informative (FI) rather than the feedback 

repeat (F). That is, feedback was more frequently carried out to pro

vide new information rather than to repeat old information. In this 

way, feedback seemed to carry the interaction forward rather than to 

end the interaction. Thus, ERF exchanges cannot be seen as an isolated 

interactive units but must be studied in relation to other exchanges. 

Further, exchanges which were not terminated with feedback (ER ex

changes) were nearly as frequent. Their use must also be studied in 

relation to other exchanges. This could only be done by analyzing their 

meaning component, i.e., transactional functions. 

Student interaction patterns were distinctly different from 

teacher interaction patterns (see Figures 8 and 9). In each lesson, the 

students participated in the interaction mainly by replying to the 

teacher's questions. The most frequent I-act across all lessons was 

Reply (R and r). However, the students did initiate exchanges and did 

provide feedback in every lesson. Thus, it seems that students were 

able to have effects on the direction of the interaction even though 

they did not control it. 
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Students initiated exchanges primarily though informatives (IF 

exchanges). (See Figure 9.) These were responses that were not replies 

to questions but were I-acts which contributed new information to the 

topic. Students also provided new information as responses to others' 

replies (see Figure 8). This was done in the form of feedback informa-

tives (FI). Thus, students participated in the interaction not only by 

replying to teacher questions but also by contributing new information 

at appropriate junctures. How students accomplished this is discussed 

under the qualitative analysis. Further, the relationship of informa-

tives to other I-acts could only be identified by analyzing their mean-

ing component, i.e., their transactional function. 

The results of the quantitative analysis of the interactional 

functions of discourse revealed the interactional structure of reading 

lessons, i.e., how teachers and students interactively accomplished 

reading lessons where comprehension takes place. However, instructional 

acts were carried out to accomplish the transaction of information. A 

quantitative analysis of the transactional functions of discourse was 

further conducted to describe the transactional structure of reading . 
lessons. In the next section, the transactional structure of instruc-

tional discourse is presented. 

Transactional Structure of Reading Lessons 

The description of the transactional structure of reading les

sons was based on the analysis of the transactional functions of teach-

er and student language during reading lessons where comprehension 

takes place. The transactional functions of discourse were identified 
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as: introduction, collaboration, incorporation, and reintroduction of 

topic. Functions of incorporation were further identified as: probing, 

extending, and chaining the topic. Definitions of the topical moves and 

topical sequences can be found in Figure 10. Descriptions of the topic

al moves and sequences can be found in Chapter 4 and Appendix G. First, 

the analysis of the data is presented. Second, the results are discuss

ed with respect to the transactional structure of the discourse. 

Analysis of the Data. The quantitative analysis of the trans

actional functions of discourse was conducted to identify the trans

actional patterns of teacher and student topical moves and sequences 

across the lessons. The quantitative analysis was based on the propor

tions of topical moves performed and topical sequences produced in each 

lesson by the teachers and the students. It revealed the transactional 

structure of reading lessons, i.e., how teachers and students initiat

ed, maintained, and changed topic. For each topical move and sequence, 

frequencies were tabulated, proportions per lesson were calculated, 

weighted rank orders were determined, and teacher and student use were 

compared. 

After the language was coded, frequencies were tabulated for 

each topical move and sequence. (A sample of coded data can be found in 

Appendix E.). Next, proportions based on the total number of topical 

moves or exchanges for each lesson were calculated. As an example, 1n 

lesson 2WB (see Table 5, Appendix H) there were 303 total topical 

moves. Of those topical moves, 25 were Introduction. Proportionately, 

8.2% of the total number of topical moves in lesson 2WB were Introduc

tion. Further, 7.9% of the total topical moves were Introduction 



Collaboration 

Introduction 

Reintroduction 

Incorporation 

Probing 

Extending 

Chaining 

Topic of uttecance same as topic of 
preceding utterance 

Topic of uttecance different from and 
~nrelated to topic of preceding utterance; 
new discourse topic 

Topic of utterance different from and 
unrelated to topic of preceding utterance; 
old discourse topic 

Topic of utterance different from but 
related to topic of preceding utterance ~n 
the following ways: 

Shift between general and specific 
items in topical framework 

Expand the topical framework 

Shift among items in topical framework 

Figure 10. Definitions of Topical Moves and Sequences 

157 



158 

performed by the teacher and 0.3% were Introduction performed by the 

students. The frequencies and proportions of topical moves have been 

compiled in Table 5 for the second grade lessons and 1n Table 6 for the 

sixth grade lessons. The frequencies and proportions of topical sequen

ces have been compiled in Table 7 for the second grade lessons and in 

Table 8 for the sixth grade lessons. The tables can be found in Appen

dix H. 

To identify the transactional patterns across lessons, the fre

quencies of the topical moves and sequences were rank ordered for each 

lesson. Further, rank orders were weighted to account for the variabil

ity in frequencies across the lessons. For example, in lesson 2WB (see 

Figure 11) the most frequent topical move, collaboration, has a weight

ed rank order of 1 but the next most frequent topical move, incorpora

tion, has a weighted rank order of 3.0. For the complete statistical 

procedure, see the previous section on the interactional structure. For 

topical moves, the results of the rank ordering are presented in Figure 

11. Values were based on the data from Tables 5 and 6 (Appendix H). For 

topical sequences, the results of the rank ordering are presented in 

Figure 12. Values were based on the data from Tables 7 and 8 (Appendix 

H). 



COL 
INC 
INT 
REIN 

2WB 2HB 

3.0 2.6 
8 7.5 

18.2 116 

2WL 

2.0 
11.6 
46.3 

2HL 

1 
1.9 

12.6 
168 

6GB 

1 
2.4 

12.5 
30 

6SB 

2.1 
10.3 
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6GL 

1 
3.6 
7.4 

33.3 

6SL 

2.2 
10.5 

Figure 11. Weighted Rank Orders of Topical Moves by Lesson 

2WB 2HB 2WL 2HL 6GB 6SB 6GL 6SL 

PROBING 1 1 1 1 1 1.4 1 
EXTENDING 1 2.2 3.9 1.9 1 .9 1.9 1 3.8 
CHAINING 3.5 2 9 1.9 2 2.3 1.6 3.8 
SIDE 9.3 14.7 51 43 5.2 18.5 4.7 42 
EMBEDDED 44 6.5 12.3 14 42 

Figure 12. Weighted Rank Orders of Topical Sequences by Lesson 
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Further, teacher and student use of topical moves and sequences 

were compared for each lesson. As an example, in lesson 2WB (see Figure 

11) the first S>T indicates that students collaborated more frequently 

than the teacher. For further explanation of the analysis procedure, 

see the previous section on the interactional structure. For topical 

moves, the results of the teacher-student compar1son are presented in 

Figure 13. Values were based on the data from Tables 5 and 6 (Appendix 

H). For topical sequences, the results of the teacher-student compari-

son are presented in Figure 14. Values were based on the data from 

Tables 7 and 8 (Appendix H). 
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2WB 2HB 2WL 2HL 6GB 6SB 6GL 6SL 

COL S T S T S T S T S T S T S T S T 
INC T S T S T S T S T S T S T S T S 
INT T S T T T T S T S T S T S 
REIN T S T T T S T S T T S 
Total T S T 8 T S S T T S T S T S T S 

------------------------------------------------------------
T = Teacher S = Students = used to a greater degree 

Figure 13. Comparison between Teacher and Students' Use of 
Topical Moves by Lesson 

2WB 2HB 2WL 2HL 6GB 6SB 6GL 68L 

PROBING T T T T T T T T S 
EXTENDING T S T S T S T S T S T S T S T 
CHAINING T T T T S T T T T 
SIDE S S T T S 8 T S S 8 
EMBEDDED T T S S S S 
Total T S T S T S T S T S T S T S T S 

------------------------------------------------------------
T = Teacher S = Students = used to a greater degree 

Figure 14. Comparison between Teacher and Students' Use of 
Topical Sequences by Lesson 

Discussion of the Results. The analysis of transactional func-

tions of language was conducted to describe the informational structure 

of reading lessons. The transactional patterns in the use of topical 

moves and sequences revealed the structure. The transactional patterns 

across lessons were based on the weighted rank ordering and comparison 

between teacher and student use of topical moves and sequences for each 

lesson. The most obvious patterns were the teachers' control of the 

topic through incorporation and the students' contribution to topic 
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development through collaboration. A less obvious pattern was the stu

dents' influence on the direction of topic development. 

Generally speaking, a topic was introduced by the teacher. The 

topic was maintained by student and teacher collaboration. A topic was 

developed by the teacher through incorporation. Teachers incorporated a 

topic mainly by probing and extending and sometimes by chaining the 

topic. Students contributed to topic development through collaboration. 

A topic was changed mainly through introduction by the teacher and in

frequently through reintroduction by the teacher and students. 

The teachers not only controlled the development of topic but 

they used a variety of ways. In every lesson except one, more topical 

moves were carried out by the teacher than by the students (see Figure 

12). Nearly half or more of the topical moves in each lesson were car

ried out by the teacher (see Tables 5 and 6, Appendix H). The teachers 

introduced, reintroduced, and incorporated topic (see Figure 13). How

ever, the greatest proportion of the teachers' topical moves were ~n

corporation. Incorporation was carried out by the teachers mainly 

through probing sequences and secondarily through extending sequences 

(see Figure 14). Thus, in every lesson the teacher controlled the de

velopment of topic in the same way. 

Furthermore, the more frequent use of incorporation rather than 

introduction or reintroduction (see Figure 11) ~s an indication that 

the teachers provided the students opportunity to contribute to the 

development of the topic. In most lessons (see Figure 14) the teachers 

did this mainly through probing sequences where the students had an 

opportunity to clarify their contribution, i.e., make their 
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contribution more appropriate or pertinent to the topic on the floor. 

In addition, the teacher incorporated students' contributions through 

extending sequences where the students had an opportunity to provide 

information concerning a related topic. Less frequently, the teacher 

incorporated students' contributions through chaining sequences where 

students had an opportunity to add new information concerning the same 

topic. Thus, although the teachers had control of the topic, they pro

vided the students an opportunity to contribute to the topic. However, 

the teachers did not have complete control over the content of the stu

dents' contributions. 

Student transaction patterns were distinctly different than the 

teacher interaction patterns (see Figures 13 and 14). In each lesson, 

the students contributed to the topic laainly through collaboration, 

i.e., by maintaining the topic on the floor rather than introducing a 

topic. Thus, the students did not control the topic. However, they had 

opportunity to influence the development of a topic through their con

tributions. 

Since the greatest proportion of topical moves was collabora

tion which was carried out most frequently by students (see Tables 5 

and 6, Appendix H), the students had opportunity to affect the develop

ment of topic. This was done mainly through replies to elicitations. 

However, an elicitation which introduced a topic did not necessarily 

guarantee a response which maintained the topic on the floor. The stu

dents' responses shifted, shaded, and changed topic. (This 1S discussed 

further under discourse strategies.) The students further contributed 

to topic development through introduction, incorporation, and 
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reintroduction although infrequently. In addition, the teacher's use of 

incorporation is not only an indication that the teacher provided stu

dents opportunity to contribute to topic development but also that the 

students did not always maintain the topic on the floor. Thus, there 

was give-and-take between the teacher's introduction of a topic and the 

students' contributions to the topic. 

The results of the quantitative analysis of the transactional 

functions of discourse revealed the transactional structure of reading 

lessons, i.e. how teachers and students introduced, maintained, devel

oped, and changed topic during reading lessons were comprehension takes 

place. However, topical moves and sequences are carried out through 

I-acts. A cross-tabulation was further conducted to describe how topi

cal moves and sequences were carried out through I-acts. In the next 

section, the relationship between the interactional and,transactional 

structures is presented. 

Relationship between Interactional and Transactional Structures 

The description of discourse during reading lessons would not 

be complete without analysis of the relationships between the inter

actional and transactional functions of language. The quantitative 

analysis of the relationships between topical moves and I-acts was 

conducted to describe how transaction was interactionally achieved 

during reading lessons. The analysis is based on a cross-tabulation of 

I-acts and topical moves. First, the analysis of the data is present

ed. Second, the results are discussed with respect to the structure of 

discourse. 
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Analysis of the Data. The cross-tabulation was conducted to 

identify patterns of teacher and student use of I-acts for each topi

cal move across lessons. The quantitative analysis was based on the 

frequencies of I-acts carried out by the teacher and the students for 

each topical move Ln each lesson. The most obvious patterns were the 

teachers' control of the topic through elicitations and the students' 

contributions to topic through replies. Less obvious patterns were the 

students' contributions to topic development through feedback and in

formatives. 

After the data were coded according to their interactional and 

transactional functions, the frequencies of each I-act and topical 

move were cross-tabulated for grade levels and types of lesson. Re

sults of the cross-tabulation are presented in Table 9 (see Appendix 

H). To identify patterns of relationships across lessons, the I-acts 

for each topical move were rank ordered (weighted) for each lesson as 

Ln the previous sections. The frequencies were rank ordered according 

to their degree of relationship with the most frequent I-act for each 

topical move Ln each lesson. The results of the rank ordering are pre

sented Ln Figure 15. In the figure, the topical moves and I-acts aLe 

presented Ln order of frequency for all lessons. Values in Figure 15 

are based on the data from Table 9 (Appendix H). As an example, in 

lesson 2WB the I-act with the highest frequency for collaboration dur

ing lesson 2WB was Reply (R). Its frequency, 84, was then divided by 

the other frequencies to determine the weighted rank order of each 

I-act used to carry out collaboration. Thus, Reply (R) received a rank 

order of 1; Feedback Informative (FI) received a rank order of 1.3, 
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--------------------_._------------------------------------------------
2HB 2HB 2WL 2HL 6GB 6SB 6GL 65L Total 

----------------------------------------------------------------------

COL R 1 1 1 
FI 1.3 3.9 3.1 2.2 
F 2.4 2.2 1.9 3.5 
eF 5.3 9.7 9.3 4.2 
r 84 31.5 31 42 

INC E 1 1 1 1 
I 6.9 45 91 6 
i 

INT E 1 1 
I 21 30 
l. 7 15 

REIN E 6 
I 1 
i 1.5 1.5 

KEY: Topical Moves: COL = Collaboration 
INC Incorporation 
INT Introduction 

REIN Reintroduction 

I-Acts: E = Elicitation 

1 
1.3 
8.8 

17.5 
5.8 

1 
7.8 

62 

1.2 

1 
2 
1 

I = Informative within exchange 
l. Informative outside exchange 
R = Reply 
r Reply with rl.Sl.ng intonation 
F = Feedback Repeat 

FI Feedback Informative 
eF = Feedback Elicitation 

1 1.5 1 1 
2.6 1 2.9 1.9 
3.7 4.5 2".3 2.7 

47.5 33.5 10.9 9. 1 
19 22.3 15.2 19.3 

1 1 1 
19.5 7.4 20 10.5 

9.3 115.6 

1 1 4 1 
7 8 3.3 16. 1 

10 29 

1 1 
2 1.2 

1.4 

Figure 15. Heighted Rank Orders of I-Acts Per Topical Move by Lesson 
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and so on. This means that collaboration was most frequently carried 

out through replies but nearly as frequently by feedback informatives. 

Further, teacher and student use of I-acts for each topical 

move were compared for each lesson. The results of the teacher-student 

compar1son are presented in Figure 16. Values were based on the data 

from Table 9. As an example, 1n lesson 2WB the first S>J indicates 

that students carried out collaboration through replies more frequent

ly than the teacher. 

Discussion of the Results. The comparative analysis of the 

relationships between I-acts and topical moves revealed how reading 

lessons were accomplished by teacher and students, i.e., how topical 

moves were interactionally achieved. The patterns across lessons were 

based on the weighted rank ordering and comparison between teacher and 

student use of I-acts for each topical move. 

Generally speaking, a topic was introduced by the teacher 

through elicitations. The topic was maintained by student collabora

tion through replies and by teacher collaboration through feedback. A 

topic was developed by teacher incorporation through elicitations and 

by student collaboration through replies and feedback. A topic was 

changed by teacher introduction through elicitations, teacher reintro

duction through elicitations, and student reintroduction through in

formatives. Reintroduction, however, was infrequent. 

The teachers carried out the transaction primarily through 

incorporation and secondarily through collaboration. The teachers pri

marily used elicitations (E) to carry out incorporation and feedback 

informatives (FI) and feedback repeats (F) to carry out collaboration. 
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----------------------------------------------------------------------
2WB 2HB 2WL 2HL 6GB 68B 6GL 68L Total 

----------------------------------------------------------------------

COL R 8>T 8>T 8 S 8 8 
FI T>8 T>5 T>8 T>8 T>S T>8 
F T>8 T>8 T T T T>8 
eF T T T T>8 T T 
r T 8 8 8 8 8>T 

INC E T>8 T T T T>5 T>8 
I 8 8>T 8 8>T 8>T 8 
i T T 

INT E T T T T T>8 T 
I 8 T 8=T 
l. T T 

REIN E T T T T T 
I S S S 
l. T T T 

KEY: Topical Moves: COL = Collaboration 
INC = Incorporation 
INT = Introduction 

REIN = Reintroduction 

I-Acts: E = Elicitation 
I = Informative within exchange 
l. = Informative outside exchange 
R = Reply 
r = Reply with rising intonation 
F Feedback Repeat 

FI = Feedback Informative 
eF = Feedback Elicitation 

> used with greater frequency 
= used with equal frequency 

T = Teacher 
8 = Students 

8>T 8>T 8>T 
T>8 8>T T)5 
T>8 T T>8 

T T T>8 
8 8>T 8>T 

T>8 T>8 T>8 
8>T T 8>T 
T=8 T>8 

T>8 T T>8 
8 S>T S>T 

T T 

T T 
S=T S>T 

T 

Neither Teacher Nor Students 

Figure 16. Comparison between Teacher and Students' Use of I-Acts Per 
Topical Move by Lesson 
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In addition, they used introduction and, to a small degree, reintro

duction to carry out the transaction. Introduction was also carried 

out by the teachers primarily through elicitations (E) while reintro

duction was carried out through informatives (I) and (i) as well as 

elicitations (E). Thus, the teachers controlled the transaction by 

introducing the topic through elicitations, by developing the topic 

through incorporation, and by completing the topic through feedback. 

This may be attributed to teachers' instructional goals and to the 

need for teachers to guide the students' participation in and contri

butions to the discussion. 

The students contributed to the transaction primarily through 

collaboration and secondarily through incorporation. They primarily 

used reply (R) to carry out collaboration and informative (I) to carry 

out incorporation. In addition, they contributed to the transaction 

through introduction and reintroduction. Thus, the students did not 

control the topic but participated in the transaction by continuing 

the exchange and by contributing to and incorporating the topic. This 

may be attributed to the teachers' control of the transaction but also 

to the purposes of reading lessons. 

The results of the cross-tabulation of I-acts and topical 

moves revealed how transactions during reading lessons were accom

plished. However, there was variation among the lessons 1n the inter

actional and transactional structures of the discourse. A comparative 

analysis was conducted to identify the variations between the lessons 

according to grade level, type of lesson, and teacher. The results of 

the comparative analysis are discussed next. 
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Variations ~n the Discourse of Reading Lessons 

In this section the results of the comparative analysis of 

the data are presented. This analysis was conducted to identify the 

variations in the interactional and transactional structures among 

reading lessons with respect to grade level, type of reading lesson, 

and teacher. First, the variations ~n the interactional structure are 

presented. Second, the variations ~n the transactional structure are 

presented. 

Variations in the Interactional Structure 

The comparative analysis was conducted to identify variations 

~n the use of I-acts and exchange types among the lessons. First, the 

analysis of the data is presented. Second, the results are discussed 

with respect to three comparisons: grade level, type of reading les

son, and teacher. 

Analysis of the Data. The analysis was based on the differ

ences between lessons in the use of I-acts and exchange types. 

Differences between the proportions of each variable were computed. 

Results of the analysis of I-acts are presented in Table 10 for the 

grade level comparison, Table 11 for the lesson comparison, and Table 

12 for the teacher comparison. Values in Tables 10 to 12 were calcu

lated from the proportions ~n Tables 1 and 2. Results of the analysis 

of exchanges are presented in Table 13 for the grade level compari

son, Table 14 for the lesson comparison, and Table 15 for the teacher 

comparison. Values in Tables 13 to 15 are calculated from the 
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proportions ~n Tables 3 and 4. The tables can be found in Appendix H. 

As an example, for the grade level comparison (see Table 10, Appendix 

H), " 2.3" indicates that 2.3% more elicitations (E) were carried 

out during the basal lesson of Teacher 6G than during the basal les

son of Teacher 2W. During the basal lesson of Teacher 6G (see Table 

2, Appendix H), 26.2% elicitations were carried out. During the basal 

lesson of Teacher 2W (see Table 1, Appendix H), 23.9% elicitations 

were carried out. The difference is 2.3% in favor of the lesson of 

Teacher 6G. From the differences, substantial variations, significant 

patterns, and trends were identified. 

Substantial Variations: To describe the variations, the dif

ferences between proportions were classified according to their de

grees of variation. The degrees of variation were selected to fall 

within the ranges of both I-acts and exchange types. The range of 

difference in proportions for I-acts was 0 to 20.8% (see Tables 10 to 

12, Appendix H). The range of differences in proportions for exchange 

types was 0.3% to 31.9% (see Tables 13 to 15, Appendix H). Therefore, 

a five point scale was devised which accounted for differences from 0 

to 15% or more. For the purposes of discussion, terms which reflected 

differences in degree were selected. In addition, the degrees gener

ally reflected an indirect relationship between the degree of 

variation and the frequency of a variable. The criteria for the clas

sification of variables by degree of variation are as follows: 
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Code Classification Term Degree of Variation I-Acts Exchange 

{l n 
negligible variation less than 1.0% difference 120 14 

2 s light variation 1.0% to 4.9% difference 186 66 
3 some variation 5.0% to 9.9% difference 85 33 
4 appreciable variation" 10.0% to 14.9% difference 21 26 
5 substantial variation 15.0% difference or more 4 27 

The results for I-acts are presented in Figures 17 and 18. Values in 

these figures were calculated from the data in Tables 10 to 12 (Ap-

pendix H). The results for exchange types are presented in Figures 19 

and 20. Values in these figures were calculated from the data in 

Tables 13 to 15 (Appendix H). As an example, for the grade level com-

parison (see Figure 17), "2" indicates that there was slight 

variation between the proportion of elicitations (E) carried out 

during the basal lesson of Teacher 6G and the basal lesson of Teacher 

2W. This value was determined from Table 10 (Appendix H). In Table 

10, the difference was 2.8% which falls within the range of slight 

variation (see above). In addition, the direction of greater use is 

indicated by the column designation. Thus, slightly more elicitations 

(E) were carried out during the lesson of Teacher 6G. In this study, 

only substantial variations in the use of I-acts and exchange types 

are discussed. 
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KEY: . Grade Level Comparison 
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Figure 17. Degrees of Variation in Proportions of Instructional Acts: Grade Level 
Comparison 
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Figure 18. Degrees of Variation in Proportions of Instructional Acts: Lesson and 
Teacher Comparisons 
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KEY: Grade Level Comparison 
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Figure 19. Degrees of Variation in Proportions of Exchanges: Grade Level Comparison 
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Figure 20. Degrees of Variation in Proportions of Exchanges: Lesson and Teacher 
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The following substantial variations were found for the grade level 

comparison: 

I-Acts/Exchanges Lessons Speakers 

Feedback Informative (FI) 6GL > 2WL 
6GL > 2HL 

ER Exchange 6SB > 2WB 
" 2WL > 6GL Teachers 
" 2HL > 6GL Teachers 

ERF Exchange 6GL > 2HL Teachers 
" 6SL > 2HL Teachers 

Total Exchanges 2WL > 6GL Teachers 
" 6GL > 2WL Students 

The following substantial variations were found for the lesson 

comparison: 

I-Acts/Exchanges Lessons Speakers 

Elicitation (E) 2WL > 2WB 
ER Exchange 6GB > 6GL Teacher 
ERF Exchange 2HB > 2HL Teacher 
Total Exchanges 2WL > 2WB Teacher 

" 2WB > 2WL Students 

The following substantial variations were found for the teacher 

comparison: 

I-Acts/Exchanges Lessons Speakers 

Feedback Informative (FI) 6GL > 6SL 
ER Exchange 2HL > 2WL Teachers 

" 6SL > 6GL Teachers 
ERF Exchange 2WL > 2HL Teachers 
IF Exchange 2HL > 2WL 
Total Exchanges 6SL > 6GL Teachers 

" 6(;L > 6SL Students 

For each of the comparisons above, the first column indicates the 

I-acts and exchange types which had the greatest variation between 

lessons. The second column indicates the lessons with the greatest 

difference in the proportion of I-acts and exchange types. The third 
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column indicates the speakers who carried out the I-acts or exchange 

types. For example, for the grade level comparison (see above), ER 

(elicitation-reply) exchanges were initiated more frequently by 

Teacher 2W during the literature lesson than by Teacher 6G. If speak

ers are not indicated, the difference occurred between lessons but 

not between speakers. As an example, for the grade level comparison, 

Feedback Informative (FI) was carried out more frequently during the 

literature lesson of Teacher 6G (i.e., 6GL) than during the litera

ture lesson of Teacher 2W (i.e., 2WL). 

Significant Patterns: Since no patterns were found in the 

analysis of substantial variations, significant patterns were deter

mined for each comparison. These patterns were determined by totaling 

the number of lessons with the greater proportions for each I-act and 

exchange type without taking the degree of variation into considera

tion. A significant pattern was identified if the ratio was 8 to 0 

for the grade level comparison, 4 to 0 for the lesson comparison, and 

1 to 1 with the split along the lines of a comparison, l.e., grade 

level or type of lesson. Because of the limited sample, significant 

patterns were not determined for the teacher comparison. As an exam

ple, in the grade level comparison (see Figure 17), second grade 

teachers used feedback elicitations (eF) more frequently than sixth 

grade teachers. The ratio was 8 to 0, i.e., 8 lessons for second 

grade teachers and 0 lessons for sixth grade teachers. Although the 

degrees of variation were negligible to slight, the pattern was sig-

nificant. As an example of a 1 to split, in the lesson comparison 

(Figure 20), second grade teachers initiated ER exchanges more 
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frequently than sixth grade teachers during literature lessons while 

sixth grade teachers initiated ER exchanges more frequently than se-

cond grade teachers during basal lessons. The following significant 

patterns were found for the grade level comparison: 

I-Acts/Exchanges Lessons Speakers 
--------------------------------------------------------

Informative (I) 6 > 2 Teachers 
Informative (i) 2 > 6 
Reply (r) 6 > 2 
Feedback Repeat (F) 2 > 6 
Feedback Elicitation (eF) 2 > 6 Teachers 

The following significant patterns were found for the lesson 

comparison: 

I-Acts/Exchanges Lessons Speakers 

Informative (1) L > B Teachers 
Reply (R and r) 2B > 2L Teachers 

" 6L > 6B Teachers 
ER Exchange 2L > 2B Teachers 

" 6B > 6L Teachers 

Trends: In addition, trends were determined for each compari-

son. Trends were identified if the ratio was at least 3 to 1 for 

grade level and lesson comparisons and 2 to 0 for teacher comparison. 

As an example, in the grade level comparison (see Figure 17), second 

grade teachers used elicitations (E) more frequently than sixth grade 

teachers. The ratio was 3 to 1, i.e., 6 lessons for second grade 

teachers and 2 lessons for sixth grade teachers. In the teacher com-

parison (see Figure 18), Teacher 6S used elicitations (E) more fre-

quently than Teacher 6G. 
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The following trends were found for the grade level comparison: 

I-Acts/Exchanges Lessons Speakers 
--------------------------------------------------------

Elicitation (E) 6 > 2 Teachers 
" 6 > 2 Students 

Informative (1) 6 > 2 
Informative (i) 6 > 2 Teachers 
Reply (R and r) 6 > 2 Teachers 
Reply (r) 6 > 2 Students 
Feedback Repeat (F) 2 > 6 Teachers 
Feedback Informative (FI ) 6 > 2 Students 
Total I-Acts 2 > 6 Teachers 

" 6 > 2 Students 
ERF Exchange 2 > 6 Teachers 

" 6 > 2 Students 

The following trends were found for the lesson comparison: 

I-Acts/Exchanges Lessons Speakers 
--------------------------------------------------------

Elicitation (E) B > L Teachers 
Elicitation (e) L > B Teachers 
Informative (I) L > B 
Reply (R and r) B > L Students 
Feedback Repeat (F) L > B Teachers 

B > L Students 
Total I-Acts L > B Teachers 

" B > L Students 
ERF Exchange L > B Teachers 

The following trends were found for the teacher comparison: 

I-Acts/Exchanges Lessons Speakers 
--------------------------------------------------------

Elicitation (E) 6S > 6G Teachers 
Elicitation (e) 2W > 2H Teachers 
Informative (1) 6G > 6S Teachers 

" 6G > 6S Students 
Informative (i) 2W > 2H Teachers 

" 6G > 6S Teachers 
Reply (R and r) 2H > 2W Students 

" 6S > 6G Students 
Reply (r) 6S > 6G Teachers 
Feedback Repeat (F) 6S > 6G Teachers 
Feedback Informative (FI) 6G > 6S Teachers 

" 6G > 6S Students 
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The following trends were found for the teacher comparison: 

I-Acts/Exchanges Lessons Speakers 

Total I-Acts 6S > 6G Teachers 
" 6G > 6S Students 

ER Exchange 2H > 2W Teachers 
" 6S·> 6G Teachers 

" 6G > 6S Students 
ERF Exchange 2W > 2H Teachers 
IF Exchange 2H > 2W Teachers 

" 6G > 68 Teachers 
" 6G > 68 Students 

Total Exchanges 6S > 6G Teachers 
" 6G > 68 Students 

Discussion of the Results. The comparative analysis reveal-

ed variations in the use of I-acts and exchange types for all compar-

isons. For the grade level comparison, significant patterns and 

trends were found for I-acts. Substantial variations and trends were 

found for exchanges. For the lesson comparison, significant patterns 

and trends were found for I-acts. Substantial variations, significant 

patterns, and trends were found for exchanges. For the teacher com-

parison, substantial variations and trends were found for I-acts and 

exchanges. possible reasons for these variations are discussed next. 

The variations between grade levels could be attributed to differ-

ences 1n the students' ability to comprehend the story and to partic-

ipate 1n the discussion. The variations between types of reading 

lessons could be attributed to the differences in lesson goals and in 

the complexity and difficulty of the stories read (especially in the 

second grade). The variations between teachers could be attributed to 

their teaching styles. 

1. Grade Level Variations. Grade level (2nd vs. 6th) seemed 



to make a difference 1n the number and use of I-acts and the use of 

exchanges types. 
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Instructional Acts: Second srade teachers used Informative 

(i), Feedback Repeat (F), and Feedback Elicitation (eF) more fre

quently while sixth grade teachers used Informative (I) more 

frequently. In addition, second grade teachers tended (signifying a 

trend) to use Elicitation (E) more frequently while sixth grade 

teachers tended to use Reply (R and r) more frequently. This is an 

indication that the teachers varied their interactional strategies 

according to grade level. In other words, the second grade teachers 

guided student participation in a different way from the sixth grade 

teachers. Second grade teachers used more controlling I-acts than 

sixth grade teachers. This may be attributed to differences in stu

dent ability to read and to participate in the discussion. Second 

grade students needed more teacher guidance than sixth grade students 

in understanding what was read and in participating in the dis-

cuss1on. 

Further, Feedback Informative (FI) was carried out more fre

quently during one sixth grade literature lesson than either second 

grade literature lesson. This is an additional, although weak, indi

cation that second and sixth grade teachers varied their interaction

al strategies, specifically in the way they provided feedback. Sixth 

grade teachers seemed to provide more new information both at the 

beginning (with the use of Informative (I» and end of exchanges 

(with the use of Feedback Informative (FI». This may be attributed 

to the ability of sixth grade students to incorporate new information 
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more easily into the discussion. Second grade teachers seemed to re

peat information more often (with the use of Feedback Repeat (F) and 

Feedback Elicitation (eF» and to add new information that was not 

incorporated (with the use of Informative (i» by the students. This 

may be attributed to the need for second grade teachers to guide stu

dents' comprehension and participation. 

In addition, sixth grade students carried out more Reply (r) 

and tended to carry out more I-acts, including Elicitation (E) and 

Feedback Informative (FI), than second grade students. This is fur

ther indication that sixth grade students were more able to partici

pate in the discussion than second grade students. 

Exchanges: Grade level also seemed to make a difference 1n 

the use of types of exchanges. Second grade teachers tended to carry 

out more ERF exchanges than sixth grade teachers. This is further 

indication that second grade teachers needed to guide students' par

ticipation more often. In addition, sixth grade students tended to 

carry out more ERF exchanges than second grade students. However, 

this does not mean that sixth grade students provided feedback but 

only that they initiated exchanges that resulted in feedback. This 1S 

an indication that sixth grade students were more able to initiate 

exchanges but also that sixth grade teachers provided feedback when 

the students initiated exchanges. This may be attributed to the need 

for sixth grade teachers to guide the students' initiations. Other 

differences were affected by type of lesson as well as grade level. 

These differences are discussed under the lesson comparison. 

2. Lesson Variations. The type of lesson (basal vs. 
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exchanges types. 
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Instructional Acts: Teachers used more Informatives (I) dur

ing literature lessons than basal lessons. This is an indication that 

new information needed to be provided more often during literature 

lessons. This may be attributed to the differences between the sto

ries used in the literature and basal lessons. Stories used during 

the literature lessons were longer and more complex linguistically 

and structurally and, thus, more difficult to understand. Therefore, 

new information needed to be provided by the teachers to guide the 

students' comprehension. 

Further, teachers tended to carry out more I-acts, including 

Elicitation (e) and Feedback Repeat (F), during literature lessons 

while they tended to use more Elicitations (E) during basal lessons. 

This is an indication that the teachers varied their interactional 

strategies between basal and literature lessons. Teachers tended to 

control the interaction more during literature lessons by using more 

I-acts, rewording elicitations through Elicitation (e), and repeating 

information through Feedback Repeat (F) while they tended to use 

elicitations to control and guide the interaction during basal les

sons. This may be attributed to the differences in lesson goals and 

in the complexity and difficulty of the stories discussed. During the 

literature lessons, the teachers' goals were to develop students' 

interpretive abilities or inferential reasoning skills whereas during 

the basal lessons, the teachers' goals were to develop all levels of 
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program goals.) 
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In addition, students carried out more I-acts, including 

Reply (R and r) and Feedback Repeat (F) during basal lessons than 

during literature lessons. This is an indication that students varied 

their interactional strategies according to lesson type. However, 

this may be attributed more to differences between the teachers' 1n

teractional strategies than to differences between the students. 

Since the teachers asked more elicitations during basal lessons, the 

students provided more replies. Thus, the teachers interactional 

strategies had an effect on the students' interactional strategies. 

Exchanges: The type of lesson also seemed to make a differ

ence in the use of types of exchanges although the differences were 

effected by grade level as well. More ER exchanges tended to be car

ried out by the teachers during second grade literature lessons than 

basal lessons and sixth grade basal lessons than literature lessons. 

This is an indication that interactional strategies were effected as 

much by the difference between types of lesson as by the difference 

between grade levels. This may be attributed to the differences in 

complexity and difficulty between stories used in basal and litera

ture lessons but also to the increase in story complexity with grade 

level. Since ER exchanges generally occur as part of a larger dis

course structure, this can be seen more clearly as an outcome of the 

transactional structure of discourse (see next section). 

Further, more ERF exchanges tended to be carried out by the 

teachers during literature lessons than basal lessons although 
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substantially more were carried out by a second grade teacher during 

the basal lesson than the literature lesson. This is an indication 

that the teacher had a effect on the type of exchanges carried out 

for each type of lesson. Other differences found between types of 

lessons seemed to be effected by the teacher as well. More ER ex

changes were carried out during one sixth grade basal lesson. More IF 

exchanges were carried out during one sixth grade literature lesson. 

More exchanges were initiated by the teacher during one second grade 

literature lesson. This may be attributed to differences in teaching 

style. 

3. Teacher Variations. The teacher (Teacher 68 vs. Teacher 6G 

and Teacher 2W vs. Teacher 2H) seemed to make a difference in the use 

of I-acts and the number and use of exchange types. 

Instructional Acts: In the sixth grade, Teacher 68 carried 

out more I-acts, including Elicitation (E), Reply (r), and Feedback 

Repeat (F), while Teacher 6G used Informatives (I) and (i) and Feed

back Informative (FI) more frequently. In the second grade, Teacher 

2W used Elicitation (e) and Informative (i) more frequently than 

Teacher 2H. This is an indication that teachers varied in their 1n

teractional strategies, especially with regard to I-acts, according 

to their teaching style. 

Further, the students of Teacher 2H used Replies (R and r) 

more frequently than the students of Teacher 2W. In addition, the 

students of Teacher 6G carried out more I-acts, including Informative 

(I) and Feedback Informative (FI) than the students of Teacher 68. 



This is an indication that teaching style had an effect on the stu

dents' interactional strategies or abilities. 
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Exchanges: The teacher also seemed to make a difference in 

the number and use of types of exchanges. In the sixth grade, Teacher 

68 initiated more exchanges, including ER exchanges, especially dur

ing the literature lesson, than Teacher 6G. In the second grade, 

Teacher 2H initiated more exchanges during the basal lesson while 

Teacher 2W initiated more exchanges during the literature lesson. In 

addition, Teacher 2H carried out more ER exchanges, especially during 

the literature lesson, and more IF exchanges, specifically during the 

literature lesson, while Teacher 2W carried out more ERF exchanges, 

especially during the literature lesson. This is an indication that 

teachers varied in their interactional strategies, especially with 

regard to exchange types, according to their teaching style. 

Further, the students of Teacher 6G initiated more exchanges, 

including ER and IF exchanges, than the students of Teacher 68. The 

students of Teacher 2W initiated more exchanges during basal lessons 

while the students of Teacher 2H initiated more exchanges during lit

erature lessons. This is another indication that teaching style had 

an effect on the students' interactional strategies or abilities. 

In summary, there was variation 1n the interactional struc

ture of reading lessons due to grade level, type of lesson, and 

teacher. However, rather than changing the basic interactional struc

ture (see Organization of the Discourse of Reading Lessons), teachers 

and students varied their interactional strategies, specifically the 
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use of I-acts and exchange types, according to different needs and 

demands at each grade level and type of lesson and according to in

dividual teaching styles. First, there are indications that the stu

dents varied according to grade level in their ability to participate 

~n the discussion. Second, there are indications that the teachers 

varied their interactional strategies according to grade level and 

type of lesson, taking into account student ability to comprehend and 

to participate in the discussion, the complexity and difficulty of 

the reading material, and lesson goals. Third, there are indications 

that the teachers varied in their interactional strategies according 

to their teaching styles. Finally, there are indications that the 

teachers' interactional strategies had effects on the students' in

teractional strategies and abilities. 

Variations in the Transactional Structure 

The comparative analysis was conducted to identify variations 

~n the use of topical moves and topical sequences among the lessons. 

First, the analysis of the data is presented. Second, the results are 

discussed with respect to three comparisons: grade level, type of 

reading lesson, and teacher. 

Analysis of the Data. The analysis was based on the dif

ferences between lessons in the use of topical moves and topical se

quences. Difference between the proportions of each variable were 

computed. Results of the analysis of topical moves are presented in 

Table 16 for the grade level comparison, Table 17 for the lesson com

parison, and Table 18 for the teacher comparison. Values in Tables 16 



188 

to 18 were calculated from the proportions ~n Tables 5 and 6. Results 

of the analysis of topical sequences are presented ~n Table 19 for 

the grade level comparison, Table 20 for the lesson comparison, and 

Table 21 for the teacher comparison. Values ~n Tables 19 to 21 were 

calculated from the proportions ~n Tables 7 and 8. The tables can be 

found in Appendix H. As an example, for the grade level comparison 

(see Table 16, Appendix H), II) 3.0" indicates that 3.0% more intro

duction moves were carried out during the basal lesson of Teacher 2W 

than during the basal lesson of Teacher 6G. During the basal lesson 

of Teacher 2W (see Table 5, Appendix H), 8.2% introduction moves were 

carried out. During the basal lesson of Teacher 6G (see Table 6, Ap

pendix H), 5.2% introduction moves were carried out. The difference 

is 3.0% in favor of the lesson of Teacher 2W. From the differences, 

substantial variations, significant patterns, and trends were 

identified. 

Substantial Variations: The describe the variations, the dif

ferences between proportions were classified according to their de

grees of variation. The differences between the proportions were 

classified according to the criteria used I-acts and exchange types: 

negligible, slight, some, appreciable, and substantial (see Varia

tions in the Interactional Structure). The ranges of differences for 

topical moves and topical sequences fell within the ranges selected 

for the interactional structure. The range of differences in propor

tions for topical moves was 0 to 17.9%. The range of differences 1n 

proportions for topical sequences was 0.1% to 36.6%. The results for 

topical moves are presented in Figures 21 and 22. Values in these 
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K~V. Lesson Compariso~ Teacher Comparison 
'. negligible ----------------l----------------~-----------------~---------------
2. slight Second·! Sixth I Second . Sixth 
3. some ---------------------------------~----------------~---------------
~. appreciable 2W 2H 6G 6S B L B L 
- b . 1 I I I 
). su stantla --;---~---;---~-l-;---~-~;---~--l-;~--;~- p~--;~--~~--~~--~~--~~--

------------------------l-------~----------------l--------~------~-------r-------
! I I I 

Introduction 2 2 I 2 I I ,: , I 2 2 
Teacher 2, 2 2 I' 2 2, 

Students 2 

Incorporation 3 3 3 2 2 2 2 3 
Teacher 4 2 3 3 2 2 4 

Students 2 2 2 2 3 2 

Reintroduction 2 2 2 2 2 
Teacher , 2 2 2 2 

Students 2 2 , , 
Collaboration 2 2 2 2 2 2 

Teacher 2 4 3 3 3 4 2 2 
Students 3 2 2 3 4 1 1 

Total Moves 
Teacher 3 4 2 3 5 2 

Students 3 4 2 3 5 2 
, 
I 

--------------------------------~-------~-------- ---------------------------------

Figure 22. Degrees of Variation in Proportions of Topical Moves: Lesson and Teacher 
Comparisons 
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Figure 23. Degrees of Variation In Proportions of Topical Sequences: Grade Level 
Comparison 
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figures were calculated from Tables 16 to 18 (Appendix H). The re-

suIts for topical sequences are presented 1n Figures 23 and 24. 

Values in these figures were calculated from Tables 19 to 21 (Appen-

dix H). As an example, for the grade level comparison (see Figure 

21), "2" indicates that there was slight variation between the pro-

portions of introduction moves carried out during the basal lesson of 

Teacher 2W and and the basal lesson of Teacher 6G. This value was 

determined from Table 16 (Appendix H). In Table 16, the difference 

was 3.0% which falls within the range of slight variation (1.0% to 

4.9%). In addition, the direction of greater use is indicated by the 

column designation. Thus, slightly more introduction moves were car-

ried out during the lesson of Teacher 2W. In this study, only the 

substantal variations in the use of topical moves and topical sequen-

ces are discussed. The following substantial variations were found 

for the grade level comparison: 

Topical Moves/Sequences Lessons Speakers 
--------------------------------------------------------

Incorporation 2WL > 6GL Teachers 
Probing Sequences 2WL > 6GL Teachers 

" 2HL > 6GL Teachers 
Extending Sequences 2WB > 6GB,6SB 

" 6GL > 2~ 
Total Topical Sequences 2~ > 6GL Teachers 

" 6GL > 2~ Students 
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The following substantial variations were found for the lesson 

comparison: 

Topical Moves/Sequences Lessons Speakers 

Chaining Sequences 2WL > 2WB Teacher 
Probing Sequences 6SL > 6SB· 
Extending Sequences 2WB > 2WL Students 

" 6GL > 6GB 
Total Sequences 2WL > 2WB Teacher 

" 2WB > 2WL Students 

The following substantial variations were found for the teacher 

comparison: 

Topical Moves/Sequences Lessons Speakers 

Total Moves 2WL > 2HL Teachers 
" 2HL > 2WL Students 

Extending Sequences 2WB > 2HB 
Total Sequences 2HB > 2WB Teachers 

" 2WB > 2HB Students 
" 6SL > 6GL Teachers 
" 2GL > 6SL Students 

For each of the comparisons above, the first column indicates the 

topical moves and topical sequences which had the greatest variation 

between lessons. The second column indicates the lessons with the 

greatest difference in the proportion of topical moves and sequences. 

The third column indicates the speakers who carried out the topical 

moves and sequences. For example, for the grade level comparison (see 

above), incorporation was carried out more frequently by Teacher 2W 

during the literature lesson than by Teacher 6G (i.e., 2WL 6GL). If 

speakers are not indicated, the difference occurred between lessons 

but not between speakers. As an example, for the grade level compari-

son, extending sequences were carried out more frequently during the 

basal lesson of Teacher 2W (i.e., 2WB) than during the basal lesson 
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of Teacher 6G (i.e., 6GB). Subsequent lists are interpreted 1n the 

same \vay. 

Significant Patterns: Since no patterns were found in the 

analysis of substantial variations, significant patterns were identi-

fied for each comparison. These patterns were determined according to 

the procedure used for the variations in I-acts and exchange types 

(see Variations in Interactional Structure). A pattern was signifi-

cant if the lessons with the greater proportion had a ratio of 8 to 0 

for the grade level comparison, 4 to 0 for the lesson comparison, and 

1 to 1 with the split along the lines of a comparison. As an example, 

in the grade level comparison (see Figure 21), sixth grade students 

carried out introduction moves more frequently than second grade stu-

dents in every lesson (i.e., 8 : 0). The following significant pat-

terns were found for the grade level comparison: 

Topical Moves/Sequences Lessons Speakers 
--------------------------------------------------------

Introduction 2B > 6B 
" 6L > 2L 
" 6 > 2 Students 

Incorporation 6B > 2B 
" 2L > 61 

Embedded Sequences 6 > 2 Students 

The following significant patterns were found for the lesson 

comparison: 

Topical Moves/Sequences Lessons Speakers 
--------------------------------------------------------

Incorporation 2L > 2B 
" 6B > 6L 

Reintroduction B > L Teachers 
Collaboration 2B > 2L Teachers 

" 6L > 6B Teachers 
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Trends: In addition, trends were determined for each compar1-

son. Trends were identified if the ratio was at least 3 to 1 for 

grade level and lesson comparisons and 2 to 0 for teacher comparison. 

As an example, in the grade level comparison (see Figure 21), second 

grade teachers carried out more topical moves than sixth grade teach-

ers. The ratio was 3 to 1, i.e., 6 lessons for second grade teachers 

and 2 lessons for sixth grade teachers. 

The following trends were found for the grade level comparison: 

Topical Moves/Sequences Lessons Speakers 

Collaborat ion 6 > 2 Students 
Total Moves 2 > 6 Teachers 

" 6 > 2 Students 
Chaining Sequences 2 > 6 
Extending Sequences 6 > 2 Teachers 

" 2 > 6 Students 
Side Sequences 6 > 2 Students 

The follml7ing trends were found for the lesson comparison: 

Topical Moves/Sequences Lessons Speakers 
--------------------------------------------------------

Incorporation L > B Teachers 
Total Moves L > B Teachers 

" B > L Students 
Chaining Sequences L > B 
Extending Sequences B > L Teachers 

The following trends were found for the teacher comparison: 

Topical Moves/Sequences Lessons Speakers 
--------------------------------------------------------

Incorporation 2H > 2W 
" 6S > 6G Teachers 

Reintroduction 2W > 2H Teachers 
" 6G > 6S Teachers 
" 6G > 6S Students 

Collaboration 2W > 2H Teachers 
" 2H > 2W Students 
" 6G > 6S Teachers 
" 6G > 6S Students 

Total Moves 2W> 2H Teachers 
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The following trends were found for the teacher comparison: 

Topical Moves/Sequences Lessons Speakers 

Total Moves 2H > 2W Students 

" 6S > 6G Teachers 

" 6G > 6S Students 
Chaining Sequences 6G > 6S Teachers 
Probing Sequences 6S > 6G Teachers 
Side Sequences 6G > 6S Students 
Embedded Sequences 6G > 6S 
Total Sequences 6S > 6G Teachers 

" 6G > 6S Students 

Discussion of the Results. The comparative analysis reveal-

ed variations in the use of topical moves and topical sequences for 

all the comparisons. For the grade level comparison, substantial var-

iations, significant patterns, and trends were found for topical 

moves and topical sequences. For the lesson comparison, substantial 

significant patterns and trends were found for topical moves. Sub-

stantial variations and trends were found for topical sequences. For 

the teacher comparison, substantial variations and trends were found 

for topical moves and topical sequences. Possible reasons for these 

variations are discussed next. 

1. Grade Level Variations: Grade level <2nd vs. 6th) seemed 

to make a difference in the number and use of topical moves and the 

use of topical sequences. 

Topical Moves: Second grade teachers tended to carry out more 

topical moves than sixth grade teachers while sixth grade students 

tended to carry out more topical moves than second grade students. In 

addition, sixth grade students more frequently carried out Introduc-

tion than second grade students. These are indications that the stu-

dents improved with grade level in their ability to contribute to the 
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discussion. This may be attributed to the greater experience of the 

sixth grade students in book discussions. 

Further, grade level in conjunction with type of lesson seem

ed to make a difference in the use of topical moves. Incorporation 

was more frequently carried out by the teachers during sixth grade 

basal lessons and second grade literature lessons while Introduction 

was more frequently carried out by the teachers during second grade 

basal lessons and sixth grade literature lessons. This is an indica

tion that teachers varied their transactional strategies according to 

grade level and type of lesson. This may be attributed to differences 

~n the students' ability to contribute to the discussion as well as 

to lesson goals and to the type and difficulty of the reading 

material. 

Topical Sequences: Second grade teachers tended to initiate 

chaining sequences and, during literature lessons, probing sequences 

more frequently than sixth grade teachers. Sixth grade teachers tend

ed to initiate extending sequences more frequently than second grade 

teachers. This is another indication that teachers varied their 

transactional strategies according to grade level. This may attribut

ed to the differences in the students' ability to contribute to the 

discussion. Because second grade students were less able to contri

bute to the discussion, second grade teachers tended to use chaining 

and probing sequences to increase the students' contributions and the 

quality of their contributions while sixth grade teachers were more 

often able to use extending sequences to provide students the oppor

tunity to contribute to the topic of discussion. 
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In addition, sixth grade students initiated embedded and side 

sequences more frequently than second grade students while second 

grade students tended to initiate extending sequences more frequently 

than sixth grade students. This is an indication that sixth grade 

students carried out Incorporation more often through embedded or 

side sequences while second grade students were able to use extending 

sequences. This is contrary to expectations. Extending sequences are 

more difficult to carry out and their use should increase with age 

and ability. However, embedded and side sequences require a greater 

ability to contribute to a discussion since their use, especially for 

embedded sequences, requires the ability to maintain two topics of 

discussion at the same time and the ability to switch between them 

without the need to reintroduce the previous topic. 

2. Lesson Variations: The type of lesson (basal vs. litera

ture) seemed to make a difference in the number and use of topical 

moves and the use of topical sequences. 

Topical Moves: More topical moves were carried out by the 

teachers during literature lessons than basal lessons while more top

ical moves were carried out by the students during basal lessons than 

literature lessons. This is an indication that the type of lesson had 

an affect on the ability of students to contribute to the discussion. 

It was more difficult for students to contribute to the discussion 

during literature lessons than during basal lessons. This may be at

tributed to the greater difficulty and complexity of the stories. 

Further, Reintroduction, Collaboration in the second grade 

and Introduction were more frequently carried out by teachers during 
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basal lessons than during literature lessons. Incorporation tended to 

be more frequently carried out by teachers during literature lessons. 

This LS an indication" that type of lesson had an effect on the teach

ers' transactional strategies. This may also be attributed to the 

difference in type and difficulty of the stories. Stories used in the 

literature lessons tended to have more complex plots and, thus, re

quired the need or provided a greater opportunity to incorporate 

students' contributions. In addition, the teachers' transactional 

strategies were probably different because the goals for the two pro

grams were different. The goals for literature lessons were to devel

op students' interpretive ability or inferential skills whereas the 

goals for the basal lessons were to develop all levels of students' 

comprehension. (See Chapter 3 for a description of program goals.) 

Topical Sequences: Chaining sequences tended to be more fre

quently initiated by the teachers during literature lessons than ba

sal lessons while extending sequences tended to be more frequently 

initiated by the teachers during basal lessons. However, the differ

ences between lessons were less apparent since there was a substan

tial difference in the use of extending sequences between reading 

lessons in one sixth grade where extending sequences were more fre

quently initiated during literature lessons. In addition, probing 

sequences were more frequently initiated by the teacher during the 

other sixth grade literature lesson. This LS an indication that dif

ferences between types of lessons may have an effect on the use of 

topical sequences but the differences between teachers may have a 

greater effect. 
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Further, embedded sequences were more frequently initiated 

during basal lessons, and side sequences were more frequently initi

ated by students during basal lessc~s. This is a further indication 

than students carried out incorporation through embedded and side 

sequences mainly during basal lessons. This may be attributed to the 

differences in complexity and difficulty between the stories used in 

the basal and literature lessons especially in the second grade. Stu

dents were able to carry out incorporation more easily with less com

plex and difficult stories used during basal lessons. 

3. Teacher Variations: The teacher (Teacher 65 vs. Teacher 6G 

and Teacher 2W vs. Teacher 2H) seemed to make a difference in the 

number and use of topical moves and the use of topical sequences. 

Topical Moves: In the sixth grade, Teacher 65 carried out 

more topical moves and Incorporation while Teacher 6G carried out 

more Reintroduction and Collaboration. In the second grade, Teacher 

2W carried out more topical moves, Reintroduction, and Collaboration 

than Teacher 6G. This is an indication that the teacher (i.e., teach

ing style) had an effect on transactional strategies, especially with 

regard to topical moves. 

Further, teaching style seemed to make a difference in the 

number of use of topical moves by the students. In the sixth grade, 

the students of Teacher 6G carried out more topical moves, Reintro

duction, and Collaboration than the students of Teacher 65. In the 

second grade, the students of 2H carried out more topical moves and 

Collaboration than the students of Teacher 2W. This is an indication 
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that teaching style also had an effect on the transactional abilities 

or strategies of the students. 

Topical Sequences: In the sixth grade, Teacher 6G initiated 

more chaining sequences while Teacher 6S initiated more probing se

quences. This 1S another indication that teaching style had an effect 

on transactional strategies, especially with regard to the type of 

incorporation. 

However, there was less teacher effect in the second grade. 

The only noticeable difference occurred between the basal lessons of 

Teacher 2W and 2H. Extending sequences were more frequently initiated 

during the basal lesson of Teacher 2W. This may be attributed to a 

greater difference in teaching style between the sixth grade teachers 

and a lesser difference between the second grade teachers. 

Further, the students of Teacher 6G initiated more side se

quences, and more embedded sequences were initiated during the les

sons of Teacher 6G. This is indication that teaching style had an 

effect on the transactional strategies of sixth grade students but 

not second grade students. 

In summary, there are indications that grade level, type of 

lesson, and teacher had effects on the transactional strategies of 

teachers and students, specifically the use of topical moves and 

topical sequences. First, there are indications that the students dif

fered by grade level in their ability to contribute to the discus

S1on. Second, there are indications that the type of lesson and 

teaching style had an affect on the students' ability to contribute 
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to the discussion. Third, there are indications that the teachers 

varied their transactional strategies according to grade level and 

type of lesson, taking into account the goals of the lesson, the dif-

ficulty and complexity of the reading material, and student ability 

to comprehend and to contribute to the discussion. Finally, there are 

indications that the sixth grade teachers varied their transactional 

strategies according to their teaching style. 

Variations in the Relationship between Interactional and 
Transactional Structures 

The comparative analysis of the relationships between topical 

moves and I-acts was conducted to describe how lessons varied in the 

interactional achievement of transaction. First, the analysis of the 

data is presented. Second, the results are discussed with respect to 

two comparisons: grade level and type of reading lesson. 

Analysis of the Data. The quantitative analysis was based 

on the cross-tabulation of I-acts and topical moves. In the quantita-

tive analysis, for each topical move, frequencies of I-acts were sum-

med, averages were computed for each grade level and type of lesson, 

proportions were calculated, and substantial variations between les-

sons were identified. 

After the frequencies of each I-act and topical move were 

cross-tabulated for each lesson (see Table 9, Appendix H), the fre-

quencies were summed and averages were computed for each grade level, 

each type of lesson, and each type of lesson at each grade level (see 

Table 22, Appendix H). As an example, in the second grade basal les-

sons (see Table 9, Appendix H), the frequency of replies used to 
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l. 5.4 0 3.8 3.6 
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KEY: Topical Moves: COL = Collaboration 
INC = Incorporation 
INT = Introduction 

REIN = Reintroduction 
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FI = Feedback Informative 
eF = Feedback Elic i tat ion 
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Figure 25. Proportions of I-Acts Per Topical Move by Type of Lesson 
and Grade Level 
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carry out collaboration was 84 in lesson 2WB and 126 in lesson 2HB. 

Therefore, the average frequency for replies during second grade ba-

sal lessons was 105 (see Table 22, Appendix H). 

Further, proportions were determined for each I-act per top-

ical move (see Figure 25). As an example, in second grade basal les-

sons, the average frequency of replies for collaboration was 105 (see 

Table 22, Appendix H). The total frequency of collaboration moves 1n 

second grade basal lessons was 216. Therefore, the proportion of 

replies for collaboration during second grade basal lessons was 105 

divided by 216 or 48.6%. 

Finally, proportions of I-acts per topical move were compared 

to identify variations between grade levels, between types of les-

sons, and between grade levels for each type of lesson. Using the 

criteria developed originally for the comparative analysis of inter-

actional and transactional functions of language (see Variations in 

the Interactional Structure), both appreciable and substantial varia-

tions were identified. In the previous comparative analyses, ap-

preciable variations have been identified as 10.0% to 14.9% and 

substantial variations have been identified as 15.0% or more. The 

following variations were found for the grade level comparison: 

Topical Moves/I-Acts 

Reintroduction 
Elicitation (E) 
Informative (I) 

Lessons 

6 > 2 
2 > 6 
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The following variations were found for the lesson comparison: 

Topical Moves/I-Acts Lessons 

Collaboration 
Feedback Repeat (F) 2B > 6B 
Feedback Informative (FI) 6L > 2L 

Introduction 
Elicitation (E) 2L > 6L 
Informa t i ve (1) 6L > 2L 

Reintroduction 
Elicitation (E) L > B 

" 6B > 2B 
" 6L > 2L 

Informative (1) B > L 

" 2B > 6B 

" 6L > 2L 
Informative (i) 2L > 6L 

Discussion of the Results. The comparative analysis reveal-

ed variations in the use of I-acts to carry out topical moves. Teach-

ers and students generally carried out transactions 1n similar ways 

between grade levels and types of lessons. However, there were var1a-

tions in the use of I-acts to carry out topical moves between grade 

levels for each type of lesson, especially for collaboration and in-

troduction. First, there are indications that teachers varied their 

strategies according to the ability of students to contribute to the 

topic. Second, there are indications that teachers varied their stra-

tegies according to the lesson goals. Finally, there are indications 

that students differed according to grade level for each type of les-

son in their ability to contribute to topic development, and thus, to 

take an active role in the discussion. 

There were no substantial or appreciable differences between 

grade levels and between types of lessons in the use of I-acts to 

carry out topical moves. (For a discussion of typical relationships 
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between interaction and transaction, see Organization of the Dis

course of Reading Lessons.) Although there were appreciable and sub

stantial variations 1n the use of Elicitation (E), Informative (I), 

and Informative (i) to carry out Reintroduction, Reintroduction oc

curred infrequently 1n all lessons. The actual differences in fre

quency amounted to less than three. Thus, the transaction was carried 

out in much the same way regardless of grade level and type of les

son. However, there were noticeable differences between grade levels 

when type of lesson was held constant. 

For basal lessons, Collaboration was carried out through 

Feedback Repeat (F) more often during second grade lessons than sixth 

grade lessons. In addition, Feedback Repeat and Feedback Informative 

(FI) were used almost as frequently during second grade lessons 

whereas Feedback Informative was used more frequently than Feedback 

Repeat during sixth grade lessons. Further, previous analyses indica

ted that teachers primarily carried out Feedback Repeat but teachers 

and students carried out Feedback Informative. These are indications 

that second grade teachers controlled the transaction more during 

basal lessons than sixth grade teachers. However, there was no appre

ciable difference during literature lessons in the use of Feedback 

Repeat. This may be attributed to differences in lesson goals for 

second and sixth grade basal lessons but not literature 

lessons. 

For literature lessons, Collaboration was carried out through 

Feedback Informative (FI) more often during sixth grade lessons than 

second grade lessons. Further, Feedback Informative was carried out 
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nearly as frequently as Reply (R) during sixth grade lessons. These 

are indications that the topic was developed almost as much through 

Feedback Informative as Reply. This gave the sixth grade literature 

lessons a more conversational tone than the second grade lessons. 

This may be attributed to the differences between second and sixth 

grade students in ability to contribute to the discussion. Sixth 

grade students have had more experience reading and discussing liter

ature. 

For literature lessons, Introduction was carried out through 

Elicitation (E) more often in the second grade than in the sixth 

grade. Further, Introduction was carried out through Informative (I) 

during sixth grade lessons but not second grade lessons. Since elici

tations control the type of response that follows and informatives do 

not, this is another indication that second grade teachers controlled 

the transaction more than sixth grade teachers. This may be attribu

ted to the differences between second and sixth grade students ln 

ability to contribute to the discussion and to the differences ln the 

difficulty and complexity of stories between second and sixth grades. 

These differences were found for literature lessons but not for basal 

lessons because the literature stories were more complex and diffi

cult for the second grade students than for the sixth grade students 

whereas the basal stories were not any more difficult for the second 

grade students than for the sixth grade students. 

Finally, Reintroduction was carried out in different ways in 

second and sixth grade basal and literature lessons. However, Rein

troduction occurred infrequently. 
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The results of the comparative analysis of the relationship 

between I-acts and topical moves revealed how the interactional 

achievement of transaction varied during reading lessons. However, 

there was further variation ~n the functions of I-acts for each top

ical move. A qualitative analysis was conducted to identify the forms 

and functions of I-acts to carry out the transaction. The results of 

the qualitative analysis are discussed next. 

Teacher and Student Instructional Discourse Strategies 

In this section the results of the qualitative analysis of 

the data are presented. This analysis was conducted to describe 

teachers' and students' instructional discourse strategies. The focus 

of the analysis and discussion is on topic development and how it is 

achieved. First, topic development in general is discussed. Second, 

topic development as it occurred during the observed reading lessons 

is presented and discussed. 

Topic Development during Discourse 

After a topic is introduced ~n discourse, it does not remain 

static. It can be altered, changed, reintroduced, and even ignored 

(see Shuy, 1981, for further discussion of topic changes in dis

course). This leads to different levels of topic ~n discourse. Al

though each speakers' utterance itself has a topic (i.e., basic 

topic), different levels of discourse topic are co-constructed (Shuy, 

1981) or negotiated (Stubbs, 1983) between or among speakers. For an 
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ER(F) exchange, the co-construction of topic (i.e., local topic) oc

curs because an elicitation is an incomplete proposition which is 

completed through subsequent utterances, usually a reply (Ochs, 

Schieffelin, & Platt, 1979). For an IF exchange, the co-construction 

of topic occurs because feedback supports the proposition (Berry, 

1981) or builds on the proposition introduced by the initiating move 

and reinforces the proposition as the topic (Heritage & Watson, 1979; 

Schegloff, 1972). This support or reinforcement of topic is accom

plished through collaboration. 

Next, the topic can be developed by linking items in a frame

work resulting in an episodic topic. This linking is accomplished 

through incorporation. Then, an episodic topic can recur and be link

ed to other episodic topics (by linking frameworks) resulting in a 

thematic topic (see Agar & Hobbs, 1982; Perfetti & Goldman, 1975, for 

a discussion of thematization in discourse). Thus, there are levels 

of topic in discourse: basic, local, episodic, and thematic. Further, 

participants in discourse have strategies for developing topic which 

probably vary from individual to individual and discourse to dis

course. This research examined one kind discourse, namely, reading 

lessons where stories were read and/or discussed. 

Topic Development during Reading Lessons 

During the observed reading lessons, the teachers and stu

dents had strategies for developing topic. There were transactional 

strategies for contributing to the discussion and interactional stra

tegies for participating Ln the discussion. However, the two types of 



211 

strategies are jointly carried out. Therefore, they are discussed as 

one strategy, hereafter termed instructional discourse strategy. In 

this study, instructional discourse strategies are discussed with 

respect to how topical moves are carried out through instructional 

acts. Further, differences between teachers' and students' strategies 

are discussed, and variations in their strategies according to grade 

level, type of lesson, and teacher are discussed. 

Examples from the transcripts are presented to illustrate 

each type of topical move. First, each topical move and I-act were 

identified from the coded data. Then, utterances were identified 

which exemplified different forms and functions of each topical move. 

Finally, utterances were selected which exemplified different strate

gies between teachers and students and between lessons. Examples of 

the variations in the forms and functions of the topical moves are 

presented together with examples of the differences among the les

sons. Further, reasons for these differences are offered. The discus

sion covers various aspects of topic development in oral discourse: 

topic introduction, topic reintroduction, topic collaboration (in

cluding local topic development); and topic incorporation (including 

episodic and thematic topic development). 

Topic Introduction. A topic is introduced at the beginning 

of a discourse and later into the ongoing discourse. Topic intro

duction can be seen as a topic change, when a speaker introduces a 

new topic unrelated to the old. The speaker can provide new informa

tion through informatives or request new information through 

elicitations concerning the topic of concern (see Dchs Keenan et aI, 
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1978, for a discussion of interrogatives as expressions of immediate 

concern). 

During reading lessons, the teachers generally introduced the 

topic. They primarily introduced topic through elicitations. The 

teachers did not differ significantly in their use of elicitation to 

introduce the topic. However, the form of the initiating move which 

introduced topic through elicitation varied. Sometimes the form con-

s1sted of a single elicitation, a series of related elicitations, an 

informative followed by an elicitation, or an elicitation followed by 

an informative. Topic was further introduced through informatives 

which occurred inside and outside of exchanges. 

1. Single Elicitation: Topic was most frequently introduced 

by a single elicitation in all of the lessons. One form of this I-act 

was a question which could be answered with one word, with yes or no, 

or with a choice of alternatives. These were questions that were easy 

to answer and did not need clarification or amplification. (The fol-

lowing examples taken from the transcripts have been edited to elim-

inate repeats, false starts, vocalizations, and any other utterances 

which are not relevant to the discussion. Three dots are used to in-

dicate where these elements have been edited out.) For 

example, 

T: ••• What 1S this story going to be about, do you think, just by 
the title= 

S: ••• Popcorn ••• (2WB, 3-4) 

T: ••• Could this be a true story? 
S: No. (2WB, 65-66) 

T: ••• Would you say that Pip Squeak was an unusual mouse, or not. 
S: An unusual. (2HB, 264-265) 
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Another form of this I-act was a question that required more than a 

one word answer. This often was a question that asked the students to 

use their own experiences to answer it. Although it may have been 

more difficult for students to answer, any answer was acceptable, and 

thus, the question usually did not need clarification or amplifica-

tion. For example: 

T: What do you think Pip Squeak Mouse is thinking about now ••• 
S: ••• that he can beat up the dragon ... (2HB, 15-16) 

T: ••• Who can tell me what it means, she fitted her steps, to the 
slow steps= 

S: Like if somebody was running like that ••• they'd move ••• the 
same foot at the same time and the same side ••• and the same 
side again. (2HL, 8-9) 

A single elicitation was used as an introduction move most frequently 

during the second grade lessons. It was often used after oral reading 

when the students more than likely were expected to remember what was 

just read, and the teachers probably wanted to find out how well the 

students understood the story. This occurred most frequently in the 

basal lesson of Teacher 2W. For example: 

T: Why is it time to pick his popcorn •.• (2WB, 95) 

T: What's happening ••• (2WB, 239) 

During the other second grade basal lesson, Teacher 2H seemed to use 

a single elicitation after oral reading to find out if the students 

understood the vocabulary. For example: 

T: Have you ever heard ••• of a special knight's table? (2HB, 132) 

T: What 1S courage? (2HB, 59) 

In addition, a single elicitation seemed to be used to evaluate the 

students' memory for story details. This occurred most frequently in 
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the second grade during the second half of the basal lesson of Teach-

er 2H. 

T: 
S: 
T: 
S: 
1': 
S: 
T: 
S: 
T: 

S: 

For example: 

What had he never fought that he want to fight ••• 
A dragon? 
••• How many knights lived on the hill. 
Seven. 
••• Who did Sir Prise ride off to fight? 
The dragon. 
••• Where was this dragon from. 
Foo Fum Forest. 
.•• Whose idea was it for five knights was if for five knights 
to go together to fight the dragon? 
Pip Squeak's. (2HB, 161-171) 

However, the teachers did not only use elicitations to ask students 

to recall details. Sometimes their elicitations required inferences. 

This occurred more frequently during the sixth grade lessons. For 

example: 

T: ••• what kind of role does the mother play 1n this story ••• 
S: Kind of a quiet type and she doesn't want to get involved. 

(6GL, 48-49) 

T: ••• Is there any kind of a message or lesson in this story. 
S: ••• you can't judge a book by its cover. (6SB, 222-223) 

Although students very often did not introduce topic, a few students 

introduced topic during the lessons of Teacher 6G. These instances 

occurred because the students seemed to want to clarify ambiguities 

1n their minds. Usually the questions were direct. For example: 

S: Did they have a president now, or was that after the war= 
(6GB, 162) 

Sometimes the questions were indirect. For example: 

S: I was just wondering why they were talking about the school a 
little bit and it seemed like the work was just like ours and 
he's 14 right? •• and we're II and 12 ••• Maybe that's more 
advanced or something. (6GL, 154) 

Perhaps more students did not introduce topics because the teachers 

had goals for the lessons and, thus, did not give the students 
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opportunities to introduce their own topics. Further, the teachers 

seemed to decide what needed clarification. That is, when the stu-

dents answered questions incorrectly, the teachers used further 

elicitations to clarify or correct students' misunderstandings. 

Otherwise, the teachers probably were unaware of ambiguities and 

other misunderstandings that the students had. 

2. Series of Related Elicitations. The second most frequent 

introduction move took the form of a series of two or more related 

elicitations. This move was used only by the teachers. This form of 

initiating move was found to be constraining by Mishler (1976) al-

though there seemed to be various pragmatic reasons for its use. 

In this form the elicitations were either the same or differ-

ent. When the elicitations were the same, the second elicitation of-

ten was elliptical or incomplete. In addition, elliptical elicita-

tions were frequently forms of nominations. For 

example: 

T: ..• what did we decide that it meant when her mom pressed her 
fingers against her eyes. 
S, what was something? (2HL, 2) 

T: How do you feel about the place where you live ... 
S, how do you feel. (2WL, 29) 

However, when the first elicitation was elliptical or incomplete, the 

second elicitation occurred in the complete form. Thus, the second 

elicitation probably was used when the teachers thought the students 

might have forgotten the question if they had not paid attention or 

had not followed the discussion. For example: 

T: Of where. 
Where was this dragon from. (2HL, 169) 



T: .•. So then why did she tell them. 
What was her reason for telling them that when the rug IS 

taken off the loom, I will go to mother earth then, if it 
wasn't going to happen immediately ••• (2HL, 108) 
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Another form of this topical move was the repetition of the elicita-

tion although it was not usually repeated completely. This did not 

occur very frequently but when it did, there did not seem to be a 

reason for the repetition, except that the teachers might have 

thought the students did not hear or did not pay attention. 

T: ••• what had the owl seen pass. 
What had the moll seen. (2HB, 3) 

T: ••• After the girl had left the puma mother, where did she go 
to live ••• 
Where did she go to live ••• (6SB, 206) 

More often, the first elicitation was either clarified through re-

phrasing or amplified, i.e., expanded to provide additional informa-

tion that made it easier to answer. For example: 

T: Is popcorn good for you? 
Is it good for you or bad for you ••• (2WB, 20) 

T: ••• Why did he go happily to bed? 
What had he done that day that made him feel good, feel 
happy ••• (2\.JB, 142) 

The second elicitation sometimes was different from the first. When 

the elicitations were different, the second elicitation often was 

more specific and, thus, easier to answer. For example: 

T: ••• Why does the author have the Happy Lion so interested In 
the fire engine and the van. 
Now, first of all, S, what is that fire engine gonna do? •• 
(2WL, 219) 

T: ••• what was ••• the main point of the story. 
What did James Otis do •••• (2GB, 68) 
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Sometimes the second elicitation was the same question but 1n a dif-

ferent form. The teacher may have had several thoughts in mind and 

changed from one to the other while talking. For example: 

T: .•. Is this a book that you think of recormnending to some-
body for a special time. 
Could you think of a time you might want to tell somebody, 
oh you should really read Annie and the Old One? (2HL, 232) 

However, the second elicitation was not always the one answered, es-

pecially if it was harder to answer. For example: 

T: ••• what is this paragraph all about? •• 
why do you suppose she put this paragraph 1n ••• 

S: ••• when they were in that group weren't they talking about spy 
systems ••• (6GB, 143-144) 

A series of elicitations occurred when there was a slight pause be-

fore a student answered. This seemed to occur when the teachers want-

ed to give the students time to think and then repeated the question. 

For example: 

T: ••• and who in this story thought that Pip Squeak couldn't do 
anything with the dragon. S? •••• 
Who was one person. (2HB, 121) 

T: ••• How would you feel if he were 1n our, our building and not 
locked up •••.• 
How would you feel. (2WL, 165) 

Although series of elicitations were used more frequently for intro-

duction during basal lessons than during literature lessons and dur-

ing second grade lessons than during sixth grade lessons, there did 

not seem to be any difference 1n their forms and functions. 

3. Informative Followed By Elicitation. Sometimes the intro-

duction move took the form of an informative followed by an elicita-

tion. This was the third most common form of introduction move and 

was used only by the teachers. By using the informative, the teachers 
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presented information that "serve[d) to orient the children to the 

relevant area of experience ••. [and) establish as shared knowledge 

between [themselves) and the children materials essential to answer 

[the] questions" (described as a preformulating strategy by French 

& MacLure, 1981, p. 35). In addition, the subsequent elicitation was 

frequently elliptical. For example: 

T: •.. we're back at the Beaver's house and the preparations. When 
they realized Edmund was gone and figured out that he had gone 
to the white witch or the queen ••• they reacted differently. 
Everyone panicked except who ••••• (6SL, 69) 

In fact, there was often a very close relationship between the in for-

mative and the elicitation so that the two often formed a complete 

thought. For example: 

T: ••• Obviously he's worried. Why ••• (2WB, 192) 

Sometimes the informative was followed by two or more elicitations. 

For example: 

T: ••• We saw a filmstrip, Annie and the Old one, and we read a 
book. Which one of those two ways of hearing about a story do 
you feel like helps you understand more. Or, did both, or, 
which one did you prefer ••. (2HL, 157) 

The informative was frequently used to introduce the topic. For exam-

pIe: 

T: ••• Father Christmas gives out some gifts .•• what gift does Mrs. 
Beaver get. •• (6SL, 129) 

At other times, the teachers used the informative to provide a link 

between topics and the elicitation introduced the topic. During a 

sixth grade literature lesson, Teacher 6S frequently used the inform-

ative to connect events sequentially. Since the teacher and students 

were discussing the story chapter by chapter, the teacher had the 
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students recall the facts and make inferences about the events as 

they occurred in the story. For example: 

Topic 1: Why Edmund left his brother and sisters 
T: ••• Why did Edmund leave the other kids in this strange land ••• 

(6SL, n 
Topic 2: What Edmund saw at the castle of the White Witch 
T: ••• 50 he has a difficult journey, gets to the ••• castle of the 

white witch. Who can ••• tell me anything about the castle of 
the white witch ••• (6SL, 19) 

During the other sixth grade literature lesson, Teacher 6G often used 

the informative to make reference to what had already been discussed. 

For example: 

T: ••• We already have taken care of Kate. Everything's all right. 
Who else do we need to bring to an end ••• (6GL, 111) 

Further, some teachers used the informative to make reference to pre-

vious discourse that they wanted students to remember. For example: 

T: ••• 1 told you before you read the story that both stories were 
about communicating with animals. Did Senorita Maldenado com
municate with the puma. (6SB, 139) 

T: ••. remember the author is the person that writes a story. We 
call that person the author. Why does the author write the 
story in such a way that the Happy Lion never realizes the 
fear and excitement he causes when he leaves the zoo ••• 
OWL,S) 

Teacher 6G used the informative to describe her feelings about the 

story as a way of introducing the topic. For example: 

T: ••• there are many many ••• funny places I chuckled to myself 
and ••• did you notice how ••• Dave often spoke through his cat 
••• or he read or interpreted the cat's expression, or ••• we 
learned a lot about what Dave looked like by the eat's 
description of him ••• what kind of a guy was he ••• (6GL, 67-69) 

This form of introduction move was used more frequently during sixth 

grade lessons than during second grade lessons and during literature 

lessons than during basal lessons. Sixth grade teachers more often 
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linked topics to previous exchanges or earlier discourse, especially 

during literature lessons, by using the informative and then an elic-

itation. This can be attributed to the difference in lesson goals 

between lesson types and between grade levels. During sixth grade 

lessons, especially literature, the teachers and students were re-

telling the story and, thus, the exchanges were linked sequentially. 

Whereas during second grade lessons, the story was read orally, and 

there was no need to retell the story orally. Thus, the exchanges 

were not linked sequentially. 

4. Elicitation followed by Informative. Sometimes, the 1n-

troduction move took the form of an elicitation followed by an 

informative. However, the informative used in this form of move did 

not function in the same ways that it did when it preceded the elici-

tation. Informatives which followed an elicitation added information 

to the elicitation rather than introduced topic or linked exchanges, 

although they still functioned as preformulating strategies. This 

happened particularly during literature lessons where the teachers 

gave the students clues for answering inferential questions or re-

minded students about what was previously discussed. For example: 

T: Why does the Happy Lion think that the schoolmaster's trying 
to say, Bonjour, when he says, 0000000. Remember the 
schoolmaster just falls apart ••• (2WL, 141) 

T: ••• 00 you think it would be safe to say that he felt all of 
these things? He was comfortable ••.•• He was: (2WL, 64) 

Actually various combinations of informatives and elicitations oc-

curred during the introduction move. For example: 
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T: ••. if you saw a lion ••• what would you do. If a lion walked 
in down our hall •••.• It's a lion you had seen everyday at the 
zoo and you loved that lion and you waved to him ••••• How 
would you feel if he were in our ••• building and not locked 
up •••••• How would you feel .•••• How would you feel. (2WL, 165) 

T: ••. What do you think is the problem in this story ••••• Most of 
••• the things that we read are details, but what's the m.a1n 
problem. Remember, just about every story has one ••• 
(6GL, 32) 

5. Informatives Inside and Outside Exchanges. Finally, in-

formatives not followed by elicitations were also used to introduce 

topic although they were used infrequently. This occurred both at the 

beginning of exchanges (I) and between exchanges (i). Informatives 

used at the beginning of exchanges were not followed by elicitations 

but by another speaker's informative (coded as feedback informative). 

Teachers used informatives as personal comments which allowed stu-

dents to respond with their own personal comments. (However, this use 

of informatives occurred more frequently within episodes rather than 

as introduction moves at the beginning of episodes. For further dis-

cussion, see Episodic Topic Development.) For example: 

T: ••• Look at his horse •.• 
S: It has a special H for Hopper. 
T: ••• How do you think Hopper's feeling right now ••• (2HB, 

139-142) 

A few times students used informatives to introduce topic. Students 

used informatives as personal comments regarding the topic of discus-

sian rather than as replies to elicitations. However, students more 

often used informatives to reintroduce topic or the informatives 

themselves led to exchanges that were side sequences, i.e, off topic. 

(For further discussion, see Reintroduction and Side Sequences.) For 

example: 
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S: ••. it seemed like the whole story was based on people who had 
fathers who were missing or mothers who didn't care or mothers 
who were kinda set back. No ... woman who would stand out for 
themselves. They ••• sit back and don't care about their kids. 

T: That's an interesting point of view, you really wrapped it up . 
••• (6GL, 59-60) 

Informatives also were used by teachers, especially Teacher 2W, to 

introduce topic between exchanges. This means that topic was intro-

duced but not discussed. For the most part, these were thematic top-

ics that covered the whole discourse or at least a large part of it. 

(For further discussion, see Thematic Topic Development.) For 

example: 

T: ••• This story is gonna be about Mr. Picklepaw's popcorn and 
Mr. Picklepaw ends up with an awful lot of popcorn. We're 
gonna find out just how much ..••. Before we start though ••• 
where does popcorn come from ••• (2WB, 29) 

In one instance, an informative was used by Teacher 6S as a way of 

telescoping events, i.e., mentioning events which occurred between 

events that the teacher wanted to focus upon. For example: 

T: ••• So they do finally take off and they beat the white witch. 
They leave before the white witch or any of her police .•• get 
to their .•• dam, and then they're travelling along for a long 
time and it talks about Lucy getting tired and so on. They go 
in the hole and they sleep. What awakens them sleeping in that 
cave ••• (68L, 102) 

It was sometimes difficult to determine whether an informative ter-

minated an exchange, introduced an exchange, or occurred outside an 

exchange. For example: 

S: ••• if he ••• did it ••• it could probably burst the top off. 
T: Do you think it could? Could popcorn push the top off?= 
S: He could pretend to push the top off= 
T: ••• So far the story could be true ••• Popcorn may start popping 

if it gets too hot. It would have to be awfully hot in there, 
wouldn't it. But BR said he popped some by putting it in the 
sun ••• So possibly it could happen. Let's find out ••• if from 
here on if the story could be true. How strong is popcorn. 
(2WB, 254-257) 
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the function of informatives was determined by the degree of connec

tion between topics. If the only conne~tion that could be made was 

with a thematic topic, then it was identified as being outside an 

exchange. However, the teachers did not make these decisions. Teach

ers made decisions about linking topics at which they were more or 

less successful. (For further discussion of linking topics, see Epi

sodic Topic Development.) 

In summary, topic introduction was controlled by the teacher 

although some students, especially those in the sixth grade, attempt

ed to introduce their own topics. The form of topic introduction by 

the teachers varied. The teachers mainly used single elicitations and 

secondarily, series of elicitations. Single elicitations, especially 

by second grade teachers, seemed to be used primarily to evaluate 

students' memory for details. Students, however, used single elicita

tions to clarify amibiguities in their minds. Series of elicitations 

seemed to be used by the teachers for clarification and amplification 

of previous questions in order to make a question easier for students 

to answer or to give students time to think. 

The teachers also used informatives followed by elicitations, 

elicitations followed by informatives, informatives which initiated 

exchanges, and informatives which did not initiate exchanges to in-" 

troduce topic. Informatives followed by elicitations were frequently 

used, especially by Teacher 6S and during literature lessons, to link 

events in the story or previous discourse. Elicitations followed by 

informatives were used in much the same way as single elicitations 
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but the informatives were used to provide additional information 

needed to answer the question. 1nformatives which initiated exchanges 

were used, especially by the students, most often as personal com-

ments concerning the episodic topic. 1nformatives which did not 1n1-

tiate exchanges were used by the teachers, especially Teacher 2W, to 

introduce thematic topics that covered the whole discourse or at 

least a large part of the discourse. After topics were introduced, a 

few were reintroduced at a later time in the ongoing discourse. The 

forms and functions of topic reintroduction are discussed next. 

Topic Reintroduction. After a topic is introduced, it can 

be reintroduced at any time. During the discourse of the reading les-

sons, topics were not often reintroduced. Both teachers and students 

reintroduced topic. However, students reintroduced topic solely 

through informatives while teachers reintroduced topic through in-

formatives and elicitations. 

1. 1nformatives: The students reintroduced topic through in-

formatives which initiated exchanges, although the exchanges were 

often brief. For example: 

S: •.• 1 was gonna say it's kind of a fun-loving adventurous book 
for a teen-ager ••• and the problems are, they kind of relate to 
reality. 

T: And would maybe fit many other people going through that ••• 
(2GL, 106-109) 

Sometimes the students reintroduced a topic by answering a previous 

question. (In the following examples, turns-at-talk that are not 

pertinent to the discussion are deleted and marked by 15 dots.) For 

example: 
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T: How many of you believe that the person who did the filmstrip 
was different than the person who did the book. (220) 

T: ••. Can you tell us why you think it might be the same person • 
..• It is the same person. (224) 

T: ••• Did you recognize any of the pictures? 
S2: Yeah. 

T: They were the same as in the filmstrip, weren't they. A lot of 
the same colors, the same photographs. 

S3: ••• Maybe there weren't two guys, but they were sorta like a 
group ••• (2HL, 226-229) 

Sometimes the students reintroduced a topic that had previously been 

reintroduced. Thus, the topic was, or at least became, a thematic 

topic. For example: 

T: So far in reading this story, could this be a true story? (65) 
S: But this story is not true. (86) 
T: So far now, as far as we've read, could this story be true. 

(138) 
T: ••• So far the story could be true. Popcorn may start popping 

if it gets too hot •.• (257) 
S: But this story cannot be true. (2WB, 270) 

In one lesson, a student reintroduced a topic by answering a prevLous 

question but also introduced a new topic. This LS a good example of 

how students not only contributed to the topic but affected the di-

rection of its development. For example: 

T: ••• All are important characters but which one was .•• maybe the 
main character for this story ••• 

Sl: ••• but anyways James Otis might've been because he was like 
the one who organized the whole thing ••• 

T: I'm not sure he organized it, but= 
S2: No, I know who organized it •••• Paul Revere organized it cuz 

in first part of the story he said, we have to get an 
organized system. 

T: Yes. OK and what were they actually organizing. What was the 
setting for the story ••••• What were they doing there and 
where was it ••••• (2GB, 39-52) 

Teachers also reintroduced topic through informatives which initiated 

exchanges. For example: 



T: ••. Because remember our problem was that Dave and his dad 
didn't get along and Dave thought his dad was one of the 
worst. Until he sees and hears about these other friends', 
families, or parents, he starts thinking. 

S1: Yeah, I think he= 
S2: Finds out how lucky he is= 
T: Right. 

S2: Right there that was probably like maybe one of the climaxes 
of the story. (2GL, 60-65) 
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However, teachers more often reintroduced topic through informatives 

which did not initiate exchanges. Teacher 2W reintroduced topics 

which linked episodes. These were thematic topics for the whole dis-

course or at least a large part of the discourse. This was probably 

done because the teacher wanted the students to understand or remem-

ber a particular aspect of the story. For example: 

T: • •. This story is gonna be about Mr. Picklepaw's popcorn and 
Mr. Picklepaw ends up with an awful lot of popcorn .•• 
(2WB, 29) 

T: •• • Now to get back to the subject of Mr • Picklepaw's ••• 
(2WB, 44) 

T: • •• Mr. Picklepaw is g01ng to have a problem now with his 
corn ..• (2WB, 111) 

T: • •. He's going to have a problem ••• (2WB, 138) 

Two teachers used informatives to summarize what had been said earli-

er in the episode. This was another way of linking exchanges within 

an episode. For example: 

T: ••• Francois was his friend •.. So we think the lion was probably 
very happy there ••• (2WL, 99) 

T: ••. 1 think she opened the doors that the freedom belonged to 
everybody in the world= (2GB, 159) 

2. Elicitations. Topic was also reintroduced by the teachers 

through elicitations, although infrequently. This occurred primarily 

during basal lessons. However, there did not seem to be a reason for 

this difference. In addition, there were various forms of elicita-

tions, including single elicitations, series of elicitations, and 
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informatives followed by elicitations. However, there was no differ-

ence in their usage. They all seemed to be used to reintroduce an 

earlier topic that had not been completely developed. For example: 

T: ••• All are important characters but which one was ••• maybe the 
main character for this·story. 

S: It was that Otis guy. 

T: •.• What was the reason you supposed they mentioned the lemons 
and the oranges and so forth ••• 

S: So Johnny could make the punch. 
T: Right. They needed the punch for their meeting. OK so the 

meeting was the 10ft of a printer's shop and these two young 
men, Johnny Tremain and what was the other= 

S: Rad. 
T: Rad? They were actually the characters that the author was 

speaking through. She made them do the talking, but the main 
character was James Otis, because he kind of upset the whole 
meeting. They talked very little about the spies after 
awhile. Was he welcome to the meeting, James Otis?- (6GB, 
39-60) 

Sometimes a question was reintroduced that had not been answered be-

cause a side sequence had been initiated by a student. For example: 

T: By the way what are the PLOs trying to do ••• 
S: You know how the guerillas up wherever you said. 
T: El Salvador. 
S: El Salvador have the government leader and the captive ••• in 

the camp and they've had it there for a year and a half now, 
and he says he really likes it up there. 

T: It's safe. 
S: Yeah, there's no harm to him. 
T: What about the PLOs, my previous question ••• what don't they 

have. (6GB, 201-108) 

Further, sometimes a topic was reintroduced periodically during the 

discourse because it was either a thematic topic or a question that 

had not been answered. This mainly occurred during the reading les-

sons of Teacher 2W. In this instance, the question was asked at the 

beginning of the lesson and periodically asked after much probing 

(but it was never answered accurately). For example: 
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T: •.. Why does the author write the story in such a way that the 
Happy Lion never realizes the fear and excitement he causes 
when he leaves the zoo. (2\-lL, 5) 

T: ••• Why does the Happy Lion see the townspeople as foolish 
instead of recognizing they were frightened ••• (2WL, 153) 

T: Why does the Happy Lion see the townspeople as foolish instead 
of recognizing ••• that they are frightened ••• (2WL, 191) 

In summary, topic was infrequently reintroduced into dis-

course during reading lessons. However, both teachers and students 

reintroduced topic. Students reintroduced topic through informatives 

while teachers reintroduced topic through elicitations and informa-

tives. Students reintroduced topic when they answered prev~ous ques-

tions. This may have occurred because either they did not know what 

topic was on the floor or they had something further to say about a 

previous topic. Teachers used elicitations to reintroduce topic when 

the topic had not been completely developed. This occurred when the 

students had not answered a question completely or accurately and 

when the students introduced a side sequence that was off-topic. 

Teachers used informatives to reintroduce topic but mainly outside of 

exchanges. These informatives seemed to be used to link episodes 

through thematic topics and formulations of episodic topics. After a 

topic was introduced or reintroduced, the next speaker collaborated 

with it through replies and feedback. The forms and functions of top-

~c collaboration are discussed next. 

Topic Collaboration. After a topic has been introduced by a 

speaker, the hearer can continue with the same topic, alter the top-

ic, or change to a new topic. If the hearer continues with the same 

topic, then collaboration occurs. After the hearer collaborates with 
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the topic by responding to the first speaker's utterance, the first 

speaker can collaborate with the second speaker's response and so on. 

This collaboration continues as long as the topic framework holds 

(Burton, 1981) although there can be degrees of collaboration (see 

Franck, 1979). Otherwise topic changes occur (Maynard, 1980). It is 

through collaboration that local topic development occurs. The ser1es 

of utterances that are topically related is termed an exchange. An 

exchange can be made up of elicitation and reply (ER); elicitation, 

reply, and feedback (ERF); or informative and feedback (IF). The type 

of exchanges that are used will vary from discourse to discourse. 

Further, the functions of reply and feedback in an exchange, although 

both collaborative, are different. 

During discourse of the reading lessons, the ERF exchange was 

predominant although ER and IF exchanges also occurred. During the 

exchanges, the students mainly collaborated with the topic and, by 

doing so, contributed to topic development. The teachers also collab

orated with the topic. However, the teachers and students differed 1n 

their manner of collaboration. While students collaborated mainly 

through replies, teachers collaborated mainly through feedback. The 

students did not differ in their use of I-acts to carry out col

laboration but the teachers varied to some degree. The forms of 

collaboration used by teachers and students were reply (including 

reply with rising intonation), feedback informative, feedback repeat, 

and elicitation feedback. 

1. Replies. By replying to elicitations, speakers collaborate 

with the first speaker's topic. However, the second speakers do not 
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necessarily provide the new information requested. Any response can 

be interpreted as a reply (Franck, 1979). Providing the right or an 

appropriate answer depends upon the speaker's knowledge of what is 

being talked about and what has been talked about so far. In this 

way, speakers must "carve out" their own topic framework (Goffman, 

1981) based on what they know so far and what they can determine from 

the context (Cazden, 1986). 

During the reading lessons, the students primarily collabo-

rated with their teacher's topic through replies. Although the stu-

dents did not differ in their use of replies for collaboration, the 

form of replies varied. The form of the replies were usually con-

strained by the form of the questions which has been found by other 

researchers (Mishler, 1975; Philips, 1982). Replies were either short 

answers, yes/no answers, or long answers. 

Short answers followed questions that could be answered by 

providing the missing element. The missing elements were either 

substitutions for who, what, where, and when in WH questions or 

final words for incomplete declaratives spoken with rising intona-

tion. These were questions that asked for story details. For example: 

T: ••• Who else had seen that the knights didn't come back ••• 
S: ••• Pip Squeak. (2HB, 13-14) 

T: ••• He said it sounded just like? ••.• 
S: Monkeys ••• (2HL, 229-230) 

Yes/no answers followed questions that could be answered by agreeing 

or disagreeing with the proposition. These were questions that asked 

for personal opinions or about the students' experiences. These are 



thought to be used by teachers to control the interaction (Mishler, 

1975). For example: 

T: Would you be afraid .•• 
S: Yes. (2WL, 175-176) 

T: ••• Have you all seen the seed that popcorn ~s popped from. 
S: Uh-huh= (2WB, 34-35) 
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However, these questions seemed to be used less to control the inter-

action than to remind students of details which would help them to 

answer previous questions, especially during the second grade les-

sons. For example: 

T: Why doesn't the lion realize that the people are frightened ••• 
S: I dunno. 
T: ••• Has he ever seen these people before? 
S: Mm-hmm. (2WL, 11-14) 

Further, long answers followed yes/no questions. This occurred when 

the answer was neither yes nor no, i.e., the answer seemed to be 

qualified. For example: 

T: ••• So these few friends that the book tells about were very 
important to him. For instance about Nick, were they best of 
friends? •• 

S: They really weren't real best friends, but ••• they were friends 
when they weren't mad at each other. (6GL, 20-21) 

In addition, yes/no questions often led to sequences where the teach-

ers probed students for explanations. (For further discussion of 

probing sequences, see Incorporation.) However, even though this type 

of question was used to ask for personal opinions, the teachers very 

often seemed to have a specific answer in mind which resulted in con-

vergent thinking on the part of the students. For example: 

T: ••• Could this be a true story? 
Ss: INo/Nol 
T: Why not ••••• What did they say. 
S: ••• the ••• sunflowers can't be bigger ••• than your ••• father's 

head. 



T: Have you ever seen a giant sunflower? 
Ss: /Mm-mm/No/ 

T: I have. there are such things that are probably this big ••• 
S: Yeah, there are. 
T: So far then is there anything that couldn't be true? 

Ss: /Not really/Well, yeah/ (2WB, 65-74) 

Long answers followed questions that asked for opinions, descrip-

tions, and explanations. These questions often began with why, 

what do you think, and what happened. For example: 

T: ••• In the 1500s what was happening in ••• South America ••• 
S: The Spaniards were trying to take over the Indians' property 

and the Indians said no way. (6SB, 33-34) 
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T: ••• Why didn't they want them there ••• At first they didn't 
know, but eventually they decided that they did want them out. 
Why ••• 

S: They found out that they were gonna take their land away. 
(6SB, 39-40) 

T: ••• Why do you think that he came up with that rule ••• 
S: •.• Because then less men would be left in the fort and 

eventually there would be none left. And after they get 
killed •.• (6SB, 65-66) 

Finally, students replied to questions with rising intonation or with 

questions. Although these types of replies occurred infrequently, it 

occurred in nearly all lessons when the students seemed to be uncer-

tain of the accuracy of their answers. For example: 

T: ••• How did the Indians react to the Spanish ••• 
S: They were rather ••. they were kinda ••• annoyed? I don't know. 

(6SB, 35-36) 

In addition, these types of replies occurred for details as well as 

inferences. However, they frequently occurred when the teachers asked 

extending or chaining questions. (For further discussion, see Incor-

poration.) These were questions that often began with what else. 

For example: 

T: What were some other things that James Otis said that we are 
risking. Not just human life, what else ••• 
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8: Wasn't that when they were talking about a lot of people who'd 
just die for somebody else ta stand on it. (6GB, 86-87) 

Although the interrogative_form of replies actually answered tre 

questions, they sometimes resulted in an embedded exchange, i.e, an 

exchange within an exchange, especially if the answers were 1ncor-

recto (For further discussion of embedded exchanges, see Incorpora-

tion.) For example: 

E T: ••• Who remembers ••• when the story took place .•• 
r 81: Wasn't it 1860? 

F T: No= 
R S2: The 1500s. (6SB, 26-30) 

However, when the interrogative replies were correct, embedded ex-

changes usually did not occur. In this instance, the response that 

followed the reply was feedback although it could be considered a 

reply as well. For example: 

E T: ••• What were they doing there and where was it .•• 
r S: Wasn't it a spy system? •• 
F T: That was one. That was it ••.• (6GB, 53-54) 

2. Feedback. After the hearer collaborates with the topic by 

replying to the first speaker's elicitation, the first speaker can 

collaborate with the second speaker's reply. This form of collabora-

tion is termed feedback. According to Berry (1981), feedback supports 

the proposition introduced by the elicitation and reply. However, a 

response to a speaker's informative is also a form of feedback rather 

than a reply. Although it may not support the topic introduced by the 

informative, it at least maintains the topic framework. 

Feedback was the most complex I-act used during the lessons. 

It had many forms and many functions for each form. Feedback was used 

not only to acknowledge the previous speaker's response, i.e., 
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indicate that it was heard, and to evaluate the previous speaker's 

response but also to develop the topic. During the reading lessons, 

there were three types of feedback. Three that supported the topic 

were feedback repeat, feedback evaluation, and feedback elicitation. 

One that supported the topic and further developed it was feedback 

informative. (Feedback evaluation occurred but will not be discussed 

because it was not a topic-carrying act.) Both students and teachers 

used all forms of feedback. 

a. Feedback Informative. The teachers primarily collaborated 

with the topic through feedback informatives. This occurred when the 

teachers responded to the students' replies and informatives. In this 

form of feedback, teachers seemed to provide information as well as 

acknowledge students' responses. These utterances have been described 

by ethnomethodologists as formulations by which speakers "recon-

textualize" the previous response (Lemke, in Cazden, 1986) in order 

to "explain it, or characterize it, or explicate it, or translate, or 

summarize, or furnish the gist of it, or take note of its accordance 

with rules, or remark on its departure from rules ••• " (Garfinkel and 

Sacks, 1970, 350). For example: 

T: ••. What was the reason you supposed they mentioned the lemons 
and the oranges and so forth ••• 

S: So Johnny could make the punch. 
T: Right. They needed the punch for their meeting ••• (6GB, 

56-58) 

The teachers most frequently seemed to use feedback informatives to 

complete or summarize replies. For example: 

S: The reason why they didn't just go in is cuz they may lose. So 
they just didn't go in. But this way they had a better chance 
because they could just pick off men that would try to come 
out. 
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T: •.• So they feared that maybe if they had to have a head to 
head battle they would lose. But this way they were able to 
pick off the Spaniards gradually and they were also weakening 
the Spaniards. (6SB, 60-61) 

S: .•• Sam Adams just said, I guess we should just go home, and 
have a good night's sleep before tomorrow= 

T: In other words ••• as we said .•• he was not a welcome visitor at 
that point ••• (6GB, 152-153) 

This often occurred after yes or no replies especially if the ques-

tion seemed to be ambiguous. For example: 

T: .•• Would you say that the rest of the story bears out that 
statement or proves that statement. 

S: Uh-huh= 
T: ••• It says from that moment on, now that means forever after 

that, there was friendship and understanding between the 
mother puma and the Spanish girl ••• (6SB, 169-171) 

However, the teachers also used feedback informatives which were not 

formulations. They used them to provide the correct answers in re-

sponse to students' incorrect replies, although this did not occur 

frequently. For example: 

T: ••• What is true about it ••. 
S: ••• it happened except ••• Johnny Tremain, he's a fake. 
T: ••• Not fake but fictitious. (6GB, 10-12) 

T: ••• Do you remember the main character's name ••• 
S: Somethin' like ••. it was kinda like= 
T: It's difficult. 

S: Murana, isn't it? 
T: .•• Maldenado ••• (6SB, 67-74) 

In other instances, the teachers did not provide the correct answer. 

Instead they provided students with information which would help them 

to understand why their reply to the question was wrong. For example: 

T: ••• Why didn't he know they were afraid of him? 

S: They weren't used to seeing a lion on the street. 
T: OK. We know why they were afraid, cuz we're people ••• (6WL, 

161-165) 
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In addition, if a student replied with a question, the teacher's re-

sponse was a feedback informative, i.e., the teacher seemed to treat 

the student's response as a reply and gave feedback. For 

example: 

T: He had an accident, what was that. 

s: ... it was on his hand? 
T: No, that would not have affected his speech ••• (6GB, 

113-116) 

Feedback informatives were used more frequently by Teacher 6G and her 

students. Teacher 6G seemed to use feedback informatives almost ex-

elusively to give personal opinions or to make her statements sound 

personalized. This made the lessons of Teacher 6G sound more conver-

sational. For example: 

S: He decided he wanted a brother, but he kinda decided he didn't 
really want one after he heard about Kate's brother. 

T: But then he comes back toward the end of the book ••• I wanted a 
brother all this time ••• but he kind of showed me that 
actually he really had wanted some sisters and brothers, but 
couldn't get them so ••• (6GL, 66-67) 

T: Are you talking about individuals or are you talking about 
nations or groups of people •.• 

S: Individuals. 
T: Well I guess in every society you have all these different 

layers of people, the good and the bad and the rich and the 
poor ••• (6GB, 176-178) 

The students of Teacher 6G frequently responded to the teacher's 

feedback informatives with further feedback informatives. Frequently, 

more than one student contributed to the exchange. This also made the 

lessons sound conversational. For example: 

T: ••• Was he welcomed? 
81: No. they go, well we don't want him around= 

T: Cuz he talked so much= 
82: Up until he did come, then they treated him real n1ce. (6GB, 

(64-67) 



237 

Conversational discourse was particularly noticeable when the teacher 

and students exchanged statements about a topic over several turns-

at-talk. Sometimes teacher-talk dominated the exchange. For example: 

T: ••• Was he talking about Americans? 
S1: /No/Uh-uh! 
S2: Hm-Hm. He was talking about everybody. 

T: Everybody in the world. And he named the French. And ••• the 
French got their document after ••. we had our Declaration of 
Independence other people joined in this protest against 
tyranny ••• 

S3: ••• the peasants 
T: Will rise. Yes. 

freedom for all 
118-123} 

of 
So 
~n 

France and the serfs of Russia= 
he really opened the doors to the idea of 
the world, not just Americans ••• (6GB, 

However, sometimes student-talk dominated the exchange. These ex-

changes were often side sequences introduced with student informa-

tives. For example: 

S1: ••• There's so many places you never heard of= 
S2: Until the war breaks out. 
Sl: Yeah, I know. You're sittin' there and all of a sudden you 

wake up in the morning, read the newspaper and all of a sudden 
you hear this war's going on between two places you've never 
heard of. 

T: All these hot spots, if you look at the world= (6GB, 213-216) 

In addition, the students responded to other students' informatives 

and replies with feedback informatives. For example: 

Sl: The strange part was that Mary was the third girl that they 
didn't invite. And it was strange that= 

S2: And she was in the Girl Scouts. 
Sl: Yeah I know, but she'd suddenly popped up, they met all three 

at the beach, but they only took two and she just suddenly 
popped up. (6GL, 29-31) 

T: ••• And how 'bout Dave's future. That was discussed too and 
there was some conversation or disagreement between father and 
son toward the end also. 

Sl: He wanted to take music ••• 
S2: This semester, but next semester you're taking English, 

history= (6GL, 129-133) 
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Many times students shared a turn-at-talk, i.e., a student responded 

during another student's turn-at-talk. (At these junctures, it was 

difficult to determine whether there was one turn-at-talk or more. 

However, feedback informatives that were not acknowledged were tran-

scribed as overlapped speech rather than separate turns-at-talk.) For 

example: 

T: ••• In addition to his family he has some friends or meets some 
friends. For instance ••• 

Sl: Kate ••• as he calls Aunt Kate who collects or helps stray 
tomcats /S2: She's like a bag lady./ and she's like a 
homekeeper for stray cats= (6GL, 10-11) 

The students' feedback informatives also occurred as embedded sequen-

ces, such as when students gave other students information to answer 

a question. (Feedback informatives which were acknowledged were tran-

scribed as separate turns-at-talk and coded as embedded sequences. 

However, the sequence of utterances were embedded in terms of topic 

whether one or more turns-at-talk occurred.) For example: 

Sl: Well ••• Dave's father helps him and, I think, then .•• he's gonna 
get married to= 

S2: Hilda. 
Sl: Hilda. And ••• I think he wants to move ahead with his life 

instead of just working in a flower shop. (6GL, 114-116) 

Sometimes students' feedback informatives were used to correct other 

students' replies. For example: 

T: ••• How would we know that it was then ••..• And what was that 
year. 

Sl: •.• It was when it started. 
Ss: /Mm-mm/No, oh/When we won/ 

T: 82? (6GB, 20-23) 

Usually the students' feedback informatives were personal opinions or 

comments. For example: 



239 

T: 80 you say that if you pay taxes you get something in return. 
80 apparently the Americans felt that they were not getting 
anything in return for their taxes= 

.8: They really weren't. (6GB, 82-83) 

81: •.• Cat, in a way he's kind of funny, because of the different 
Things he does, like ••. near the end? They popped a cork out of 
the champagne and he jumped up and he was ready to take cover 
because he got scared. 

82: Or I thought when the wind blew him backwards ••• = 
83: Yeah. And Cat would jump on Tom. 

T: Uh-huh. 
84: And also when he brought in those two other stray kittens 

from Kate, Cat kinda backed him into the corne~ of the 
kitchen, and kinda blocked the doorway. Growl. (6GL, 98-102) 

Further, Teacher 2W used feedback informatives during the basal les-

son more frequently than any other teacher. Teacher 2W generally used 

feedback informatives in the same way as the other teachers. However, 

Teacher 2W also frequently used feedback informatives to summarize 

larger stretches of discourse, i.e., the episode, rather than the 

immediate exchange. For example: 

T: Is popcorn good for you? •• 

T: Does it ever stick to your teeth? 

8: ••. the kind •••• got caramel on it= 
T: ••• Now caramel popcorn is different, isn't it. It's not the 

same as just plain popcorn. Popcorn is supposed to be a good 
snack for you •.• (6WB, 20-29) 

Although the lesson as a whole did not sound conversational when 

Teacher 2W used feedback informatives to make personal comments about 

the topic, the exchanges tended to sound conversational. For example: 

T: ••• Does it ever stick to your teeth? 
8s: /Yeah/Yes/No/ 
T: It sticks to my teeth sometimes. (6WB, 25-27) 

In addition, Teacher 2W used feedback informatives frequently because 

the students frequently used informatives to express their personal 

opinions or experiences. For example: 
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S: But this story is not true. 
T: We don't know that yet •.• (6WB, 86-87) 

S: I eat 'm. 
T: ••. That might be a little hard on your teeth. (6WB, 37-38) 

A few times Teacher 2W used feedback informatives to instruct stu-

dents how to interpret the text. For example: 

T: ••• It's interesting to look for signs that the author in the 
story might slip in. Little clues that he's telling you about 
what's coming. (6GB, 182) 

b. Feedback Repeats. The teachers also collaborated through 

feedback repeats although not as frequently as through feedback in-

formatives. Feedback repeats maintained the topic rather than com-

pleted or added to it. Strictly speaking, they were not used to 

develop topic but seemed to be used to acknowledge the students' con-

tributions to topic, or at least to certify that the answer was ade-

quate (Heap, 1982). Other researchers have claimed that this type of 

feedback is used to hold students accountable for remembering or un-

derstanding what has been said (Heap, 1982; Morine-Dershimer & 

Tenenberg, 1981). For example: 

S: People aren't used to seeing lions on the street. 
T: OK, people aren't used to seeing lions on the street .•• 

(2WL, 6-7) 

Sometimes the teachers repeated part of the students' replies. Usual-

ly the teachers completed (but did not add new information) the stu-

dents' replies. However, there did not seem to be any purpose for the 

various forms of feedback repeats. For example: 

S: They're a different kind of animal than he was. 
T: OK. They're a different kind of animal. (6WL, 114-115) 

s: They liked him. 
T: They liked him at the zoo. (6WL, 22-23) 
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Teachers used feedback repeats whether the answer was correct or 1n-

correct. However, this form of feedback was used more frequently for 

correct answers. For example: 

T: .•• How would you feel. 

S: Welcome. 
T: OK. You would feel like you were welcome with that person. 

S: Relieved. 
T: Relieved. Oh ••• there's my mom. There's my friend Francois. 

It's all going to be okay now. That's probably how he was 
feeling ••• (6WL, 205-219) 

There were no differences among the teachers in the use of feedback 

repeats although there was a difference between grade levels. Feed-

back repeats were used more frequently during the second grade les-

sons. However, this does not mean that second grade teachers used 

feedback repeats instead of feedback informatives. Feedback repeats 

were probably used in different circumstances than feedback informa-

tives. Feedback repeats seemed to be used when additional information 

was not necessary, to maintain the students' attention, and to en-

courage students' to participate in the discussion. By acknowledging 

the students' replies, the teachers seemed to be telling the students 

that their replies were acceptable and, thus, encouraging the stu-

dents to participate more 1n the discussion. By repeating a student's 

reply, the teacher seemed to be also telling other students that they 

wanted them to hear what the first student said, and, thus, maintain-

ing the students' attention. Second grade teachers probably needed to 

maintain the students' attention and to encourage their participation 

more frequently than sixth grade teachers. 

c. Feedback Elicitations. During the reading lessons, the 
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teachers used a form of feedback which asked a question but did not 

necessarily receive or require a response. These were termed feedback 

elicitations and had the form of interrogatives, "tag questions, and 

declaratives with rising intonation. For example: 

S: That means you're wondering about something and you can't say 
anything. 

T: OK. Speechless? Do you think maybe she was speechless also? 
(2HL, 57-58) 

S: Like E.T. 's 
T: His finger was kind of gnarled, wasn't it ••• (2HL, 31-32) 

S: Because he thought that he could really do it. 
T: OK, when other's had failed? •• (2HB, 53-33) 

Feedback elicitations were responses to replies that seemed to be 

asking for agreement, to be clarifying the meaning of a reply, or to 

be questioning the accuracy of a reply. They sometimes repeated the 

question, repeated the answer, and even added information. They may 

also have served as a device for turn-taking (Sacks et al., 1974), 

and an attention check (Corsaro, 1979). For example: 

T: ••• Can you think of a word that tells how you feel when you're 
real happy that you've accomplished something that was real 
hard for you to do? •• 

S: Proud. 
T: Proud. Doesn't proud mean when you finished a project and 

you're happy ••• (2HB, 150-157) 

T: What does it mean to have a head on your shoulders ••• 

S: His ears are too big and its part of his head. 
T: OK. That's what he meant by he has a head on his shoulders? 

(2HB, 40-44) 

T: ••• Do you have a weakness, 5? 
S: ••• Spelling? 
T: Spelling? Oh, I think you're an excellent speller. 

(2HB, 29-31) 
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Although feedback elicitations did not require replies, they did re-

ceive responses which resulted in embedded exchanges. These seemed to 

occur most frequently when the students had more to say. For example: 

S: I think she'll die when, ever she has to. 
T: So it may not be real close to when the rug 1S taken off the 

loom? 
S: Like it might be just the ( ) (2HB, 97-99) 

However, usually the agreement was 1n the form of a yes-no or nonver-

bal response. (The nonverbal responses could not be identified from 

the transcripts but they probably took place.) For example: 

S: ••• Maybe they made it a surprise ••• so you can watch the mOV1e 
and then ••• read rest of the movie in the book. 

T: Oh. So ••• you'll have to read the book to find out the rest of 
the story? 

S: Mrn-hrnrn. (2HL, 211-213) 

T: ••• Can you think of one time when you ate so much popcorn you 
were stuffed. 

S: ••• On Christmas. 
T: On Christmas you ate a lot of popcorn? 
S: «probably nonverbal agreement» (2WB, 13-15) 

Second grade teachers asked more feedback elicitations than sixth 

grade teachers. This was probably due to the greater need to maintain 

students' attention and to clarify their responses in second grade 

than in sixth grade. Because these elicitations served procedural 

functions, they did not develop topic and resulted in embedded 

exchanges. 

5. Local Topic Development: Topic was initially developed dur-

ing the reading lessons through collaboration. That is, the exchange 

was the means by which the local topic was developed. The students 

developed topic mainly through replies to teachers' elicitations. The 

teachers had the option to develop topic further through feedback to 
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students' replies. However, other forms of topic development also oc-

curred. Contrary to previous research on classroom discourse (Mehan, 

1979a; Shuy, 1981; Sinclair & Coulthard, 1975), elicitation-reply-

feedback (ERF), was not the only means of topic development. 

Elicitation-reply (ER) and informative-feedback (IF) were also used to 

develop topic. 

a. Exchange Types: By far the most common type of exchange 

used for topic development was ERF. Sometimes it occurred in its sim-

plest form, i.e., three turns-at-talk. This type of exchange seemed to 

be used when the teachers were evaluating the students' memory for 

details. For example: 

E T: ••• What did the witch try to give him, try to sell him ••• 
R S: A lucky charm. 
F T: A lucky charm. (2HB, 186-188) 

In addition, this type of exchange seemed to be used when the teachers 

were introducing story facts needed in order to develop a topic. For 

example: 

E T: .•. Have you ever heard of a special knight's table? 
R S: The Round Table. 
F T: Knights of the Round Table. 
E And how is this different from the Knights of the Round 

Table ... (2HB, 132-134) 

ER exchanges occurred nearly as frequently as ERF exchanges. These 

exchanges often occurred when the teachers were probing for a parti-

cular response. For example: 

E T: ••• What happens to the cactus flower. 
R 81: In the summertime it blooms. 
E T: Blooms, and then? 
R 82: It can't live forever. 
F T: It can't live forever. 
E ••• What happens when it can't live forever. 
R S 1 : It shrivels up to die. 
E T: And what happens to the flower? 



R Ss: And it falls. 
E T: Back where? 
R Ss: To the earth. (2HL, 62-71) 
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In addition, teachers gave tacit approval during ER exchanges by using 

OK as feedback. (OK was not coded as evaluative feedback because its 

function as feedback could not be differentiated from its function as 

a discourse marker. That is, its function was either multidimensional 

or variable which was not determinable from the data.) For example: 

E T: .•. First of all where did The Girl and the Puma take place. 
R S: In a cave= 
OK T: OK. 
E Where was this cave .•• 
R S: In the mountains. (6SB, 20-23) 

According to Mehan and Griffin (1980) and Shuy and Griffin (1981), 

when no feedback occurs, covert evaluation takes place. However, it 

could not be determined from these data whether covert evaluation oc-

curred or not. For covert evaluation to have taken place, students 

would have had to make inferences about the accuracy or completeness 

of their replies. Although these data can neither confirm nor refute 

the occurence of covert evaluation, instances where covert evaluation 

would take place were identified by determining the role of the subse-

quent question in topic development 1n much the same way that students 

must do 1n order to infer the accuracy or completeness of their re-

plies. If the question referred to the same topic, then the previous 

answer was probably not complete or accurate. In addition, the stu-

dents could have confirmed their hypotheses when the teacher provided 

feedback or at least tacit approval before proceeding to another top-

ic. For example: 



246 

E T: ••. First of all where did The Girl and the Puma take place. 
R S: In a cave= 
E T: ... Where was this cave •.. 
R S: In the mountains. 
E T: Where were these mountains. 
R S: Argentina. 
F T: All right. (6SB, 22-26) 

Further, if the subsequent question referred to a new topic or an ex-

tension of the topic, then the previous answer was probably accept-

able. For example: 

E T ••. How did the Indians react to the Spanish ••• 
R S1: ••• They were kinda annoyed? 
F T: Annoyed. That's a good word. All right. 
E S2. 
R S2: It said like they were really mad because it said like, you 

know, hit the road cuz we don't want you here. 
E T: Why didn't they want them there. At first they didn't 

know, but eventually they decided that they did want 
them out. Why ••• (6SB, 35-39) 

Finally, IF exchanges were also used to develop topic. These exchanges 

were frequently initiated by the students. Students initiated these 

exchanges when the teachers or other students responded to their in-

formatives. Their responses were 1n the form of feedback which were 

frequently feedback informatives. However, all forms of feedback oc-

curred. Feedback informatives could then be responded to resulting in 

development of a topic. For example: 

I S1: But yet then she didn't want them to die, but yet she 
didn't want herself to die. She said, she kinda .•• if she 
went first and then the others 

FE T: No, No. 
FI She went alone and she went for herself. 
FE S1: I don't mean that. 
FI She kinda would think that she would get her own food 

first, and if she could, she'd give it to the others= 
F T: If she could, she could get food for the others ••• (6SB, 

107-110) 
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During these exchanges, students often responded with feedback whether 

the exchanges were initiated by the teachers or other students. For 

example: 

I S 1 : The strange part was that Mary was the third girl that 
ttiey didn't invite. And it was strange that= 

FI S2: And she was ~n the Girl Scouts. 
FE S 1: Yeah I know. 
FI But she'd suddenly popped up, they met all three at the 

beach, but they only took two and she just suddenly popped 
up. (6GL, 29-3 J) 

I T: Did you see what a good relationship they had. I mean they 
understood, they accepted one another. Quiet things. 
Nothing outstanding or outrageous or, it was just the 
simple things= 

FI SI: He didn't know he was gonna like, he paid this money for 
her and then they both like it, and then they bought the 
record. 

FE T: Right. (6GL, 125-127) 

However, IF exchanges initiated by students were more often side 

sequences which were not related to the episodic topic while those 

initiated by the teachers were related to the episodic topic. (For 

further discussion of episodic topic development, see Topic 

Incorporation. 

In addition, the ERF exchange did not necessarily involve 

three turns-at-talk. Besides the variations in the initiating move 

(i.e., E, Ee, IE, and I) and feedback (i.e., F, FI, eF, and FE) pre-

viously described and discussed, mUltiple replies to an elicitation 

and mUltiple feedback to a reply also occurred. 

b. Multiple Replies. Sometimes more than one student replied 

to an elicitation. This usually occurred when a teacher's elicitation 

was open to anyone. Multiple replies frequently occurred when the 

expected reply was yes or no. The teachers probably encouraged all of 

the students to reply by looking at the group rather than an 



individual. This was particularly obvious when students replied ~n 

chorus. For example: 

E T: Do you think AsIan has come there and been turned to 
stone? 

R S1: No= 
R S2: MIn-mm. 
F T: All right. He uses it as evidence to thing that perhaps 

he's on the stronger side. That AsIan has already been 
turned to stone ••• (6SL, 38-41) 

E T: • •• Does the white witch know they're going to the stone 
table? 

R 8s: /No/Yes/Yeah/ 
F T: She does. (6SL, 83-85) 

Sometimes students repeated another student's reply or replied in 
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chorus. This seemed to occur most often when the reply was a simple 

fact. This probably showed the teachers that the students were inter-

ested or were paying attention. For example: 

E T: • •• He sees a lion. What does he assume= 
R 81: That's Aslan= 
R 82: That's AsIan. (6SL, 33-36) 

E: T: .•• And if he becomes a prince he hopes he'll become? 
R 8s: A king. 
F T: A king someday. (6SL, 22-24) 

Multiple replies which were different also occurred. However, they 

were not common. The teachers usually only responded to the correct 

reply or to one of the replies. For example: 

E T: • •. Why else did he leave them. 
R 81: Because to go tell the white witch that they were there so 

he could get more Turkish delight= 
R 82: And AsIan was on the move. 
F T: He could get more Turkish delight. (68L, 12-15) 

E T: ••• Why would he say no more peace. I want war. As bloody 
as it might be, but still. S1? 

R S 1 : To free the American people. 
R 82: And to make peace kinda= 
R 83: Or to get the taxes. 
F T: The taxes I think was the biggest thing. (6GB, 68-72) 
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Sometimes the teacher seemed to allow or even encourage multiple re-

plies without intervening questions or nominations. This occurred 

when the question had more than one answer. For example: 

E T: ... What's another word for that. She's talking about 
something that starts with b. 

R S 1 : Bold. 
F T: Bold. 
R S2: Bald. 
R S3: Brave. 
F T: Brave. Brave ••• (2WB, 65-70) 

Sometimes the students continued their replies after the teacher's or 

other students' feedback. For example: 

E T: ••• What do you imagine her original feeling was when she 
saw the eyes ••• 

R Sl: I bet that was a wild animal and that she'd jump on her ••• 
R S2: No, I think her original feeling was that she was caught. 
F Ss: Yeah. 
F T: OK. 
R S2: I mean if I just looked I wouldn't say, puma's eyes ••• and 

then go ••• first I'd think you know, somebody caught me. 
OK T: OK. (6SB, 131-137) 

However, mUltiple replies were not common. Teachers more frequently 

used nominations to calIon students. (Such nominations were coded as 

elliptical elicitations.) For example: 

E T: OK. The Indians were the enemies of the Spaniards, and 
they knew that the girl was Spanish. How was the girl 
treated ••• by the Indians. 

R Sl: Well ••• if it woulda been someone like one of those guards 
or something, they woulda killed her or sumpin, but they 
didn't treat her as bad as they would of, I though .•. 

E T: OK. S2? 
R S2: They kinda treated her like a god cuz she made friends to 

a puma. (6SB, 208-213) 

Nominating students was probably preferred because allowing multiple 

replies sometimes resulted in overlapped speech (indicated by Ss and 

slash marks or double parentheses). All lessons in fact contained 
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instances where students spoke at the same time but some lessons con-

tained more overlapped speech than others. For example: 

E T: •.. But now this story that we just read and talked 
about ••. about the girl and the puma, did it really happen? 

R Ss: /Yeah/It could have/It could have/ 
R 81: It says at the very end, this story spread far and wide 

through the centuries and down to our day= 
R Ss: «overlapped speech)) 

T: Wait. S1 was talking, let's let her finish. Go ahead, 
finish 81. 

R S1: Even as I told it to you. 
F T: All right. The people of Argentina still like to tell it 

(68B, 252-256) 

Overlapped speech, however, was not overtly stopped. The previous 

example LS the only instance in all eight lessons when a teacher 

stopped students from talking at the same time. Usually when the 

teachers began to speak, the students stopped or the students spon-

taneously stopped to listen to another student. For example: 

E: 

R 
R 
R 
F 

E 
R 

F 
FI 
I 

T: 

81 : 
82: 
Ss: 

T: 

S 1 : 
T: 

82: 
Ss: 

8: 

.•• thinking of his father who neglected him, he finds out 
I better face forward and forget about what went wrong. 
S1? 
Go back to college= 
He said was gonna join the army= 
«overlapped speech)) 
80 anyway, a door is open to the future for Tom •.• (6GL, 
117-12]) 

Didn't they have an air-conditioner? 
I guess in those days they didn't. And if you sit in traf
fic you had better not be using your air-conditioner unit. 
No. 
«overlapped speech)) 
Well Cat was, when he jumped out and they were over there. 
Cat, in a way he's kinda funny, because of the different 
things he does, like near the end? They popped a cork out 
of champagne and he jumped up and he was ready to take 
cover because he got scared. (6GL, 94-98) 

c. Multiple Feedback. During exchanges topic was further de-

veloped through feedback. Feedback was mainly carried out by teach-

ers, especially during ERF exchanges. Feedback had different forms 



and functions as previously described and discussed. In addition, 

teachers provided one or more different types of feedback during a 

turn-at-talk. For example: 

E T: ••• Do you notice any difference 
there? 

R S: It keeps it hotter 1.n the 1.ron. 
FE T: Good for you, S. 
FI The iron absorbs the sunlight. 
F It gets real hot. 

E T: The knight and the 
R S: Horse. 
FE T: There you go, 
F the horses. 

(2WB, 152-154) 

1.n the temperature 1.n 

eF The horses didn't come back with with knight, right? 
(2HB, 11- 13) 

However, sometimes feedback was carried out by the students as well 

as by the teachers. For example: 

E T: •.. What about Turkish Delight would cause such an effect 
on Edmund ••• 

R S1: He like it and if he 
FI S2: Everybody likes it. 
FI T: OK. Because it's got 

brought ( ) if he told 'em ( 

that spell on it. (6SL, 9-12) 

Students seemed to provide feedback more frequently during lessons 
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where the teachers more frequently carried out feedback informatives. 

The use of feedback informatives occurred both 1.n response to teach-

erst feedback informatives and students' feedback informatives. For 

example: 

E T: But there was a problem that she had staying 1.n that 
house, or that apartment. What was that. 

R S1: The landlord? She bugged him about the cats. 
FE T: Yeah. 
FI Because of the law. You're not supposed to have pets. 
FI S2: That's why she padlocked the door. (6GL, 75-78) 

E T: ••• And how 'bout Dave's future. That was discussed too and 
there was some conversation or disagreement between father 
and son toward the end also. 

R S1: Is that when the school courses ( ) 
FI T: Yes= 



R 81 : 
FI 82: 

FI T: 
FI 83: 
F T: 
FI 

He wanted to take music ) 
This semester, but next semester you're taking English, 
history= 
And French= 
All the main subjects. 
Main subjects. 
And he said that well the way this looks, I won't have 
time to breathe. but I guess he just joked about it. But 
much better understanding and I think the mother helped 
too. (6GL, 129-136) 

However, students carried out feedback, both feedback informatives 
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and feedback evaluations, primarily during IF exchanges. For example: 

I 81: There's so many places you never heard of= 
FI 82: Until the war breaks out. 
FE 81: Yeah I know. 
FI You're sittin' there, and all of a sudden, you wake up in 

the morning, read the newspaper and all of a sudden you 
hear this war's going on between two places you've never 
even heard of. 

FI T: All these hot spots, if you look at the world= 
(6GB, 213-216) 

In summary, topic collaboration was carried out by both stu-

dents and teachers. However, the form of their respective collabora-

tion differed. The students mainly collaborated through replies to 

teachers' elicitations. In addition, they collaborated through feed-

back informatives. Teachers mainly collaborated through feedback in 

the form of informatives, repeats, and elicitations. 

8tudents were able to contribute to topic development through 

topic collaboration rather than topic introduction. However, the stu-

dents' contributions were controlled through the form of the teach-

ers' elicitations. Students did not often override the form of the 

question or deviate from the topic unless they did not know the an-

swer or did not understand the question. When this occurred, the 

teachers usually incorporated the students' replies and asked further 

questions which clarified the misunderstanding rather than evaluated 
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the replies negatively, a phenomenon found in other research on 

classroom discourse (Mehan & Griffin, 1980; Shuy & Griffin, 1981). 

Thus, the students seemed to influence topic development more often 

when their replies were inaccurate or incomplete. The direction of 

topic development, however, probably was dependent on the teachers' 

goals for the lessons and their assessment of the students' compre

hension needs. Clarke and Argyle (1982) have described this form of 

discourse as being asymmetric. 

Students also collaborated through feedback informatives in 

response to teachers' and other students' informatives and feedback 

informatives. During these exchanges, the teachers seemed to have 

less control over the students' contributions. Feedback informatives 

were personal opinions and thoughts concerning the topic that seemed 

to be on the students' minds rather than the teachers'. In addition, 

they were frequently side sequences which were not directly concerned 

with the topic-on-the-floor and embedded sequences which contributed 

to but did not change the topic. However, students' feedback informa

tives sometimes seemed to change the direction of the discussion. 

Thus, it became one of the major ways that students influenced topic 

development according to their own needs and interests. 

Teachers collaborated with the topic when they responded to 

the students' replies and feedback. This feedback took the form pr1-

marily of informatives, secondarily of repeats, and sometimes of 

elicitations. Feedback informatives were most often used to complete 

or summarize replies. In addition, feedback informatives were used, 

especially by Teacher 6G and Teacher 2W, to give personal opinions 
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and to summarlze larger stretches of discourse. Thus, feedback in

formatives seemed to be used for both instructional and conversation

al purposes. Feedback repeats were most often used to acknowledge the 

students' replies rather than to develop topic. However, feedback 

repeats also seemed to be used to maintain the students' attention. 

Thus, they primarily served a procedural function rather than a sub

stantive function. Finally, feedback elicitations were used to seek 

agreement, clarify meaning, and question accuracy. Thus, they seemed 

to serve a procedural function as well as a substantive function. 

Through collaboration, topic development initially occurred. 

That is, during exchanges, teachers and students collaborated on the 

development of a topic. Students collaborated mainly through replies 

while teachers collaborated through feedback. During ERF or ER ex

changes, a topic was introduced. The elicitation introduced an incom

plete proposition that was then completed by the reply as previously 

described by Dchs et ale (1979). Feedback provided support for or at 

least acknowledgement of the completed proposition (Berry, 1981). 

During IF exchanges, a topic was introduced during the initial move. 

Feedback provided support and amplification of the topic. Teachers 

controlled topic development by initiating ERF and ER exchanges which 

has been found in earlier research (Mehan, 1979a; Shuy, 1981; 

Sinclair & Coulthard, 1975). However, students contributed to topic 

development. They did so mainly through replies, sometimes through 

feedback, and also by initiating IF exchanges. 

Contrary to previous research, exchanges were not composed 

simply of two or three moves or even two or three turns-at-talk. The 
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initiating move could be any combination of informatives and elicita

tions, including single elicitation, serles of elicitations, informa

tive elicitation, elicitation informative, and informative, although 

they primarily served the same function. That is, the initiating move 

was used to introduce, reintroduce, or alter a topic. The continuing 

move could consist of any frequency of replies, although usually 

there was only one, and it had only one function, to complete or add 

to the proposition. The terminating move, feedback, was actually very 

complex. There were several different forms each with its own func

tion, including feedback informative, feedback repeat, feedback elic

itation, feedback evaluation, and OK. The terminating move could 

consist of one or a combination of any of these forms and their 

functions. 

Although teachers usually introduced the topic by initiating 

the exchange, they exercised little control over the students' re

sponses. Thus, the students affected the development of the topic 

through their replies and feedback. Based on the form of the stu

dents' replies (i.e., accurate, inaccurate, incomplete, or absent) 

and feedback, the teachers made decisions on the direction of topic 

development. The teachers then introduced a new topic, reintroduced 

an old topic, or altered the current topic by incorporating the stu

dents' reply. Students also affected the development of topic through 

informatives which introduced, reintroduced, or incorporated others' 

topics. Thus, the students' replies, feedback, and informatives af

fected the development beyond the exchange. How topic is developed, 



i.e., altered, through incorporation is discussed ~n the next 

section. 

Topic Incorporation. After a speaker has collaborated with 
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a topic, that speaker's replies or feedback informatives can be incor

porated into the next speaker's response. In this way, local topics 

are linked and episodic topics are developed. Topic incorporation ~s 

also the most complex form of topic development since topic can be 

incorporated in different ways. Incorporation can occur in many ways 

because, according to Brown and Yule (1983), there ~s a topic frame

work within which speakers can select topically related items and 

concepts. The topic framework can be equated with a schema for what 

is being talked about. (Refer to Chapter 2 for the discussion of 

schema.) When a speaker incorporates another's response, there can be 

a shift from one item to another (termed topical entities by Brown 

& Yule) in the topic framework (termed frame by Duranti & Ochs, 

1979 and others) or a shift between general concepts and specific 

items. 

During incorporation, sometimes a different aspect of the 

topic ~s discussed. Duranti and Ochs (1979) have described this pro

cess as a "shift among items ~n a frame" (p. 398). This type of topic 

has been identified as subordinate by Oosten (1984). Schank (1977) 

has described in detail different aspects of topic that can be dis

cussed. Sometimes a general concept of the topic is discussed. 

Duranti and Ochs have described this process as an "item to frame 

shift" (p. 398). This topic has been identified as superordinate by 

Oosten. The topic framework, however, is not static. It can be 
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expanded to include other frameworks (Chafe, 1979; Fillmore, 1977). 

This expansion has been termed topic shading or topic fading by 

Hurtig (1977) depending upon the links between frames. Thus, by Ln-

corporating another's responses, speakers develop topic. In this way, 

topics are altered Ln discourse. 

During the reading lessons, topic was incorporated by shift-

ing between general concepts and specific items Ln the framework 

(resulting Ln a probing sequence), by expanding the framework (re-

suIting Ln an extending sequence), and by shifting from one item to 

another Ln the framework (resulting in a chaining sequence). 

The teachers primarily incorporated the students' topics al-

though students were able to incorporate others' topics to some de-

gree. Teachers incorporated topic mainly through elicitations but 

also through informatives while students incorporated topic mainly 

through informatives. The teachers incorporated topic by initiating 

probing, extending, and chaining sequences. However, students mainly 

incorporated topic by initiating side and embedded sequences although 

students also initiated extending sequences. 

1. Probing Sequences: The teachers primarily incorporated 

topic by initiating probing sequences through elicitations. These 

sequences were more frequently initiated by second grade teachers, 

specifically during literature lessons. Second grade teachers seemed 

to use probing sequences mainly when students gave incorrect or in-

complete replies to elicitations or failed to reply. For example: 

T: ••• Were they afraid of him when he saw them before? 
S: Mm-mm. 
T: Answer me with more than a uh-huh. Tell me about it. Where 

did he see them before. (2WL, 15-17) 



t; ... why else did he like the zoo ..• 
S: Because people always said hi to him= 
T: •.• What's that French word ... that they say instead of hi. 

(2WL, 71-73) 

T: .•• Why do you think the lion thought he was trying to say 
Bonjour. 

S: Mm 
T: Had he ever heard him say Bonjour before? (2WL, 141-143) 
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T: Something catches his attention. Do you remember what it was? 
S: The fire, people coming, the fireman come and squirt the hose. 
T: ••• AII of those things do catch his attention, but one thing, 

he can? •• He can what? (2WL, 225-227) 

Probing sequences seemed to be used to provide clues or additional 

information which would help the students answer the question. For 

example: 

T: How do you feel about the place where you live ••••• S, how do 
you feel. 

S: Urn. 
T: What's one word you could describe the place where you live, 

the way you feel about it. 
S: Good. (2WL, 29-32) 

T: ••• I'm thinking of a word that I feel in my house cuz I've 
lived there a long time, and I know all the sounds, and I 
know all my neighbors, and so I feel very, what's a good 
word to describe= 

S: Comfortable= 
S: Secure. (2WL, 51-53) 

However, the teachers did not necessarily ask the same student a 

probing question. The teachers sometimes called on other students to 

answer the probing question. For example: 

T: Why doesn't the lion realize that the people are frightened .•• 
SI: I dunno. 

T: S2, has he ever seen these people before? 
S2: Mm-hmm. (2WL, 11-14) 

Probing sequences also seemed to be used to develop a topic more ful-

ly especially when the students give incomplete or minimal replies. 

For example: 



S: I think he liked it at the zoo because he got food that he 
liked. 

T: ••. He 
lions 

S: Meat. 
T: .•• Do 

was fed all the time. He didn't have to worry. What do 
usually eat. .• ? 

they go down to the Circle K ••• and pick it up? Do they 
go to the 7-11 or the McDonald's? Where do they get their 
food •.• ? 

S: KilL .• 
T: Where does the lion get its food when he's not Ln a zoo. 
S: He kill sit. 

T: What if •.• there's no prey around for the lion, who LS the 
predator to kill. What would he eat? (2WL, 76-87) 

Sometimes probing sequences seemed to be used in a serLes to guide 

students' thinking in order to answer a question. For example: 

T: ••• Why do you think the lion thought he was trying to say 
Bonjour. 

S: Mm. 
T: Had he ever heard him say Bonjour before? 
S: Yeah. 
T: Where? 
S: At the zoo. 
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T: .•• Everyday at the zoo Monsiour Dupont had come and said 
Bonjour to the lion. That's the only thing the lion had ever 
heard him say and now he thought Monsiour Dupont was trying to 
say Bonjour .•• (2WL, 141-147) 

Further, probing sequences sometimes seemed to be used when seeking 

explanations. For example: 

T: Would you be afraid ••• 
Sl: Yes. 

T: What about you ••• 
S2: A little bit. 
T: Why would you be afraid ••• (2WL, 175-179) 

Finally, probing sequences seemed to be used when relating the story 

to personal experiences or feelings. For example: 

T: He can hear something and it reminds him of some sounds he's 
heard before ••• Do you remember what those sounds were. He said 
it sounded just like? •• 

S: Monkeys. 
T: Monkeys. A familiar sound. How would you feel if you heard a 

familiar sound when you felt very unwelcome ••• (2WL, 
229-230 
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Probing sequences seemed to be used in the same ways by the second 

and sixth grade teachers but sixth grade teachers used such sequences 

mainly when seeking explanations, especially during literature lesson 

of Teachers 6S. For example: 

T: ••• Why did he leave ••• 
S: He wanted Turkish Dellght. 
T: ••• What about Turkish Delight would cause such an effect on 

Edmund. (2SL, 7-9) 

Further, probing sequences seemed to be often used by the sixth grade 

teachers to build up a topic. For example: 

T: ••• Who can tell me anything about the castle of the white 
witch ••• 

S: There's a bunch of statues everywhere. 
T: ••• What do we know those statues are ••• 
S: They were real people or things but they were turned to stone 

and ••• he sees a lion that= 
T: ••• What does he assume= 
S: That's AsIan. 

T: Do you think it is? (2SL, 29-36) 

2. Extending Sequences: The teachers also incorporated topic 

by initiating extending sequences primarily through elicitations. 

These were sequences in which the topic framework was extended. That 

is, the topic-on-the-floor was altered. Although sixth grade teachers 

initiated extending sequences more frequently than second grade 

teachers, no differences were found in the ways they were used. For 

example: 

T: ••• Where does popcorn come from ••• 
S: Seeds. Corn seed. 
T: It comes from corn seed ••• When you buy popcorn sometimes at 

the grocery store, does it look like white popcorn. (2WB, 
29-31) 



T: •.• In the 1500s what was happening in ••• South America ••• 
S: The Spaniards were trying to take over the Indians' property 

and the Indians said no way. 
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T: OK. So the story starts with the Spaniards coming in and they 
built their small settlement near where Buenos Aires is now. 
How did the Indians react to the Spanish ••• (2SB, 33-35) 

Extending sequences seemed to be used to develop a topic, i.e., the 

episodic topic. They were frequently used consecutively to develop 

the topic. For example: 

T: ••• What is sheet iron ••• 
S: It looks like sheets of iron. 
T: OK. It probably is just what the name says. Sheets of iron. 

T: ••• Do any of you have little storage sheds or things like 
that in your backyard-

Ss: /Yeah/Mm-hmm/ 
T: And they're probably made of some kind of iron or tin or some

thing. Some kind of material like that, other than wood. Do 
you notice any difference in the temperature in there? (2WB, 
146-152) 

T: ••• How did the Indians react ••• 
S: ••• They were kinda ••• annoyed? •• 

T: ••• What did the Indians do to try to force the Spaniards to 
leave ••• 

S: Well, they wanted to fight for their land, but they didn't 
want to cause a lot of trouble between the Spaniards but they 
wanted their land. 

T: All right, so they came up with what I thought was a pretty 
good plan. What did they do. What was their plan ••• 

S: ••• They were hid in trees and ••• were armed with bows and 
arrows and rocks and stuff. 

T: OK. Where did they do this. 

S: ••• They surrounded their fort so they couldn't go out and get 
food and they were all starving ••• And they had bow and arrows, 
rocks and spears and stuff. 

T: ••• Why did they simply surround it and not attack. What was 
their plan by just surrounding it and not attacking it= 
(6SB, 35-55) 

In addition, the students also initiated extending sequences but 

mainly through informatives. In these cases, the students did not 



complete propositions but added new information to the topic. That 

is, these sequences were on-topic unlike side sequences which were 

off-topic. For example: 

T: ••. It gets dried up. What time of year would that be. 
S: Summer. 
T: Summer. OK ••• It's turning, it was= 

I S: Cuz it said it was fall. 
FE T: No, 
FI it was spring and now it's moving into summer. OK, it's 

late summer, oh, and now it's turning into fall. 
FE You're right. 
FI So we've gone through spring, and summer, and now it's 

turning into fall ••• (2WB, 103-107) 

T: What was their plan by just surrounding it and not 
attacking it= 

S: Starve them out. 
T: Starve them out. Did it work. 
S: Yes. 
T: All right, eventually the Spaniards were starving. Then, 

Yes. 
I S: The reason why they didn't just go in 1S cuz, they may 

lose. So they didn't go in. But, this way, they had a 
better chance because they could just pick off men that 
would try to come out. 

FE T: Good. All right. (6SB, 55-61) 

Further, second and sixth grade students differed in the ways they 

used informatives to extend the topic. Second grade students more 
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frequently added information about their personal experiences, opin-

ions, and feelings whereas sixth grade students added information 

about the story. However, second grade students extended the topic 

more frequently than sixth grade students. For example: 

T: ••• Have you ever popped corn or helped your mother pop corn? 
Ss: /Yes/ 

S: We set it out in the sun once. 
T: You did? What happened. (2WB, 156-159) 

T: ••• Why do you think a movie helps you understand a story, a 
little bit better. 

S: You see more of it. 
T: You see more of it, and that's the key. Your eyes see more of 

it, and you're not= 



S: And also, the book when you read it, it's kinda hard to 
understand if people do that, but the guy on the tape kinda 
has more sense to it. 

T: Oh, so are you saying that you can understand more when you 
listen than when you read it? (2HL, 179-185) 

T: Would you have said that he was the main one. 
S2: No, I wouldn't. I would have said Johnny Tremain but= 
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S3: Yes, cuz he had to go get the punch and he was always looking 
for everything. 

S2: ••• Anyways James Otis might've been because he was like the 
one who organized the whole thing, the-

T: I'm not sure that he organized it, but= 
S1: No, I know who organized it. It was Paul Revere organized it, 

cuz in the first part of the story he said we have to get an 
organized system. 

T: Yes ••• (6GB, 47-51) 

3. Chaining Sequences. Teachers also incorporated the topic 

by initiating chaining sequences. Second grade teachers tended to 

initiate chaining sequences more frequently than sixth grade teach-

ers, especially during literature lessons. Chaining sequences were 

used when there was more than one answer to an elicitation. Frequent-

ly, these types of elicitations seemed to ask for personal opinions 

or experiences. The chaining elicitations often were elliptical or 

were simply nominations. For example: 

T: ••• When do you think it would have happened. 
S1: Maybe about an hour later. 
T: ••• How about you, S2. 

S2: At the end of the day or 1n the morning of the next day. 
T: ••• How about you, 83. (2HL, 90-94) 

T: How many of you ••• have had a grandparent that died. 
S1: A great grandparent. 

T: Would you be willing to share your feelings about that? 
Ss: Yeah. 

T: ••• Did you have any idea that was going to happen? 
82: Well, he died way before I was born. 
T: ••• 83? (2HL, 116-124) 

T: •.• Is there any kind of a message ••• or lesson 1n this story. 
81: ••• You can't judge a book by its cover. 



T: Explain that. 
SI: ••. You can't say because everybody's Spaniard or American or 

whatever, not everybody's gonna be friends. 

T: ••• S2, you had your hand up. 
S2: ••• It's kinda like you don't distrust everyone •.• 

T: ••• Yes. 
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S3: Because of different nationalities, it doesn't mean that .•• 
like each person one of 'm could be friendly and one of 'm can 
be so mean that you wouldn't even want to just look at 'm ••• 
(6SB, 222-237) 

However, nominations did not always rece1ve a reply to the immediate-

ly preceding question. Because of their ambiguity, students sometimes 

replied to an earlier question. For example: 

T: ••• Why did they return the greeting, Bonjour, Happy Lion. Why 
didn't they run away= 

SI: Cuz they're his friends. 
T: ••• S2, can you add something to that. 

S2: They're animals. 

T: S3? 
S: Some wild animals live in cages and people aren't used to 

seeing them in cages. 
T: ••• Is that why these two little animals didn't run away, or do 

you think that's why the people were afraid. (2WL, 109-117) 

In addition, chaining sequences sometimes seemed to be used when the 

original questions might have been forgotten. For example: 

T: •.• We saw a filmstrip, Annie and the Old One, and we read a 
book. Which one of those two ways of hearing about a story, do 
you feel helps you understand more ••• 

T: SI, how about you, which one made it eaS1er to understand. 
Sl: I think the book, cuz she was really sad ••• 

T: And? 
Sl: And compared to the movie, she wasn't so sad cuz .•• she really 

didn't wanta get in trouble in school. 
T: ••• S2? 

S2: The book. 
T: The book helped you what? Understand the story better? •• 

(2HL, 157-173) 
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However, chaining sequences which continued over several exchanges 

also seemed to encourage student initiations in the form of informa-

tives although this occurred infrequently. In these instances, the 

students replied to the original question but the teacher had not 

repeated the original question or called on the students to answer. 

For example: 

S1: But the book made more sense to ~e than the movie= 
T: The book did. Oh, that's interesting. 

S2: The movie that we saw in first grade helped me more. 
T: Helped you understand it a little bit more ••• (2HL, 176-178) 

Chaining sequences were not used as frequently during sixth grade 

lessons but sixth grade teachers more often used nominations to ini-

tiate them. For example: 

T: .•• What was Dave's problem ••• with his family .•• 
S1: ••• His dad would always get made at him cuz •.• it wasn't Dave's 

fault. Lots of times it was just that he was angry and he 
needed someone to take it out on. 

T: .•. S2? (6GL, 34-36) 

In addition, the use of nominations to initiate exchanges often re-

suIted in longer student replies. For example: 

T: And what does Tom say for instance that kind of startle Dave, 
something about his father. 

S: He said that when he went to visit him, he thought that his 
dad was really nice. 

T: .•• Yes? 
S: And also when Tom was talking about it, he said ••• his dad 

and he always got into fights .•• and then Tom said, you're 
lucky my dad just faded away .•• (6GL, 42-47) 

4. Side Sequences: Side sequences were not frequently initi-

ated but they were almost solely initiated by students. Students 

initiated side sequences primarily through informatives. These se-

quences were initiated most frequently by sixth grade students, 
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especially the students of Teacher 6G. Side sequences were basically 

off-topic because they were not responses to the immediately preced-

ing utterance, i.e., they were not replies or feedback. They were 

usually personal opinions and feelings about other aspects of the 

topic-on-the-floor or about the episodic or thematic topics. For 

example: 

T: .•• Where in the world ••• are people striving or struggling 
for freedom? .• 

S: EI Salvador. 
T: EI Salvador, not too far from us. 

I S: In the 1700s there was one war, the Revolutionary War, in 
the 1800s there was one more, the Civil War. We've had the 
Iran-Iraq War, World War I and II, Korea, Vietnam, EI 
Salvador, Argentina, the PLO in Israel. 

FE T: That's right ••• (6GB, 187-201) 

Student responses that were not in reply to an elicitation did not 

necessarily initiate exchanges. They only initiated exchanges if an-

other speaker, usually the teacher, responded to it. For example: 

S: I've seen black popcorn before. 
T: Have you? •. (2WB, 33-34) 

T: Wonder what he would do with all that corn. 
S: He looks weird when he's in bed. 
T: What do people do when they harvest their crops or corn ••• 

(2HL, 120) 

Sometimes the side sequence interrupted the development of a topic 

that had been introduced. For example: 

T: ••• What are the PLOs trying to do ••• 
I S: You know how the ••• the guerillas, they have guerrillas up. 

S: 

FI T: 
FE S: 
FI 

T: 

EI Salvador 
1n the camp 
now, and he 
It's safe. 
Yeah, 
there's no 
What about 
they have. 

have the government leader and the captive ••• 
and they've had it there for a year and a half 
says he really likes it up there. 

harm to him. 
the PLOs, my previous question ••• What don't 
(6GB, 201-208) 
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Sometimes the side sequence did not interrupt the topic-on-the-floor. 

For example: 

T: ••• What don't they have. 
S]: A home. 
S2: They don't have any country or anyplace. 

E S3: ••• and the islands they were ( ) Was that Cyprus? 
FE T: The island? Cyprus. Yes, 
FI Cyprus has Crete= (6GB, 208-212) 

Side sequences also were initiated by elicitations when students 

seemed to want to clarify misunderstandings or ambiguities although 

this did not occur very frequently. For example: 

T: .•• And so that's why they had to keep the windows closed and 
they went, you could hear them sweat. 

S: Didn't they have an air-conditioner? C6GL, 93-94) 

5. Embedded Sequences: The teachers and students carried out 

embedded sequences, although infrequently. These were sequences that 

were on-topic but occurred within another exchange, i.e., they were 

topically dependent. (Compare with side sequences which were off-

topic, also with probing, chaining, and extending sequences which 

were topically independent but related.) Embedded sequences were 

initiated through informatives, elicitations, feedback elicitations, 

and replies with rising intonation. For example: 

T: .•. The children were in the beavers' dam and they realized 
that Peter had left. 

I S: Edmund. 
F T: Ed. Thank you •.• 

That Edmund had left. C6SL, 5-7) 

T: ••• What does he give her that at least satisfies her a 
little bit. .• 

E S: Satisfies who? 
R T: The wi-tch or the queen. 

S: His brother and sisters are there. (6SL, 57-62) 



T: ••• The meeting was the loft of the printer's shop and 
these two young men, Johnny Tremain and 

E what was the other= 
R S: Rad= 
eF T: Rad? 
FI They were actually the characters that the author was 

speaking through ••• (6GB, 58-60) 

T: •.• Will Susan and Lucy actually be in a fight. 
S 1: No. 
S2: Maybe not a fight. Maybe whoever they're going to fight 

with ••• 

S2: They'll be scared. The people who they're gonna fight 
with. 

T: All right. 
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eF But in any case whether there's a fight coming or not, the 

FI 

people 1n the book are at least expecting one, 
they. 

S3: Yeah. (6SL, 161-167) 

T: ••• Was he welcome to the meeting, James Otis= 
S: Mm-hmm. 
T: Was he? 

aren't 

r S: Well, wasn't James Otis the guy that always talked so loud 
about the American Revolution? How we should, you know, 
I ike that. 

FI T: He was the one. 
Was he welcomed? (6GB, 60-64) 

Embedded sequences were carried out more frequently during basal 

lessons than during literature lessons. However, they seemed to be 

used in both lesson types to clarify misunderstandings, to correct 

mistakes, to show agreement, and to ask for information to complete 

a topical move. 

6. Episodic Topic Development: Previous research has examined 

only sequences in which teachers employed different elicitation 

strategies until a correct response was obtained (Mehan, 1979a; 

Moore, 1979). However, in this study exchanges were linked not only 

to obtain correct responses but to develop ideas, i.e., topic. Topics 

were developed during the reading lessons primarily by the teacher by 
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linking exchanges through probing, extending, and chaining sequences. 

A series of exchanges that were linked resulted in an episode. 

First of all, any combination of sequences occurred. That is, 

episodic topics were developed in two or more exchanges involving any 

combination of one or more topical sequences. (Only the shorter epi-

sodes are used for examples although episodes had as many as twenty 

exchanges.) For example: 

PROBING 

CHAINING 

EXTENDING 

PROBING 

Episodic Topic: The 5tory 
What Kind It Is 

T: ••. First of all, what type of story is this. 51? 
51: A story of a war ••• it's during the war but= 

T: Which war was that 52?= 
52: The Revolution. 

T: OK. And how else would you describe it. 53? 
53: ••• well the part they're talking about probably 

not the whole war, but ••• the whole time it is 
like about a certain spyish, I mean like secret, 
cuz they have their own thing ••• 

T: Is it a true story? 
5s: /Yeah/Yeah/Of course/= 

T: Partially. What is true about it. 54? 
54: OK, it happened except a lot of people ••• Johnny 

Tremain, he's a fake. 
T: OK. Not fake but fictitious. 

54: Yeah. 
T: All right ••• (6GB, 2-14) 

50metimes the same type of topical sequence was used to link several 

exchanges. This usually occurred between other topical sequences 

within an episode but sometimes it comprised one episodic sequence. 

CHAINING 

Episodic Topic: Dave's Friends 
Who They Are 

T: ••• 1n addition to his family he has some friends 
or meets some friends. For instance, 51. 

81: Kate ••• as he calls Aunt Kate who collects or 
helps stray tomcats and she's like a homekeeper 
for stray cats= 

T: Right. 50 Kate is kind of important in his life. 
Who else 1S. 

52: Tom. 



CHAINING 

CHAINING 

T: Tom, whom he meets later 1n an interesting way, 
and who else. 

S3: Mary, his girl friend. 
T: Mary, toward the end of the book especially. 

And= 
S4: ••• Nick, the guy he had a fight with? 

T: Right ••• (6GL, 10-18) 
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Episodic Topic: The Sun Rises and The Sun Sets 
What Annie's Grandmother Was Talking About 

PROBING 

PROBING 

EXTENDING 

EXTENDING 

EXTENDING 

T: ••• What was she talking about when she said that 
the sun comes up from the edge of the earth 1n 
the morning and it goes back to the edge of the 
earth in the evening. SI? 

SI: It starts on this side and then goes up and ends 
up on this side. 

T: OK, can you think of a short way to say what her 
grandmother was telling her. 

S2: Sets. 
T: Sunsets. What does it have to do first= 

S2: Rises. 
T: Sun rises ••• (2HL, 36-42) 

Episodic Topic: Storage Sheds 
What They Are Made Of And How Hot They Get 

T: ••• What is sheet iron. What does that mean. Is 
that like wood? Does somebody know what sheet 
1ron is? SI? 

SI: It looks like sheets of iron. 
T: OK. It probably is just what the name says. 

Sheets of iron. 
S2: It looks kinda like tinfoil, but it isn't. 

T: OK ••• Have you ever been in a little shed? Do any 
of you have little storage sheds or things like 
that in your backyard= 

Ss: /Yeah/Mm-hmm/ 
T: And they're probably make of some kind of iron or 

tin or something. Some kind of material like 
that, other than wood. 
Do you notice any difference 1n the temperature 
1n there? 

S3: It keeps it hotter 1n the iron. 
T: Good for you, S3. The 1ron absorbs the sunlight. 

It gets real hot. 
What could possibly happen to corn if it gets 
real hot, S3. 

S3: Pop. 
T: It could pop. Maybe. I wonder if it could. (2WB, 

146-156) 



271 

Although episodic topic sequences had as many as 20 exchanges (during 

the second grade literature lesson of Teacher 2H), most episodes ~n 

the lessons, especially second grade basal lessons, consisted of one 

or two exchanges. Further, episodes with one exchange often had mul-

tiple replies or were initiated with informatives. For example: 

E T: 
R Ss: 
F T: 
R Ss: 
F T: 
R S 1 : 

I S: 
FI T: 
FI S: 
F T: 
FI S: 
F/FI T: 

Episodic Topic: The Knights 
What Their Names Are 

••• What were some of the other names. I love those names. 
Sir Prise. 
Sir Prise. 
Sir Press. Sir Port. 
Sir Port. Sir Press. Those were great names ••• 
Now Sir Pip Squeak. (2HB, 128-131) 

Episodic Topic: The Story 
Whether It Is True or Not 

But this story is not true. 
We don't know that yet, S. 
I know it. 
We don't know that yet= 
I do cuz there couldn't be= 
Excuse me, you don't know that. Nothing has been read 
that couldn't be true. I love hot buttery popcorn. That's 
true. 

F S: It couldn't be true. (2WB, 86-92) 

Episodes with one or two exchanges generally seemed to occur when the 

teachers were evaluating students' memory for story details. For 

example: 

PROBING 

Episodic Topic: Pip Squeak Mouse 
What He Was the Born Enemy Of 

T: ••• In the beginning of the story we were told 
that Pip Squeak was the born enemy of something. 
Who can tell me what he was the born enemy of. 

Sl: The dragon. 
T: ••• Had he ever fought a dragon? What kind of 

dragon was Pip Squeak Mouse the born enemy of. 
It's a different kind of dragon ••••• A dragon that 
flies. 

S2: A dragonfly. 



EXTENDING 

T: A dragonfly. Gosh, you must've read this story 
too long ago at the beginning to remember that. 
He was the born enemy of a dragonfly •.. (6HB, 
157-161) 

Episodic Topic: The Story 
What The Setting Was 

T: ••• What is the setting? Sl? 
Sl: New York. 
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T: New York City. Is he very limited because of city 
living would kind of limit you or does he get 
around. 

S2: He gets around= 
T: We'll talk about the different adventures he has. 

(6GL, 5-10) 

Student-initiated episodes generally consisted of one exchange unless 

the teachers incorporated the students' utterances. Teacher incorpo-

ration occurred even when the students' utterances were off-topic. 

For example: 

SIDE 

SIDE 

EXTENDING 

Episodic Topic: The Story 
What It Is About 

S: You know, I was gonna say something about the 
book. I was gonna say it's kind of a fun-loving 
adventurous book for a Teen-ager, and= 

S: ••• and the problems are they kind of relate to 
reality. 

T: And would maybe fit many other people going 
through that ••• (6GL, 106-109) 

Episodic Topic: Kate 
What Problems She Had With The Cats 

Sl: Well, you know Kate, when she got the 
inheritance ••• those people would go, oh wow, I'm 
gonna go get myself a new home or something. But 
Kate just sat there, she said I don't want the 
money. I just like this little place with my 
cats. I like feeding 'em, and then when the 
reporter stepped on one of her tiger cats, it was 
so mad. She had to kill 'em. And she really got 
mad at him, and she said, get out, get out. 

T: But there was a problem that she had staying 1n 
that house or that apartment. What was that. 

S2: The landlord? She bugged him about the cats. 
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T: Yeah, because of the law. You're not supposed to 
have pets. 

S1: That's why she padlocked the door. (6GL, 74-78) 

Longer episodes seemed to occur when the teachers wanted or needed to 

develop a topic. The topic could be introduced 1n the first exchange, 

in a subsequent exchange, or during feedback. For example: 

CHAINING 

PROBING 

EXTENDING 

PROBING 

Episodic Topic: Dave's Family 
What They Are Like 

T: .•• Talking about the character himself, his 
background, what kind of family does Dave 
have ••• S1? 

S1: ••• His mother has asthma, and his father's like 
sort of mean to him sometimes ••. 

T: OK. So he has just a father and a mother, no 
sisters and brothers, 
And 52? 

S2: His father isn't really mean to him all the time 
but ••• his mother doesn't say anything, I guess, 
and then he just has someone to get ••• mad at him. 

T: All right. So anyway, let's not get into their 
personalities quite yet. So it's a very small 
family (6GL, 1-5) 

Episodic Topic: Fenris Vlf 
What He Said and What He Meant 

T: ••• Then he finally gets up courage to go in and 
who does he encounter at the entrance to the 
Queen's castle. 

S 1: Fengis VI f. 
T: Fenris Vlf. Do the others remember who Fenris Vlf 

is? 
S2: He's the police guy. 

T: All right. Chief of Police. He said something 
that I thought was very interesting. After he'd 
gone in and told the Queen that Edmund was 
there and came back out, he said, oh come in 
you fortunate favorite of the Queen or else not 
so fortunate. All right. What do you think that 
means when he said, oh fortunate favorite or 
else not so fortunate. What was Fenris Vlf 
trying to get across there. What do you think 
that meant. 

S3: That the Queen was mad at thim. 
T: Or well?= 

S2: Or he was in trouble, sort of that= 
S4: He didn't bring the brother. 



PROBING 

PROBING 

PROBING 
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S2: Yeah= 
T: OK. Why would he be in favor with the Queen. What 

could get him in favor with the Queen. 
S2: If he would of brought his brother and sisters. 

T: All right. What would make him not so fortunate. 
S1: He didn't bring 'em. 

T: Not having his brother and sisters along. All 
right ••• (6SL, 41-55) 

Episodic Topic: Their Property 
What They Were Risking 

T: ••• What is coach and four. How did you understand 
that. To give one silver, wine cooler, one's 
coach and four, and the gold buttons off one's 
waistcoat. S1? 

S1: ••• Isn't that a coach and four horses. 
T: In other words, what are all these things, 

silver, wine cooler, one's coach and four, and a 
gold button. 

S2: Weren't they talking about things they'd have to 
give up. 

T: Property. Yeah. So that was one of the things 
that he kind of preparing the men for, if you 
want to go to war, make sure you know what you 
are going to be risking ••• (6GB, 169-173) 

7. Thematic Topic Development: Thematic topics are recurrent 

or linked episodic topics. In this study, thematic topics were devel-

oped in a different way from episodic topics. Episodic topics were 

linked through repeating elicitations and topical entities, through 

chaining of events, through alternating between story and experien-

-
tial frames, through alternating between general and specific topical 

entities, and through incorporation. 

Links through repetition usually occurred when the teachers 

reintroduced episodic topics by repeating elicitations. Sometimes the 

teachers repeated an elicitation because it had not been completely 

or accurately answered. For example: 
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2WL: The Happy Lion--Why People Were Afraid of Him 

T: .•• Why does the author write the story in such a way that the 
Lion never realizes the fear and excitement he causes when he 
leaves the zoo .•. Why does the author write the story in such a 
way that the Happy Lion never realizes the fear and excitement 
he causes when he leaves the zoo? •• (5) 

T: ..• Why does the Happy Lion see the townspeople as foolish 
instead of recognizing they are frightened. Why doesn't he 
realize they're frightened of him, S. Why do you think. (153) 

T: ••. Why does the Happy Lion see the townspeople as foolish 
instead of recognizing that they are frightened. Now picture 
what he sees and you pretend that you just know what he knows. 
First of all, we know that he has seen these people everyday. 
They come to the zoo and they say, Bonjour, Bonjour, which is 
hello, and they take time and they talk to him and he gets 
good food to eat. Then one day his door's left open and he's 
never been out before, so he decides to go out and see all of 
his friends. Boy, what a nice surprise for them. And he walks 
down the street, and all of a sudden, all of these nice 
friends aren't nice friends anymore. OK, Why doesn't he 
understand that. S? (191) 

Usually the teachers repeated an episodic topic when it was a general 

concept. General concepts were often directly stated through informa-

tives at the beginning and ending of exchanges within the episodes. 

For example: 

6GL: The Story--How the Author Puts Humor Into the Story 

T: •.. There are many funny places I chuckled to myself, and did 
you notice how Dave often spoke through his Cat. Or the Cat, 
he read or interpreted the Cat's expression. (67) 

T: ••• What does the author want to show by saying, oh, talk about 
Cat, oh, he's right back in there pitchin'. Do you remember ••• 
he said, right back there, pitchin'. What did that mean. 

S: Like when he got in a fight, I guess, and he had this scars 
and stuff and after he got healed he was back out there 
fighting. 

T: So that's a funny way ••• I think it shows the humor, and 
there was a lot of that. (79-81) 
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tj ••• for some reason, usually when a cat's tail is restless, you 
know that the cat is kind of ready for something to happen and 
this describes another animal, another dog, I think, that was 
going by •.• was nervous. But then, he let his tail go to sleep. 
So that's another way the author puts humor into this 
story ••• (111) 

Sometimes the episodic topic was repeated through informatives which 

did not result in exchanges. In one lesson this repetition was fre-

quently carried out by the teacher, but it was also carried out by a 

student in one lesson. For example: 

2WB: Mr. Picklepaw Has A Problem 

T: . .• Mr. Picklepaw 1.S going to have a problem with his corn ••• 
( 11 ]) 

S: Oh, I think I know what the problem is. (138) 

T: ••• He's going to have a problem ••• (138) 

In the same lesson the use of informatives between exchanges fre-

quently occurred when the teacher alternated between experiential and 

story frames. For example: 

2WB: The Story--wbat It Is About 

T: ••• Does it ever stick to your teeth? 
S5: /Yeah/Yes/No/ 

T: It sticks to my teeth sometimes= 
S1: Well, the kind .••• got caramel on it= 

T: Caramel popcorn. Now caramel popcorn is different, isn't it. 
It's not the same as just plain popcorn. Popcorn is supposed 
to be a good snack for you. Well, this story is gonna be 
about Mr. Picklepaw's popcorn, and Mr. Picklepaw ends up 
with an awful lot of popcorn. We're gonna find out just how 
much ••• (25-29) 

Sometimes an .episodic topic was reintroduced by the students through 

informatives. This seemed to occur when the students wanted to give 

their personal opinions or feelings on a previously introduced topic, 

not necessarily the topic-on-the-floor. However, these exchanges were 
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not coded as side sequences, even though they were off-topic, because 

a topic had been reintroduced. For example: 

2WB: The Story--Whether It Is True or Not 
(introduced by teacher at turn-at-talk 65) 

T: Would anybody here agree with that? Do you like hot, buttery 
popcorn? 

Sl: Mm-hmm. 
T: Sounds wonderful to me= 

S2: But this story is not true. 
T: We don't kno; that yet, S2-

S2: I know it. 
T: We don't know that yet= 

S2: I do, cuz there couldn't be= 
T: Excuse me, you don't know that. Nothing has been read that 

couldn't be true. I love hot, buttery popcorn. That's true. 
S2: It couldn't be true. (83-92) 

Episodes were also linked through the repetition of characters and 

other topical entities. That is, different aspects of the character 

were discussed during separate episodes. For example: 

6SB: Senorita Maldenado 

T: •.. That brings us up then to the main character of the story. 
Do you remember the main character's name •.• (67) 

T: How can you describe Senorita Maldenado? (75) 
T: •.• She was in the Spanish village that was surrounded by 

Indians. Starving. She had really two choices. What were her 
two choices ••• (88) 

T: ••• She went out and what happened than after she left the 
Spanish fort ••• (119) 

Episodes were also linked through the repetition of character rela-

tionships. For example: 

6SB: Senorita Maldenado and the Puma 

T: ••. Did Senorita Maldenado communicate with the puma. (139) 
T: ••. Give me some examples then in the rest of the story, how 

the Spanish girl showed friendship to the puma ••• (171) 
T: ••• Now, examples of how the puma mother showed friendship to 

the Spanish girl ••• (179) 
T: ••• Why wasn't the Spanish girl eaten by the wild beasts ••• 

(202) 
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Sometimes episodes were linked through the repetition of topical en-

tities that were not characters. For example: 

2WB: Popcorn 

T: ..• What is this story going to be about ••• (3) 
T: •.• Does anybody here like to eat popcorn ..• (11) 
T: Is popcorn good for you? •• (20) 
T: ••• Where does popcorn come from •.• (29) 

Episodes that were linked through repetition of topical entities were 

not necessarily consecutive. Sometimes there were such links between 

widely separated episodes. For example: 

6GB: James Otis 

T: ••• Can you name some people in the story ••• (27) 
T: ••• Which of these people mentioned was the main character 

would you say ••• (39) 
T: ••• What was the setting for the story ••• (52) 
T: ••• Was he welcome to the meeting, James Otis? (60) 
T: •.. What was maybe the main point of the whole story ••• (68) 
T: ••• James Otis said, that is not enough of a reason to risk 

what? (74) 
T: ••• When Johnny goes looking for those fruit, he knows where to 

go. Where does he go ••. (123) 
T: •.• What is this paragraph all about? What is the author, why 

do you suppose she put this paragraph in ••• (143) 
T: ••• What is coach and four ••• (16'9) 
T: ••. Do you think that ideal such as James Otis had that all 

freedom belongs to everyone and we have to risk, be ready to 
live without comforts and what have you, can be achieved one 
day by all the people on the earth? (174) 

Consecutive episodes were often linked in more subtle ways. Usually 

it was difficult to identify the beginning of new episodes because 

there were no clear-cut boundaries between episodes. This occurred 

particularly when the same character was being discussed. For 

example: 

6GL: Dave 

T: •.• What about Dave. Other than he got two more cats. What 
else •.• (121) 

T: ••• And how about Dave's future ••• (129) 
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Sometimes consecutive episodes were linked through general topics and 

again through specific topics. For example: 

6GL: Side Stories 

Kate 
T: ••• Why did she, Emily Neville, make the story end this way. 

Things kind of turned well. Let's take one happening at a 
time. Talking about Kate. We mentioned she got the inheritance 
yet she wanted to keep her life style, keep on living her life 
the way she had been ••• So why do you suppose ••• the author made 
it that way. (103) 

Tom 
T: ••• OK, let's pull all the different side stories together. OK. 

We already have taken care of Kate. Everything's all right. 
Who else do we need to bring to an end ••• 

S: Tom. 
T: Tom. What about Tom, after his job and all that ••• (111-113) 

Dave 
T: ••• And what about Dave. Other than he got two more cats. What 

else ... (121) 

In some lessons episodes were linked sequentially. That is, events 

were discussed as they occurred in the story. Sometimes the sequen-

tial links were overt. For example: 

Overt Sequential Links: 6SL 

T: ••• Now where we stopped off talking last time, the children 
were in the beaver's dam and they realized ••• that Edmund had 
left. Why did Edmund leave the other kids in this strange 
land ••• (7) 

T: ••• So he has a difficult journey, gets to the castle of the 
white witch. Who can tell me anything about the castle of the 
white witch ••• (29) 

T: ••• Then he finally gets up courage to go in, and who does he 
encounter at the entrance to the Queen's castle. (41) 

T: ••• We're back at the Beaver's house and the preparations. When 
they realized Edmund was gone and figured out that he had gone 
to the white witch or the Queen ••• they reacted differently. 
Everyone panicked except who ••• (69) 
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T: OK. So they do finally take off and they beat the white witch. 
They leave before the white witch or any of her police get to 
their dam, and then they're travelling along for a long time 
and it talks about Lucy getting tired and so on. They go in 
the hole and they sleep. What awakens them sleeping in that 
cave .•• (102) 

T: ••• Father Christmas gives out some gifts. What gift does Mrs. 
Beaver get .•• (129) 

Sometimes the events were covertly linked. This occurred during the 

second grade basal lessons when each page of the story was read and 

then discussed. For example: 

Covert Sequential Links: 2HB 

«Student Reads» 
T: ••• What had the owl seen pass .•• (3) 

«Student Reads» 
T: ••• Can you tell us why Pip Squeak thought he could succeed 

when everybody else had failed? (19) 

«Student Reads» 
T: What is courage? •• (59) 
T: What does it mean when Pip Squeak says he almost lost his 

courage? •. (72) 

«Student Reads» 

T: What was it that made the mouse successful? •• (86) 

«Student Reads» 
T: Where were the knights? •• (107) 

«Student Reads» 

T: ••• How do you think Hopper's feeling right now ••• (142) 

Sometimes episodes were linked when a teacher incorporated a stu-

dent's reply and initiated a new episodic topic rather than extending 

the previous topic. For example: 
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The Story: Episode One 
Which Helps You To Understand the Story More: 

The Movie or The Book 

T: ••• We saw a filmstrip, Annie and the Old One, and we read a 
book. Which one of those two ways of hearing about a story, do 
you feel like helps you understand more ••• 

S: ••. like in Charlie and the Chocolate Factory, they had a movie 
and a book, but the movie showed you more than the book did. 

S: The book kind of drops things out of it and stuff and adds 
more things in like when he met the guy when he was running 
under the bridge • 

••••••••••••••• (2HL, 157-203) 

The Story: Episode Two 
What Happened in the Book 

That Didn't Happen in the Filmstrip 

T: ••• Well since you brought that up, let's think of one thing 
that happened in the book of Annie and the Old One that we 
didn't see happen in the filmstrip ••• (2HL, 204) 

Finally, there were subtle links between episodes when the teachers 

alternated between story (ST) and experiential (EX) frames. This al-

ternation occurred most frequently during the second grade lessons 

when the teachers wanted the students to understand the feelings or 

actions of the character. For example: 

2WL: The Happy Lion 
How He Feels At The Zoo 

ST T: ••• What else could you say about him at the zoo •.• (23) 
EX T: ••• How do you feel about the place where you live ••• (29) 
ST T: ••• In the zoo, the Happy Lion, do you think it would be 

safe to say that he felt all of these things? He was 
comfortable. (64) 

ST T: ••• Why else would he be happy 1n the zoo? (68) 
EX T: ••• What do lions usually eat ••• (78) 
ST T: ••• At the zoo, how often do you think he gets fed ••• (89) 
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In summary, topic incorporation was mainly carried out by the 

teachers through probing, extending, and chaining sequences. However, 

students also incorporated topic but through extending, side, and 

embedded sequences. 

Probing sequences seemed to be used when students gave ~ncor

rect, incomplete, or minimal replies. Probing questions often seemed 

to provide clues or additional information which helped the students 

to answer the previous question. They also seemed to be used to seek 

explanations for answers and to relate the story to the students' 

experiences. This strategy has been described as scaffolding by 

Snow (1983) and reformulating by French and MacLure (1981), i.e., 

making the task of answering easier by simplifying the question or 

introducing facts that are needed in order to answer the question. 

Extending sequences seemed to be used to develop the topic 

further, i.e., to extend the topical framework. Teachers used elici

tations and informatives to initiate extending sequences while stu

dents used informatives. Second grade students added information 

about their experiences while sixth grade students added information 

about the story. 

Chaining sequences were used when there was more than one 

answer to a question. These questions often seemed to ask for person

al opinions or experiences. The use of chaining sequences seemed to 

encourage longer student replies and to encourage student initiations 

in the form of informatives. 

Side sequences (not to be confused with Jefferson's term, 

1972) occurred when teachers incorporated students' informatives 
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which were off-topic. These seemed to be used to add personal opin

ions and feelings about the topic-on-the-floor and also to clarify 

misunderstandings and ambiguities. Although they were topically re

lated to the previous exchange, they were independent while embedded 

seqeunces were dependent. 

Embedded sequences occurred when an exchange was initiated 

before another exchange was completed (termed side sequences by 

Jefferson, 1972 and contingent queries by Garvey, 1977). These se

quences were on-topic but were topically dependent upon the primary 

exchange. They seemed to be used mainly to complete a topical move by 

clarifying misunderstandings, by correcting mistakes, and by asking 

for information. 

Although the usage of topical sequences varied among the les

sons, differences occurred only in frequency of usage. There was very 

little variation in the forms and functions of topical sequences. 

Through incorporation, episodic topic development was carried 

out. By linking exchanges, local topics were further developed which 

resulted in episodic topics. Exchanges were linked through probing, 

extending, and chaining questions. Resulting sequences varied from 

two to twenty exchanges. Besides the functions mentioned above, se

quences seemed to be used to evaluate students' memory for story de

tails and to develop ideas, i.e., a topic. Longer episodes seemed to 

be conversational through the increased use of feedback informatives, 

mUltiple student replies, and longer student replies while shorter 

episodes seemed to be evaluative. 
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Thematic topic development occurred when episodic topics were 

linked. They were linked through the reintroduction of topics, the 

repetition of topical entities, the sequential linking of topics, the 

alternation between story and experiential frames, and the alterna

tion between general and specific topics. Thematic topics may have 

resulted from the immediate transactions as well as from the teach

ers' goals for the lessons. 

Summary 

For the purposes of this study, an analysis system was de

signed to identify the pragmatic and semantic functions of teacher and 

student language during reading lessons where comprehension was the 

goal. Specifically, the pragmatic subsystem identified instructional 

acts and exchange types, and the semantic subsystem identified topical 

moves and topical sequences carried out by the teachers and students. 

Quantitative analyses of the interactional functions, the transaction

al functions, and the relationships between functions were conducted 

to identify the organization of discourse during reading lessons. Com

parative analyses of the two functions and their relationships were 

conducted to describe the variations in the organization of instruc

tional discourse. Qualitative analyses of the relationships between 

functions were conducted to describe the nature of topical development 

during reading lessons. The results revealed the nature of discourse 

during reading lessons, the variations in discourse during reading 

lessons, and topical development during reading lessons. 



CHAPTER 6 

CONCLUSIONS, IMPLICATIONS, AND RECOMMENDATIONS 

This chapter presents a summary of (1) the problem, (2) 

related research, (3) design and procedures, and (4) findings of the 

study. Conclusions, implications, and recommendations that emanate 

from the results of this study are also presented. 

The Problem 

The purpose of this study was to develop a system for de

scribing the interactive nature of language during instructional dis

course. The system was then used to describe instructional discourse 

during reading lessons where comprehension was the major aim. Specif

ically, this descriptive study was designed to answer the following 

questions: 

1. How can the nature of teacher and student language during instruc

tional discourse be described? 

a. What are the categories of teacher and student interaction 

defined in terms of speech acts? 

b. What are the categories of teacher and student transaction 

defined in terms of topical relationships between utterances? 

285 
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2. What is the nature of teacher and student interaction and trans

action during reading lessons where story comprehension is the goal? 

a. What are the similarities across lessons regardless of grade 

level, type of reading lesson, and teacher? 

b. What are the differences among lessons with respect to grade 

level, type of reading lesson, and teacher? 

c. How do teacher and students develop topic by means of inter

action and transaction? 

Research Relevant to the Study 

Research was reviewed which was relevant to the study. These 

were studies that exemplified different approaches to research 1n 

reading instruction, studies that exemplified different approaches to 

discourse analysis, and studies that analyzed classroom discourse, 

specifically teacher questions. 

Reading instructional research has been varied. There have 

been studies of what others said was being done, such as the survey 

by Weber (1971), to studies of relationships between instructional 

variables and student performance on reading comprehension measures, 

such as experimental research by Anderson, Evertson, and Brophy 

(1979), to studies of what researchers think should be done, such as 

the observational study by Durkin (1979), and finally to studies of 

what actually is occurring, such as the study of the language of 1n

struction by Green (1983). The present study continues the investiga

tion of what actually occurs during reading instruction. To conduct 
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study the language of instruction. 
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Discourse analysis has developed 1n a diversity of fields-

philosophy, sociology, linguistics, psychology, linguistic anthro

pology, and education. Researchers in these fields have analyzed the 

linguistic organization of oral and written discourse. They have 

identified the micro-structures of discourse, such as the study of 

referential cohesion by Halliday and Hasan (1976), and the macro

structures of discourse, such as the study of propositions by Kintsch 

(1974) and story grammar by Rumelhart (1975). Other researchers have 

analyzed the social organization of oral discourse. They have identi

fied discourse functions, such as the study of speech acts by 

Sinclair and Coulthard (1975), and participation structures, such as 

turn-taking by Sacks, Schegloff, and Jefferson (1974). Researchers 

are now investigating the relationships between the syntactic, prag

matic, and semantic functions of discourse (Berry, 1981; Butler, 

1985) and the relationships between the context and the discourse 

(Philips, 1983; Erickson, 1975). The present study continues the 1n

vestigation of the relationships between the pragmatic and semantic 

functions of discourse and the relationships between context and dis

course. The nature of instructional discourse during reading lessons 

was studied using a system designed for analyzing the pragmatic and 

semantic functions of language. 

Classroom discourse has been studied since 1940, but more 

actively since 1970. Early researchers have described classroom dis

course with respect to the frequency and type of questions teachers 
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asked (Gall, 1970; Guszak, 1967). Other researchers have described 

the structure of question-answer sequences (Bellack et al., 1966; 

Green, 1978; Mehan, 1979a). Some researchers have described the func

tions of teacher questions (Farrar, 1981; Mishler, 1975; Morine

Dershimer, Tenenberg, and Shuy, 1980). The present research continues 

the study of teacher questions by investigating their pragmatic and 

semantic functions in discourse. In addition, this research continues 

the study of classroom discourse by investigating the interactional 

and transactional organization of discourse during reading lessons 

where comprehension is the goal. 

Design and Procedures 

The investigation was conducted in one elementary school in a 

school district within a predominantly upper-middle socioeconomic sub

urban community in the Southwest. The district was selected because it 

had implemented literature and Junior Great Books reading programs in 

addition to a basal reading program. Four teachers were selected from 

those who volunteered to participate 1n the study, two each from sec

ond and sixth grades. The teachers had at least four years teaching 

exper1ence and were considered to be good teachers by the principal. 

Two groups of students in each class participated in the study. 

Two reading lessons were observed and audio-taped in each of 

the classes over a three-month period from March to May 1983. During 

one lesson, a story from a basal textbook was read and/or discussed. 

During the other lesson, a book from the district literature or Junior 

Great Books program was read and/or discussed. During some lessons, 
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the story was both read and discussed. During other lessons, the story 

had been read earlier and was only discussed. During the basal les

sons, a group of students reading at the middle level, i.e., neither 

the highest nor the lowest in the class, was selected. For the litera

ture lessons, the the groups in three of the classes consisted of stu

dents of mixed reading ability. In one of the second grade classes, 

the same group of students participated 1n both basal and literature 

lessons. 

In order to obtain naturally occurring data, no attempt was 

made to select randomly participants and materials or to control for 

extraneous variables other than to select middle ability readers for 

the basal lessons. In addition, the teachers were directed to teach 

their lessons according to their usual procedures and to use the regu

lar curriculum materials. The procedures and materials used during the 

lessons matched the basal and literature programs as described by 

teachers during interviews. (Refer to Appendix A for the reading ma-

terials used, Appendix B for a sample story, and Chapter 3 for a de

scription of the lessons and the programs). Further, disruptions that 

occurred during the taped lessons were considered to be part of the 

normal classroom environment. 

To analyze the data collected, transcriptions were made of the 

audio-tapes of the reading lessons (see Appendix C for a sample tran

scription) and a system for analyzing the language was developed. By 

using the data collected to develop the analysis system, the system, 

in effect, identified the functions of language during the reading 

lessons. The analysis system consisted of two subsystems, a pragmatic 
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subsystem for identifying the interactional functions of language and 

a semantic subsystem for identifying the transactional functions of 

language. 

The pragmatic subsystem was designed to classify utterances to 

their discourse function: predicting, predicted, initial, and termin-

al. Using these criteria, the following instructional acts (I-acts) 

were identified from the data: 

Discourse Function: Predicting Predicted Initial Terminal 

Elicitation (E) + + 
Elicitation (e) + +/-
Reply (R) + +/-
Reply (r) + + +/-
Feedback (F) +/-
Informative (I) + 
Informative (i) 0 0 

In addition, feedback was further classified according to the type of 

information provided: old, new, or no information. Using these cr1-

teria, the following types of feedback were identified from the data: 

Type of Information: 

Feedback Repeat (F) 
Feedback Informative (FI) 
Feedback Evaluation (FE) 
Feedback Elicitation (eF) 

Old 

+ 

+ 

New None 

+ 
+ 

Further, the exchange types were identified and classified according 

to the different combinations of initiating, continuing, and terminat-

ing I-acts. The following exchange types were identified from the 

data: 

elicitation-reply-feedback (ERF) 
elicitation-reply (ER) 
informative-feedback (IF) 

The complete pragmatic subsystem is presented in Appendix F. 
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The semantic subsystem was designed to classify utterances 

according to their topical relationships to other utterances: same or 

different topic, related or unrelated topic, new or old information. 

Using these criteria, the following topical moves were identified from 

the data: 

Topical Relationships 
between Utterances: 

Collaboration 
Incorporation 
Introduction 
Reintroduction 

+ Same 
- Different 

+ 

+ Related + New 
- Unrelated - Old 

+ 
+ 

In addition, incorporation moves were further classified according to 

their topical relationships to other exchanges: same or different 

topic, dependent or independent from previous topic. Using these cr1-

teria, the following topical sequences were identified from the data: 

Topical Relationships 
between Exchanges: 

Chaining 
Probing 
Extending 

+ Same 
- Different 

+ 

+ Dependent 
- Independent 

+ 

The complete semantic subsystem 1S presented 1n Appendix G. 

After the discourse analysis system was developed, each tran-

script was coded using the two subsystems. (Refer to Appendices F and 

G for the coding procedures and Appendix E for a sample of coded 

data.) For each transcript, frequencies and proportions were deter-

mined for the categories of each variable: I-act, exchange type, top-

ical move, and topical sequence. In addition, cross-tabulations be-

tween the I-acts and topical moves were performed for each lesson type 

at each grade level. 
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From the results, quantitative and comparative analyses were 

conducted to identify similarities and differences among the lessons 

in the use of I-acts, exchange types, topical moves, and topical se

quences. In addition, quantitative, comparative, and qualitative anal

yses were carried out to identify similarities and differences among 

the lessons in the relationships between I-acts and topical moves. The 

quantitative analyses were based on the weighted rank orders of the 

categories of each variable and their comparative use between the 

teacher and the students in each lesson. The comparative analyses were 

based on the differences 1n proportions of the categories of each var

iable for each comparison: grade level, type of lesson, and teacher. 

Substantial variations, significant patterns, and trends were identi

fied for discussion. The qualitative analysis was based on the selec

tion of all utterances in one transcript and a random selection in the 

other transcripts for each I-act and topical move relationship. Selec

tions from the transcripts were identified from the coded data. Utter

ances which exemplified the different forms and functions of each 

I-act per topical move were identified for discussion. 

From the analyses of the interactional and transactional func

tions of teacher and student language, the nature of instructional 

discourse during reading lessons was described. From the quantitative 

analyses, teacher and student interactional and transactional patterns 

which occurred across the lessons were described. From the comparative 

analyses, the variations in teacher and student interactional and 

transactional patterns were identified for discussion. From the 

qualitative analyses, teacher and student instructional discourse 
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discussion. 

Findings Related to the Application 
of the Analysis System 
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The results of the quantitative, comparative, and qualitative 

analyses of the data are presented in this section. First, the 

organization of instructional discourse during reading lessons is 

described according to the interactional structure, the transactional 

structure, and the relationships between structures. Second, the 

variations in instructional discourse are described and discussed 

with respect to grade level, type of reading lesson, and teacher. 

Finally, topical development during reading lessons is discussed. 

Organization of Instructional Discourse During Reading Lessons 

Interactional Structure. In each lesson, the teachers con-

trolled the interaction in similar ways, i.e., through elicitations 

and feedback. Exchanges initiated by the teachers were primarily ter-

minated by their feedback, i.e., consisted of elicitation-reply-

feedback. Feedback had a variety of forms, but the most widely used 

were feedback informatives and feedback repeats. 

The students' interactional patterns were distinctly different 

from those of the teachers. The students participated in the inter-

action mainly by replying to the teachers' questions. However, in 

every lesson, they were able to initiate exchanges and provide feed-

back. Thus, it seems that the students were able to affect the direc-

tion of the interaction even though they did not control it. 
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Transactional Structure. In each lesson, the teachers 

controlled the development of topic in similar ways. The teachers ~n

troduced, reintroduced, and incorporated topic. Their major means of 

topic development were incorporating students' replies and other re

sponses. They incorporated topic mainly through probing sequences but 

also through extending and chaining sequences. However, by incorporat

ing students' replies, rather than just evaluating them, the teachers 

gave the students the opportunity to contribute to topic development. 

The students' transactional patterns were distinctly different 

from those of the teachers. In each lesson, the students contributed 

to the topic mainly through collaboration, i.e., by maintaining the 

topic-on-the-floor rather than introducing or incorporating a topic. 

Thus, they did not control the topic but they did have the opportunity 

to influence the development of topic through their contributions. 

Relationships Between Structures. In every lesson, teachers 

controlled the transaction by introducing topic through elicitations 

which initiated exchanges and by completing topic through feedback 

which terminated exchanges. They also developed topic by linking ex

changes primarily through incorporation using elicitations or informa

tives and through collaboration using feedback informatives. Teachers' 

control of the transaction may be attributed to the need for teachers 

to guide students' participation in and contributions to the dis-

cuss~on. 

The students participated in the transaction primarily by con

tributing to the topic through replies which continued the exchange. 

This form of contribution to topic development may be attributed to 
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the teachers' control of the transaction. However, the students also 

developed the topic through incorporation primarily using infornatives 

and secondarily, elicitations, both of which initiated exchanges. Stu

dents also introduced and reintroduced topic through informatives and 

sometimes elicitations. These forms of topic contribution may be at

tributed to the opportunities that teachers gave the students to ini

tiate exchanges and also to the needs and abilities of the students to 

participate in and contribute to the discussion. 

Variations in Instructional Discourse During Reading Lessons 

Variations in Interactional Structure. There were indica

tions that the interactional strategies of the teachers and students 

varied according to grade level, type of lesson, and teacher. That is, 

the teachers and students varied in their use of I-acts and exchange 

types between grade level (2nd and 6th), between type of lesson (basal 

and literature), and between teachers at each grade level. The direc

tion of use indicated that 6th grade students were able to participate 

Ln the interaction more actively. Further, results indicated that 

teachers varied their strategies according to grade level and type of 

lesson taking into account the ability of students to participate in 

the discussion and to comprehend, the complexity and difficulty of the 

reading material, and the teachers' goals for the lessons. Finally, 

there were indications that teachers varied their interactional stra

tegies according to their teaching styles and that their strategies 

had effects on the students' strategies. 
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Variations in Transactional Structure. There were indica

tions that the transactional strategies of the teachers and students 

varied according to grade level, type of lesson, and teacher. The di

rection of use indicated that 6th grade students were able to contri

bute to topic development more actively than 2nd grade students and 

that students were able to contribute more actively during basal les

sons than literature lessons. Further, results indicated that the 

teachers varied their transactional strategies according to grade 

level and type of lesson, taking into account the ability of the stu

dents to comprehend and contribute to topic development, the complex

ity and difficulty of the reading material, and the instructional 

goals for the lessons. In addition, there were indications that the 

teachers varied their strategies according to their teaching style and 

that their strategies had effects on the students' strategies. 

Variations in Relationships between Structures. There were 

indications that grade level and type of lesson (teacher effect was 

not examined) had effects on teacher and student instructional dis

course strategies, i.e, the use of I-acts to carry out topical moves. 

Results indicated that the students differed by grade level in their 

ability to introduce and incorporate topic and, thus, take an active 

role in the discussion. Further, there were indications that teachers 

varied their strategies according to the students' abilities to con

tribute to topic and according to lesson goals. 
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Topic Development During Reading Lessons 

The .analysis of teachers' and students' transactional strate

gies revealed that reading lessons were not simply conducted by asking 

and answering questions and evaluating answers. Questions were asked 

and feedback was provided for a variety of reasons, including the de

velopment of topic. In addition, teachers and students used a variety 

of means for developing topic. During the reading lessons, topic was 

introduced, reintroduced, collaborated, and incorporated by both 

teachers and students. 

Topic Introduction. Topic introduction was carried out pr1-

marily by the teachers, mainly through elicitations and secondarily, 

through informatives. Elicitations were used to introduce a topic of 

discussion as well as to evaluate students' comprehension. In addi

tion, the teachers varied the form of their elicitations according to 

their instructional strategies: single elicitations, ser1es of elici

tations, informatives followed by elicitations, and elicitations fol

lowed by informatives. Using these different means of elicitation, 

teachers made questions easier to answer, gave students time to think, 

and linked exchanges. In addition, teachers used informatives to in

troduce thematic topics that served to link episodic topics. 

Students also introduced topic but in different ways and for 

different reasons. Students used elicitations to clarify ambiguities 

in their minds and informatives to contribute personal comments con

cerning the topic. However, students did not often introduce a new 

topic. 
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Topic Reintroduction. After topics were introduced, a few 

were reintroduced at a later time. Topic reintroduction was infre

quently carried out, but both teachers and students reintroduced top

ic. Teachers reintroduced topic when the topic had not been completely 

developed and sometimes, to link episodic topics through thematic top

ics or summaries. Students reintroduced topic when they answered ear

lier questions. 

Topic Collaboration. After a topic was introduced or re1n

troduced, the next speaker collaborated with it through replies and 

feedback. Topic collaboration was primarily carried out by the stu

dents through replies to teachers' elicitations. Students were able to 

contribute to topic development through collaboration rather than top

ic introduction. Although the teachers controlled the students' con

tributions through the form of their elicitations, the teachers seemed 

to have less control when they used informatives. Students' replies to 

teachers' elicitations and feedback informatives following teachers' 

and other students' informatives and feedback informatives were the 

major means by which students influenced the direction of topic devel

opment. 

Teachers collaborated with the topic when they responded to 

students' replies and feedback. Teachers used different forms of feed

back and for a variety of reasons. Feedback was used not only to guide 

the interaction but to guide the transaction. The interactional func

tion of feedback was to evaluate and acknowledge students' replies, to 

maintain students' attention, to seek agreement, to clarify meaning, 

and to question accurary. The transactional function of feedback was 



to complete or summarlze replies, to give personal oplnlons, and to 

summarize larger stretches of discourse. 
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Topic development initially occurred during exchanges through 

collaboration. During elicitation-reply-feedback (ERF) or elicitation 

reply (ER) exchanges, a topic was introduced through an elicitation. 

The elicitation presented an incomplete proposition that needed to be 

completed by a reply. Feedback provided support or at least acknow

ledgement of the completed proposition. However, topic was not devel

oped simply through ER(F) exchanges or simply through two or three 

turns-at-talk. Topic was also introduced and developed through IF ex

changes and ER(F) exchanges that consisted of mUltiple replies and 

multiple feedback. Topic was further developed, i.e., beyond the ex

change. Based on the form of the students' replies and feedback, the 

teachers made decisions on the direction of further topic development. 

Topic Incorporation. Topic was further developed through 

topic incorporation, i.e., by incorporating replies and feedback, 

which was mainly carried out by teachers through probing, extending, 

and chaining sequences. Probing sequences were used to help students 

to answer previous questions, to seek explanations, and to relate the 

story to the students' experiences. Extending sequences were used to 

further develop a topic. Chaining sequences were used when there was 

more than one answer to a question. 

Students were able to incorporate topic, but their attempts 

more often resulted in side sequences which were off-topic and embed

ded sequences which contributed information but were interactionally 

and topically dependent upon a primary exchange. 
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Through topic incorporation, exchanges were linked which re

sulted in episodic topic development and episodes were linked which 

resulted in thematic topic development. Short episodes seemed to be 

used when teachers evaluated students' comprehension. Longer episodes 

seemed to be used when teachers and students discussed topics. These 

episodes seemed more conversational than evaluative or instructional 

through the increased use feedback informatives, multiple student re

plies, and longer student replies. Episodes were further linked 

through reintroduction, repetition of topical entities, sequencing, 

and frame alternation. Episodic and thematic topics seemed to be the 

result of both the immediate transaction as well as teachers' goals 

for the lessons. 

The asymmetric relationship between the teachers' and stu

dents' contributions to topic development probably resulted, not only 

from role differences, but also from teachers' instructional goals. 

However, teachers and students co-constructed the topic so that teach

ers did not have complete control over the transaction and students 

were able to have effects on the direction of topic development. 

Conclusions 

The a1ms of this study were accomplished: (a) to develop a sys

tem for analyzing instructional discourse, and (b) to describe the 

nature of discourse during reading lessons where comprehension was the 

goal. On the basis of the findings of this study, the following con

clusions can be made with respect to these aims. 
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Analysis of Instructional Discourse 

I. Instructional discourse can be described using methods of discourse 

analysis. 

a. Teacher and student interaction can be described ~n terms of 

different types of speech acts. 

b. Teacher and student transaction can be described in terms of 

different types of topical relationships between utterances and ex

changes. 

2. Discourse analysis can be used to study the nature of instructional 

discourse. 

a. Discourse analysis can be used to describe the organization of 

instructional discourse across reading lessons. 

b. Discourse analysis can be used to describe the variations ~n 

instructional discourse between reading lessons. 

c. Discourse analysis can be used to describe topical development 

during reading lessons. 

Nature of Instructional Discourse During Reading Lessons 

I. Instructional discourse during reading lessons is more complex than 

previous research has described. 

a. The organization of discourse ~s similar across lessons regard

less of grade level, type of reading lesson, and teacher. 

b. Instructional acts during reading lessons have multiple forms 

and functions which vary according to the intent of the topical move. 
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2. Teachers and students vary 1n their instructional discourse strate

gies according to grade level (2nd vs. 6th), type of lesson (basal vs. 

literature), and teacher. 

a. Teachers have multiple reasons for varying their instructional 

discourse strategies including student differences between grade 

levels, goal and story differences between lessons, and teaching style 

differences. 

b. Students vary 1n their instructional discourse strategies as a 

result of differences in their experience and ability between grade 

levels and differences in teacher discourse strategies. 

c. Teachers vary their instructional discourse strategies 1n the 

way they introduce topics, incorporate student replies, and link 

topics. 

3. Teachers and students interactively accomplish reading lessons. 

a. Although teachers control interaction and topic development dur

ing reading lessons, students affect their direction and outcome. 

b. Teacher and students co-construct the topic. 

c. Teacher instructional discourse strategies have effects on stu

dent discourse strategies and vice-versa. 

Implications of the Findings 

The results of this study can contribute to the development of 

research methods for analyzing discourse, specifically instructional, 

and to the improvement of reading instruction. Implications suggested 

by the results concern the following: discourse analysis, reading in

structional research, and reading instruction. 
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Implications for Discourse Analysis 

An outcome of this study has been the development of a system 

for analyzing the semantic or transactional structure of oral dis

course. Previous systems have only analyzed the pragmatic or inter

actional structure of discourse in terms of speech acts. This study 

required the analysis of the pragmatic and semantic structures of dis

course in order to study reading lessons where stories are discussed. 

Because the goal of these lessons was comprehension of the story read, 

the semantic structure of discourse was as important as the pragmatic 

structure. 

The discourse analysis system that was developed has been de

signed to identify the contingent and multi-functional nature of lan

guage. The interactional functions of language were based on the 

pragmatic relationships between utterances, and the transactional func

tions of language were based on the topical relationships between ut

terances. The system has proven to be useful for describing speakers' 

discourse strategies and the interactive effects of their strategies. 

In addition, the analysis of the pragmatic functions of dis

course has been further refined. Criteria based on the interactional 

functions of utterances in discourse have been delineated and tested. 

The results indicate that the pragmatic function of utterances can be 

further refined by analyzing the semantic function. Thus, a system 

which identifies both the pragmatic and semantic functions of dis

course is a more powerful tool for analyzing and understanding 

discourse. 
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Implications for Reading Instructional Research 

This study has demonstrated that instruction, specifically dur

ing reading lessons where comprehension is the goal, does not consist 

of isolated, unifunctional behaviors that can be predetermined but 

contingent and multi-functional behaviors that unfold under the spe

cific circumstances of the lesson. Therefore, instruction cannot be 

described according to the presence or absence of expected behaviors 

but must be described according to the way the discourse is organized. 

Because reading comprehension instruction often involves the develop

ment of thinking strategies rather than the imparting of knowledge, 

the contingent and multi-functional nature of language must be stud

ied. This can be done by using a system for analyzing the interaction

al and transactional structure of discourse. 

Further, teacher instructional discourse strategies can be 

studied by analyzing the interactional and transactional functions of 

language. Teachers' strategies occur for reasons contingent upon the 

on-going discourse. Thus, these strategies must be studied in the con

text within which they occur. Variations in teacher discourse strate

gies can be identified, and effects on student performance studied. 

Finally, teacher questions during reading lessons can be de

scribed in terms of both their interactional and transactional func

tions in discourse. They do not necessarily serve a single function, 

i.e., evaluation, but occur at particular points in discourse for in

teractional and transactional reasons. Thus, teachers have strategies 

for asking questions which must be studied in the context of the dis-

course. 
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Implications For Reading Instruction 

Although instructional effectiveness was not specifically 1n

vestigated 1n this study, the results suggest that teachers have op

tions for developing topic, increasing student participation 1n and 

contributions to topic development. In other words, these options may 

be used to foster students' comprehension and discussion abilities. 

Some of these strategic options have been identified from the present 

study. 

Teachers have strategic options for developing topic. From the 

results of this study, several levels of topic development have been 

identified: exchange, episode, and lesson. The development of lesson 

topics, such as themes, requires the linking of exchange topics and 

episode topics. Teachers can be shown strategic options for linking 

lower level topics in order to develop higher level topics. 

Teachers have strategic options for increasing students' par

ticipation 1n and contributions to the discussion. From the results of 

the study, it has been demonstrated that teacher discourse strategies 

have an effect on student discourse strategies. Teachers have options 

for increasing student participation and contributions to the discus

sion. Teachers can be shown strategic options for responding to stu

dents' contributions and incorporating students' responses. 

Recommendations for Further Study 

Because of the exploratory nature of this study, recommenda

tions are only made with regard to further analysis of the data and 
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further research. Further research needs to be done before recommenda

tions can be made for instruction. 

Recommendations for Further Analysis of the Data 

Because of the complexity of the data in the present study, a 

complete analysis was not possible. Further areas of analysis are sug

gested by the study. 

1. Interrater reliability of the analysis system needs to be deter

mined to verify the results of the study and to use the system for 

analyzing other instructional discourse. 

2. Relationships between teacher instructional discourse strategies 

and students discourse strategies need to be further studied. The fol

lowing are relationships that may prove fruitful: 

a. the relationship between incorporation and the accuracy and com

pleteness of replies; 

b. the relationship between feedback and the accuracy and complete

ness of replies; 

c. the relationship between the type of teacher questions (i.e., 

text explicit, text implicit, script) and the type of student answers; 

d. the relationship between the type of teacher I-act and the 

length of student responses; 

e. the relationship between question complexity (i.e., number of 

propositions) and answer complexity. 

3. Particular teacher discourse strategies which need to be further 

studied are: 

a. the functions of repetition; 



b. the occurrence of direct instruction 1n terms of explanations 

and modeling; 
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c. the occurrence of formulation including reformulation <simplifi

cation and amplification) and preformulation; 

d. the occurrence of elaboration of student responses, especially 

when student answers are inaccurate or incomplete. 

4. Particular student discourse strategies which need to be further 

studied are: 

a. junctures where students introduce topics which are on-topic and 

off-topic; 

b. junctures where students incorporate topics. 

6. The identification of topic needs to be further refined. Some areas 

of analysis which may prove to be fruitful are: 

a. the staging of topical entities, e.g., new, old, and peripheral 

information; 

b. discourse markers which frame topical moves; 

d. the frequency of topical entities and their referents; 

e. the forms of referential cohesion. 

7. The identification of topical sequences needs to be further re

fined. Some areas of analysis which may prove to be fruitful are: 

a. syntactic connectives between exchanges and between episodes; 

b. discourse markers which frame topical sequences; 

c. forms of referents of topical entities; 

d. syntactic structure of utterances. 
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Recommendations for Further Research 

Further research is needed to determine the generalizability of 

the findings and the effects of student, teacher, and story variables. 

1. To determine the generalizability of the findings, research can be 

conducted which compares the following: 

a. lessons at the same grade levels observed ~n the study, ~.e, 2nd 

and 6th; 

b. lessons at different grade levels, i.e., other than 2nd and 6th; 

2. To determine the effects of teacher variables, research can be con

ducted which compares the following: 

a. different teachers teaching the same story at the same grade 

level; 

b. teachers trained and untrained ~n higher order questioning stra

tegies; 

c. teachers trained and untrained ~n direct instruction techniques, 

such as "responsive elaboration". 

3. To determine the effects of student variables, further research can 

be conducted which compares the following: 

a. lessons taught in schools within low and middle socioeconomic 

communities. 

b. students reading above, at, and below grade level taught by the 

same teacher; 

c. students from different cultural groups with different inter

action styles. 

4. To determine the effects of story variables, further research can 

be conducted which compares the following: 



a. different stories taught by the same teacher to the same 

students; 

b. expository texts and narrative texts. 
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5. To determine the effects of teacher discourse strategies on student 

performance, research can be conducted with the addition of a compre

hension measure, such as story retelling. 



Lesson Code: 

Second Grade 

APPENDIX A 

READING MATERIALS 

2WB = Second Grade, Teacher W, Basal Lessons 
6GL = Sixth Grade, Teacher G, Literature Lesson 

Basal Lessons 

2WB: "Mr. Picklepaw's Popcorn." In Rewards, Level H (2-2). Boston: 
Houghton Mifflin, 1974. 

2HB: "Pip Squeak, Mouse in Shining Armor." In Tapestry, Level H 
(2-2). Boston: Houghton Mifflin, 1979. 

Sixth Grade 

6SB: "Puma and the Girl." In To Make a Difference, Level 14 (7). 
Lexington, MA: Ginn, 1978. 

6GB: "A World to Come." In Encore, Level N (7). Boston: Houghton 
Mifflin, 1979. 

Literature Lessons 

Second Grade 

2WL: The Happy Lion. Chicago, IL: The Great Books Foundation, 1976. 

2HL: Miles, M. Annie and the Old One. Boston: Little Brown and Co., 
1971 • 

Sixth Grade 

6SL: Platt, K. Hey, Dummy. New York, Dell, 1971. 

6GL: Neville, E. It's Like This, Cat.New York: Harper and Row, 
1963. 

310 



p. 187 

APPENDIX B 

SAMPLE STORY 

Pip Squeak, Mouse in Shining Armor 1 
by Robert Kraus 

In all of mousedom, there never lived a braver mouse than Pip 
Squeak, Mouse in Shining Armor. 

Pip Squeak was the born enemy of dragonflies. On his green toad, 
Hopper, he spent his days riding from pond to pond chasing them. But 
after a while, dragonflies were too easy and Pip Squeak longed to 
fight a real dragon. 

p. 188 
To pick up pointers, Pip Squeak watched the seven knights who 

lived in the castle on the hill. "You I re a mighty small knight with 
mighty big ears," said Sir Prise, who was the head knight. 

"Ilm not a knight," said Pip Squeak. "I am a mouse and my ears 
are just the right size." 

"I beg your pardon," said Sir Prise, "but I must hurry off and 
fight the Dreadful Dragon of Foe Fum Forest." So saying, he leaped 
upon his horse and galloped off. 

"Good luck," said Pip Squeak. 

p. 189 
At sunset Sir Prisels horse returned without Sir Prise. 

remaining knights were quite upset. "ls there anything I can 
help?" asked Pip Squeak. 

The s~x 
do to 

"This is a job for a man, not 
since I am a man, it is up to me." 
galloped into Foe Fum Forest. 

a mouse," said Sir Pose. !lAnd 
So he leaped upon his horse and 

"Good luck, for what it is worth," said Pip Squeak. 

p. 190 
Ten minutes later, Sir Posels horse returned without Sir Pose. 

"That was fast," said Pip Squeak. The five remaining knights, whose 
names were Sir Press, Sir Pass, Sir Port, Sir Plus, and Sir Pent, 
said nothing. 
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"Maybe it is a job for five men," said Pip Squeak. 
"That's an idea," said Sir Pass, and the five knights leaped 

upon their horses and rode off into Foe Fum Forest to face the 
Dreadful Dragon. 

p. 191 
Ten minutes later, five horses returned without their knights. 
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"Five are as fast as one!" said Pip -Squeak, quite surprised. NmoJ a11 
seven knights were gone, and there was only Pip Squeak left to battle 
the dragon. He was sorry for the knights, but happy for the chance. 

So Pip Squeak rode bravely out into Foe Fum Forest. "I just hope 
I don't come back without you," said Hopper. 

"No more than I," said Pip Squeak. 

p. 192 
He had not gone far when he came upon a witch. 
"You are a very small knight with very large ears," said the 

witch. 
"I am not a knight. I am a mouse," said Pip Squeak, "and my ears 

are just the right size." 
"I beg your pardon," said the witch. "Your shining armor 

confused me. You are not going to fight the Dreadful Dragon of Foe 
Fum Forest, are you?" 

p. 193 
"I am going to give it a try," said Pip Squeak. 
"I sell lucky charms to knights on their way to fight 

dragons," said the witch. "But in your case, I'm afraid I can promise 
nothing." 

"That is quite a11 right," said Pip Squeak. "I don't need any 
luck for I have a bold heart. But thank you anyway." 

"Everybody could use a little luck," said Hopper, as he pushed 
onward. The path was well-marked by signs which had been put there by 
the dragon himself, who feared no one and liked having visitors. 

p. 194 
"You are a mighty small knight with mighty large ears," said the 

owl up in a tree. The owl had seen many knights pass and not return. 
"I am not a knight," said Pip Squeak. "I am a mouse and my ears 

are just the right size." 
"Knight or mouse, you are not going to fight the Dreadful Dragon 

of Foe Fum Forest, are you?" asked the owl. 

p. 195 
"I sure am," said Pip Squeak. 
"Do you think it is wise?" asked the owl. 
"I don't know if it is wise, answered Pip Squeak, "but it is 

certainly brave." 
"What makes you think you can succeed when everyone else has 

failed?" asked the owl. 
"Every dragon has his weakness," said Pip Squeak. "I have but to 

find it. That is how I wi11 succeed where so many have failed." 
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"That mouse not only has big ears, but he also has a head on his 
shoulders," said the owl as Pip Squeak and Hopper moved on. 

p. 196 
The Dreadful Dragon! 

Suddenly Pip Squeak and Hopper were face to face with the 
Dreadful Dragon! He was indeed dreadful, and for a moment Pip Squeak 
almost lost his courage. But only for a moment. 

"My, my!" said the dragon. "You are a mighty small knight with 
mighty big ears." 

"I am not a knight," said Pip Squeak. "I am a mouse and my ears 
are just the right size." 

p. 197 
"A MOUSE!" screamed the dragon. "The only creature 1.n the world 

I fear!" ---and he fled in terror. 
"Well," said Pip Squeak, "this was really a job for a mouse 

after all." 
"Hooray! Hooray!" shouted Hopper. 
"Hooray! Hooray!" rang seven voices in the distance. 
"That is either an echo or those are the seven knights whose 

horses returned without them," said Pip Squeak. 

p. 198 
Pip Squeak followed his ears and there indeed, tied to a tree, 

were the seven knights whose horses returned without them. Pip Squeak 
leaped from his toad and untied the knights, who began to sing, "For 
he's a jolly good mouse." 

Then Pip Squeak led the freed knights, singing and cheering, 
back to the castle on the hill. "I am sure your horses will be as 
glad to see you as I am," said Pip Squeak. 

p. 199 
For his boundless courage, Pip Squeak was made 

Knight of the Kitchen Table in a special ceremony. 
Pip Squeak," said Sir Prise. 

p. 200 

an Honorary 
"I dub thee Sir 

Sir Pip Squeak's toad, Hopper, was given a special place in the 
stable alongside the horses of all the other knights. 

"My dream has at last come true," said Pip Squeak. "Although now 
I am, indeed, a small knight with rather large ears." 

1. In Tapestry, Level H (2-2). Boston: Houghton Mifflin, 1979. 



APPENDIX C 

Transcript 2HB 

TISs «PROCEDURAL MOVES CONCERNING WHERE TO BEGIN READING» 
001 T ALL RIGHT, JF, WOULD YOU READ PAGE ~ HUNDRED AND NINETY-FOUR OUT LOUD FOR us 

002 JF 
003 T 
004 LR 

eJ05 T 
006 LR 
007 T 
008 AL 
009 LR 
01111 AL 
011 T 
012 AL 
loH3 T 

014 LA 
015 T 
016 AX 

El17 T 

G1B FR 
019 T 

1!120 LA 

021 T 
022 LA 
023 T 
924 Sa 
G25 T 
026 AX 
027 T 
028 AX 
G29 T 

03a LR 
031 T 
032 LR 
OJJ T 
034 JF 
035 T 
0J6 AL 
037 T 
038 LA 
IlIJ9 S5 
040 T 

041 LA 
042 T 

PLEASE. 
«READS) ) 
GOOD READING. LR, .hat had the owl seen pass ••••• Wh.t had th~ 0.1 ~en. 
UG, the knlohts and that, 'n th~ didn't ccce back ~Ith ~ith um, th~ir, thvir 
knights. 
Didn't coao back? 
With UD ••••• 
What did th~. not como back .ith ••••• /LA: Vh the dr-I AL. 
The. tho kni~hta. 
ThQ men that were riding them. 
Tho horses. 
The knight and the ••••• 
Horae. 
THERE YOU GO, thcr horlln. Thcr harsH didn't didn't CQllXf back tlith the knIght. 
right? Who olso had soon that. Who 01.- had aaen that tho kniohts didn't CCGQ 

back. LA? 
The um. Pip Squoak. 
What do wou think PIP Squeak Rouser IS thinklno about no.. AX. 
UG ••••• that hit could b4!at UP thlt dragon, AND. 1 'N I RE~ IT. I C- OONT WANT TA 
TELL. 
0tI THAN< YOU. AX. FOR NOT SPOILING THE REST OF THE STORY FOR US. Ot<. FR, WOULD 
YOU READ ON PAGE Qt.1; HUNDRED NINETY-FIVE PL.EASE? 
«READS» 
OK. 1m. LR. can wou tell us IiIhw Pip SqueAk thought hv could !llUccnd whI2n 
Qvorwbodw else had tailod' 
Wall. he he could. ~ll tho other 9UWS didn't know that um. thorlt ... a 
weaknnlh Wl an eVG/rw. an overy ua dragon lind hv did caUH ovC/I"W1lodw hH a 
~aknG.s. IT: 00001 and so-
What'D what'. wour weakne.s ••••• 
I DONT KNOW. 
YOU OONT KNOW. Doou ovorybody have a weaknass? 
II do./Yeah.1 
What is yours AX? 
1 uHd to have a ~aknns. 
What is it? 
Flath. 
I'IIIth. lAX: «LAUGHTER» I And at IWth lIOU' VCl 1I0tton 110 IilUch bat tor • Do :.fOU havlt 
a liIOaknolllh LR? 
Vh ••••• sPQlllnll? 
Spoiling? Oh, 1 thInk lIou'ro lin Itxcollont SPOllor. 
I knOlll but 1. but I ullod to be bad. 
OK. so lIou've improvod that weaknns. II:OUldJA ~!I? JF? Do vou haYtI a _alcnClslI? 
I DONT KNOW. 
YOU DONT KNOW. FR? •••• AL? 
I DONT KNOW. 
My ~aknen5 1& tood. lAX: OOOHI I lov. to OAt food: 
(Oh,) that's DW ~akne.G. 
«OVERlAPPED SPEECH» 
UQ. what doe. it DOln to hevo • hoad on ~our shouldars. Don't ~ all havo a 
head on our Ihould9rs. 
Yereh but UII" 

What dcx!. it IDOln. What IIpecial DOAning. SOI'lEBODV Il£SIDES LA. SHE EAVE SUCH A 
GOOD ANSWER A WHILE AGO, AX? 
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043 AX 
044 T 
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Urn, h:s ears are too bIg and ltS part of hIS head. 
Or.. /1: «LAUGHTER»I That's "'hat he Eleant by he has a head on his shoulders? 
lAX: OOOHI LISTEN TO THIS PART OF THE STORY. « READS» ••••• What does it mean to 
have oil head on your shoulders ••••• ST er LA. 

045 LA Urn,:t means that um, that. like you don't urn, lIke you don't look off at other 
thIngs but like your head's floatIng through the aIr lookIng at other things 
but still on your head. on your shoulders and you. pay lots of attention and 

046 T 
047 LR 
0 118 T 
049 ? 

050 LR 
051 T 

052 JF 
053 T 

054 AL 
055 T 
056 FR 
057 T 

058 AI. 
059 T 
IIl60 JF 
11161 T 
062 LR 
063 T 

064 LA 

065 T 

066 JF 
067 T 
068 LR 
069 AX 
070 T 

071 JF 
11172 T 

073 LR 
11174 T 
075 Ss 
076 T 
077 AX 
078 ? 
079 AX 
080 T 
081 55 
082 T 

083 LA 

you know a lot, 'n stuff. 
OK. IT'S KINDA CLOSE TO EXACTLY WHAT IT MEANS. Anybody else have an idea? LR? 
He altlays goes like this? «shaking of head» 
Goes «imItatIng head movement», do you think that's what they meant by that? 
NO. 
MaliIX' this= 
If I say, now if I put one word in there and I say, you have a good head on 
your shoulders. Does that make you know what tt,at means? 
You have a good mind. 
A good sind. RIGHT. You're a good thinker. A good listener. You know ho", to 
solve problems. Those kinds of things. I think that's ~hat owl was meaning ",hen 
he said that. Why ",ould he think. AL, llltoy would he think that Pip Squeak had oil 

good head on his shoulders. What had Pip Squeak said that might help the owl 
think that. 
Because he thought that he could really do it. 
OK. when other's had failed? What else, FR? 
He ~s brave. 
Brilve. OK. THAT'S A GOOD WORD. AND THAT WAS A WORD THAT WAS ON THE PAGE. ALL 
RIGHT, LET'S GO ON FROM THERE. AL, COULD YOU READ IN YOUR LOUDEST READING VOICE 
ON PAGE ONE HUNDREll NINETY-SIX? 
( (READS» 
Whilt is um. courage? •••• /AX: OH. OH, I KNOW.I Courage, JF, ~hat is courage. 
Like, um. he's not afraid of anything scary. 
OK. Not baing afraid of scary things. 
Talent. 
Hhh amm. it's talentQd in one ~y but you need to say ",hat kind of talented it 
is. ~n you think of ",hat it ~ld be. LA? 
It's sorta like bold in the bottOQ of your heart but UD. but. like. your. like 
if you kno", someone's gonna come after you and you're just ready to fight it. 
OK. What's another ~rd for that. She's talking about something that starts 
!:Ii th b. 
Bold. 
Bold. 
Bald. 
Brave. 
Brave. Brave. IJF: AND SHE FORGOT I JF GAVE A VERY GOOD DESCRIPTION OF COURAGE. 
OK. 
AND SHE FORGOT TO UM. READ THE UM. TITLE. 
What does. what does it mean tlhen Pip Squeak says he almost lost his courage? 
LR ••••• Tell De how he lost it. 
It ceans he he ",as almost afraid. 
Do you think that you would be afraid it you ~ere in Pip Squeak's position? 
Il'I!t-hmm./Ves.1 
Loo~ at the size of Pip Squeak and that dragon. 
Ot, ( ) 
Look at Hopper. 
( (LAUGHTER) ) 
Do YOU think Pip Squeak has a chance of beating that dragon? 
IYes./Yeah./Easy.l= 
You think so. LET'S GO ON AND FIND OUT IF HE DOES. LR? WILL YOU READ ON PAGE 
ONE HUNDRED NINETY-SEVEN PLEASE? 
«(READS» IT: GOOD.I «READS)) IT: THAT WORD IS A WORD THAT CANT BE SOUNDED 
OUT.I /7: ECHOI IT: THAT'S IT. RIGHT. CUZ THE CH MAKES A K SOUND. SO YOU JUST 
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HAVE TO RECOGNIZE IT ••••• START AGAIN AT THAT SENTENCEI «READS» 
Can you say hooray the way that it DIght've sounded It seven (people)= 
IHoora!l/Hooray/= 
OK, we've got dltferent vOices. ISs: Hooray. Hooray/ THAT WAS REAL GOOD. 
ISs: Hoora!l./ What was it, what was It that ~ade the mouse successful~ FR. 
The dragon, um, teared, that was the only, a mouse was the onl!l creature that 
it feared in the world. 
OK. Sooo? JF? What was the dragon's lIIeakness. 
Umm, fear. 
Of? 
A mouse. 
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Oooh. SEE. Do !:IOU thin!: the mouse knew exactly IIlhat that dragon's tleakness was? 
IJF: Mmm/ ••••• What do you think, FR' 
I don't think so. 
You don't think he knew exactly IIIhat it was? How do !IOU think the mouse er Pip 
Squeak felt now, LA' 
Um. brave 'n. um, hapP!l 'n, just= 
Oh. glad that, glad that he um, glad that he scared Away the dragon. IT: OXI He 
lIIas proud of himself. 
What do you think he's going to tell the knights n~, LR. 
That ••••• he, he got, he scared a~y the dragon. 
OK. ILA: I KNOW.I Do you think he can claim all the crodit for it? 
Mm-hmm ••••• Maybe not, maybe= 
Do you ILA: I KNOW.I think that he'll tell them the truth, LA. 
Well, he might tell them that, tlhenever they need hia ta, help. UD, DOuses 
aren't too little. little ta help. 
OK. Is that what it says at the end of the story? 
Well ..... 
YOU DONT REMEMBER. LET'S READ ON AND SEE, AX. WOULD YOU CONTINUE FRO?1 THERE 
PLEASE, ON PAGE ONE HUNDRED NlNETY-£I6HT? 
«READS) ) 
Whore Iller. the kn- the, knights, FR. Where ~re thoy. 
They ~re tied to the tree. 
OK. And ho~ was Pip Squeak able to got thee, off. LA? 
Well he, ~ith his sword he could like, go 5ssh. 
OK= 
I KNOW, like, like the dra- dragon, I MEAN, like a couse, like the story of the 
Qouse, eating, his way through the ( ) while the lion was tied to the tree. 
he ate his way through. 
OH, AX, I LIKE THE WAY YOU REMEI'IBERED THAT STORY AND THOUGHT OF A WAY IT WAS 
LIKE THIS ONE. THAT WAS REAL GOOD THINKING. Do you kn- remember the story AX is 
talking about? 
Yeah. 
What lIIas the name of that. 
(Was it) the Lion and the Mouse? 
The Lion and the Mouse. YOU'RE RIGHT. And remember in that story th~ thought 
the mouse couldn't help, tho anioals at all. ILA: Oooh, oh yeah, and then UQI 

That ~as another brave mouse= 
And then the guys came. and, urn, caught the dragon and tied hiQ to a tree, and 
then the mouse came and go, I'll help you. 
I'll help you. And they didn't belIeve he could. FR? 
The lion, um, kinda, urn, didn't really, think that un, he could do it, IT: OKI 
IT: OKI cuz he was too small. 
YOU'RE RIGHT. And ~ho in this story thought that Pip Squeak couldn't do 
anything with the dragon. JF? •••• Who was one person. 
The ollll? 
The owl? 
The owl. RIGHT. Can you think of another one? •••• AL? That thought tho mouse 
couldn't do it. Pip Squeak Mouse? 
The knights. 
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The knIghts dIdn't belIeve that he could do It= 
SIr Pose thOUght It. 
SIr Pose. What were some of the other names. I LOVE THOSE NAMES. 
SIr PrIse. IT: SIr Prlse.1 SIr Press. SIr Port. 
SIr Port. Sir Press ••••• Those were great names. YOU HAD SUCH A GOOD 
MEMORY= 
Now Sir PIP Squeak. 
OK. 1M GOING TO READ ON PAGE A HUNDRED NINETY-NINE. «READS» Have ~ou ever 
heard special knight's table, of a specIal knIght's table? 
The Round Table. 
Knights of the Round Table. And how IS thIS dIfferent from the Knights of the 
Round Table. «LAUGHTER» 
Th~ kitchen table. 
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The kitchen «LAUGHTER» table. lAX: Round Table, IS. a restaurant.1 Knights of 
the kitchen table. 
Round Table restaurant. lAX: «LAUGHTER»I YOU'RE RIGHT. THAT'S RIGHT. But 
there were knIghts of the Round Table In King Arthur's time. LR, WOULD YOU READ 
THE LAST PAGE FOR US PLEASE. 
YEAH. «READS» 
«LAUGHTER» Look at his horse. «LAUGHTER» 
( (LAUGHTER) ) 
It has a special H for Hopper. 
Oh, and isn't that a darling picture. How do ~ou think Hopper's feeling right 
nOIll, FR? •••• 
Prett~, brave. 
Pretty brave. 
( ) 

Mm-hmm. Brave and IIIh~t else? 
Happy. 
Hap~. 

He fuels, kinua tired. 
Can you think of, tired. that. he would bQ tired? Can you think of a ~rd that 
tells. h~ you feel, when you're real. happy that you've accomplished something 
thAt was real hard fcr you tc do1 ••••• Can you think cf a wcrd?~ 
I'd foel, uh ••••• 
Can anybcd~ think of that ~rd1 It starts uith a p, the cne I'D thinking of? 
Pip pip. 
Prr= 
PrrootJd= 
Proud. 
Proud. Dcesn't proud eean ~hen ~ou finished. a project 11: Fantastic.1 
I?: Pmrfoctl and you're happ~. 11: Perfectol Maybe he found, feels perfect. 
WOULD YOU PLEASE CLOSE YOUR BOOKS WITH YOUR BOOKMARKS. IN. IN THE, SPUN GOLD 
SECTION ••••• DO IT QUICKLY. «OUTSIDE INTERRUPTION FROM INTERCOM AND TEMPORARY 
BREAK IN LESSON» OK ••••• JUST CLOSE YOUR BOOKS PLEASE. WHEN WE DISCUSS THIS 
STORY. WE DONT NEED OUR BOOKS ••••• IF YOU CANT LEAVE THEM JVST IN FRONT OF YOU 
WITHOUT PLAYING WITH THEM WE'LL MOVE THEM. I THINh YOU'RE GROWN-UP ENOUGH TO DO 
THAT. OK. In the beginning cf the story ~ ~ere told that Pip Squeak was the 
born enemy of something. Who can tell ee ~hat he ~as the born, cnem~ cf. 
The dragcn. 
He was the. had he ever fought a dragon? What kind of dragon ~as Pip Squeak 
Mouse the born. enem~ of. It's a different kind of dragon ••••• A dragon that 
flies. 
A dragonfly. 
Dragonfl~. GOSH. YOU MUST'VE READ THIS STORY TOO LONG AGO AT THE BEGINNING TO 
REMEMBER THAT. He was the born enemy of a dragonfl~. What had he never fCllsht 
that he wanted to fight, LR? 
(A) dragon? 
A real dragon. RIGHT. How many knights lived cn the hill. 
Seven. 
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Seven. VERY GOOD. LET'S RAISE OUR HANDS NOW S(. I P'lAhE SURE EVERYl\ODY GETS A 
CHANCE T0 ANSWER. How man~ uh who did Sir Prise ride off to fight? 
The dragon. 
AL? 
The dragon. 
Of where. Where was this dragon from. 
Foo Fum Forest. 
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Hh Foe Fum Forest. VERY GOOD. Whose idea was it for five knights to go together 
to tight the dragon? D~a remember LR' 
Pip Squea~'s. 
Pip Squeak's. RIGHT. Wh~ do ~ou think he thought the~ should do that. 
Because um. u,e!:l would. the~. so it one died the~'d shll have more. 
«LAUGHTER» YOU'RE RIGHT. I thin~ that was their strateg~. What happened ten 
minutes atter the!:l left. AX. 
«LAUEHTER» The!:l didn't return. 
Who did return. FR? 
The horses. 
Their horses. YOU GUYS HAVE A GOOD KEMORY. Who ~ent atter the dragon next'1 •••• 
PIP Squeak. 
Sir Pip Squeak. 
Pip Squeak, RIGHT. And urn, ~ho did he Dget first'1 ••••• Re~mber ~ho he met on 
his ~a!:l? •••• LR'1 
The 01111. 

OK. Soaebody else'1 
The lIIi tch. 
The _itch was the first person he met. and what did the _itch tr!:l to give him. 
try to sell him ••••• FR? 
A luck!:l charm. 
A lucky charm. Did Pip Squeak need the luck!:l charm after all? 
Nooo. 
No. OK. Um, where ~re the seven knights IIIhen Pip Squeak found th~ ••••• LET'S 
SEE, AL, do you remelllber'1 
Tiod UP on the troe. 
Tiod UP in til tree. What did they sing to Pip Squeak, AX? I KNOW YOU KNOW THAT= 
Uhh, he's til joll!:l good fall~ «SINGING». 
«LAUGHTER» That's IIIhat the!:l sing but IIIhat did they change it= 
«LAUGHTER» For he's a jol1!:1 good mouse. ISs: For he's til joll!:l good couse.l= 
He's a joll!:l good Douse «SINGING». THAT WAS GREAT. OK. Do !:IOU think that Pip 
Squeak ~as bored with chasing draganflies? •••• D!:Ia think he eight'va been bored 
with that? I?: Yeah.1 FR? 
Yes. 
Wh!:l do you think so. 
Cuz he chased, that's the only thing he actually chased. 
OK. Why ~ight it become boring. Wh!:l does something become boring to !:iOU. 

You do it too much times. 
Too much. What's another reason. You do it. spend too much time on it. 
You do it so long that it. just I:inda gets a li ttle bi t UlII. boring. 
Boring? Because it's boring? Thln~ ot something else. Why might you become 
bored. with something ••••• Vou do it a long time. If it's real hard do you get 
bored with it? •••• 
INo/Yeatd= 
Sometimes !:IOU do. right?= 
Like, like. like I saw ET and I got, I didn't want to see it again cause I got 
bored= 
I did too= 
Wh~ did you get bored though. 
Cause it ~as so long I got bored. I didn't ~anna= 
OK. Maybe it was too long for !:iOU. What's another reason you would get bored. 
I I can think of a show 1 got bored. 
OK. What's another reason besides a show being too, too long, for you to get 
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bored ••••• 
Z14 LR Some, sometlmes um, ~ou see it, sometimes like when ~ou're watchlng a show ~ou 

see it, too much 'n ~ou get bored. 
215 T OK. You've seen it too man~ times. ILR: UH-HUH.I 50 ~ou alread~ know the stor~. 
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218 ? 
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")')') ...... FR 
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224 AL 
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227 T 
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248 JF 
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LA? 
Well, when, like when I get home, urn and dadd~ comes out he sa~s. find 
something to do, and I just sit there and sa~, I don't know. Cause I'm bored and 

I can't thlnk of an~thing to do 'n stuff. 
OK. 50 sometimes ~ou get bored because ~ou can't think of an~thing to do. Well, 
Pip squea~ got bored, because FR said he chased dragonflies all the time. Do 
~ou think that, was he good at catching dragonflies? 
Yeah. 
So was it a hard tasK, or was it an eas~ task for him to do. 
IEas~/Eas~/Eas~1 
Do ~ou think that might have an~thing to do with wh~ he got bored? •••• FR, do 
~ou think= 
Cause if he can't, caught all the dragonflies, then, then it wouldn't be fun 
an~more. 

OK. Ma~be the fun was gone out of it. No fun an~more. Wh~ do ~ou think that Sir 
Prise thought fighting the dragon was a job for a man, and not a mouse. 
AL? •••• Wh~ do ~ou think he thought it was a better job for a man, and not a 
mouse. 
Because ma~be the, men are stronger. 
Men are stronger. LA? 
Men are taller. IT: Taller.1 And little gu~s can·t, the dragon is gigantic, 
and, the other guys would be about the same size of it= 
OK. LR? THOSE ARE ALL GOOD ANSWERS ••••• 
He doesn't have, he doesn't have as big of a horse, he does, he doesn't have a 
horse. 
OK. He didn't even have a horse. He had something else. FR? 
Well, the dragon might've, stepped on him. 
«LAUGHTER» HEY, THAT'S A 6000 THOUGHT. Could a dragon step on the man? 
Nooo. 
It's not (ver~ easy). Do ~ou think Pip Squeak had reason to be nervous about 
facing the dragon? AX? •••• Do ~ou think he had reasons to be nervous. 
N-, ~eah. 

OK. What's something that happened in this story that would make him even feel 
more nervous= 
Oooh. I don't think he could be nervous, cause maybe, maybe from, eating all 
those dragonflies, catching all those dragonflies, he might have an idea to 
catch some dragons= 
But what ~as the major difference between the dragonflies and the 
dragon ••••• What·s the biggest difference you can think of, AX. 
Dragonflies are smaller than dragons. 
THAT'S RIGHT. So, he was a little nervous. And what are some things that helped 
him feel that way, FR? 
Well, the men didn't raturn. 
THAT'S RIGHT. There came their horses ••••• LR? 
I CAN THINK OF ANOTHER REASON WHY UM= 
Wh~? •••• 
I FORGOT WHAT I WAS GONNA SAY. 
OK. I?: «LAUGHTER»I Do ~ou think that Pip Squeak expected to beat the dragon 
so eaSily? JF? 
No, he didn't think (he could) so easily. 
He, RIGHT. Um, wh~, what did it say in the story that made us think, he didn't 
think, he was gonna win quite so easil~ ••••• 
Because the horses returned without the men. 
OK. How about when he was going to see the dragon. What was something that 
happened, to make us think he wasn't quite so sure he was going to beat that 
dragon. FR? 
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25(') FR Well. ONE OF THE THINGS THAT I THOUGHT IS. the wItch said that. ~e mIg~t've 
needed a. a luck~ charm, 

251 T O~. A luck~ charm. LR? 
~5~ LR Um. I have a reason wh~ um, the ot~er men mlght've thln~ w~~ u~. he couldn't. 

he couldn't have um, tl-, flghted the dragon, because frogs can't go as fast 
as. horses. 
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260 FR 
261 T 
262 ? 

263 Ss 
264 T 

265 Ss 
266 T 
267 LA 

268 T 
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271 FR 
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283 LA 
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285 FR 
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Ok. BACk TO THE QUESTION WE'RE TALkING riP.OUT RIGHT NOW THOUGH ..... Wt,~ was it 
that PIP Squea~ wasn't so sure he was gonna beat, what was one t~lng the~ told 
us In the story, that ma~e us know he was not so sure he was gonna have an eas~ 
battle. LR? 
UmIT' .•••• uh ••••• 
DID VA FORGET?= 
He dIdn't. he didn't um, take the luc~y charm? •••• 
It he didn't take the luck~ charm. dId he need the luc~~ charm? DId he teel 
ll~e he needed It? 
No. 
What did he say, he didn't feel like he needed·that. FR? 
Well, it, he didn't know that the dragon ~as afraid of, um, urn mIce. 
OK. He didn't know that, and he almost lost hIS? 
Mind. 
Courage. 
Courage, before he was gonna go fight the dragon. OK? Would you say that Pip 
Squeak was an unusual mouse, or not. 
An unusual. 
Why ",ould yOl.I say that. LA? 
Cause um, well most um mouses just run around houses and build stuff, in their 
little holes and stuff 'n make holes and everything, but this mouse, um he 
",anted ta be, and he ",anted ta fight things 'n, just wanted ta be a knight and 
stuff, 50, he could, he tlouldn't be bored by chasing fla-, flies 'n stuff like 
usual llIouses do. 
OK. LA er FR? 1M SORRY. 
Well, um, I FORGOT YOUR OUESTION. WHAT WAS YOUR QUESTION? 
«LAUGHTER» ~ question ~as do you think that Pip Squeak Pip Squeak was an 
unusual mouse. 
Yeah, bec~use um, DOSt DOuseS don't dress in shining areor. 
ShIning arlllOr. 
She saId the ~rong word for mouse. You're not supposed to say D-, it's not the 
right litOI'd. 
What is the word, AX. 
Il'1ice./l'1ice.1 
GOOD FOR YOU. 1M GLAD YOU WERE A THINKER THERE. Urn, were there things in this 
stor~ that made it fun to read? 
Um yeah. 
What were some of the things that made it fun for you. JF? 
The part IlIhere um, all of tt,e men, all the names= 
The names of the men. IJF: «names of the men»1 I AGREE WITH YOU. How man~ of 
~ou think that that was a funny part. All the names of the knights. LR? 
When urn, the dragon goes. a mouse' Because. YOU KNOW, usually dragons won't be 
scared ot mice. IT: OK/ In all the TV shows I've seen. 
Ok. I THINk YOU'RE RIGHT. What else. 
Well, I thought the funny part was IIthen he was, when uh, the wItch tried to 
sell the thing and he said, no, I have bold in m!:! heart. 
(I utd bold in my heart. I THINK YOU'RE RIGHT. That was funn!:!. FR? 
That, that, instead of a frog, a horse was a frog. 
Instead of, I know that was really funny. How many of you thought that was a 
funny part in the story. 
( ( LAUGHTER) ) 
Let's see if ~e can go around and remember the names of the knIghts. OK?= 
He can't have, he can't have a t,orse cause he'd be, too sma 11. If he had a 
saddle he'd go (wwwaa) 
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RIGHT. He would be too s~all for It. Let's gO around and see If you can 
reme~ber the na~es of the knights. LR? GIve us the na~e of a knight. 
SIr Prise. 
VERY GOOD. FR- er JF? 
SIr Port. 
Sir Port. 
(Sir Pass) 
VERY GOOD. 
SIr Pose. 
Sir Pose ••••• 
Sir Press. 
Sir Press was one of 'em ••••• 
Oh. Sir Pip Squeak. «LAUGHTER» 
Oh. AX. YOU'RE SO FUNNY TODAY. YOU'RE COMING UP WITH SUCH FUNNY ANSWERS. 
think that's all of 'em. There were only flve of 'em= 
NO. there were seven= 
Oh. no. there's seven. YOU'RE RIGHT. Oh. Sir Pose. Sir Press. Sir Pass. Sir 
Port. I?: Sir Pip Squeak. I Sir Plus. ISs: 'N Sir Pip Squeak./ and Sir Pent. 
Remember. Sir Pent. 

305 Ss And Sir Pip Squeak. 
306 T And Sir Pip Squeak. I think that was probably one of the funniest parts of the 

story. 1M GLAD YOU LIKED THAT TOO. OK. LET'S OPEN UP YOUR BOOK AGAIN. 
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T/Ss «PROCEDURAL MOVES ABOUT THE TABLE OF CONTENTS; DISCUSSION OF THE TABLE OF CONTENTS; 
PROCEDURAL MOVES CONCERNING CHANGE IN ACTIVITIES» 
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APPENDIX D 

TRANSCRIPTION NOTATIONS 

to indicate a turn-at-talk, a continuous utterance by 
one speaker 

to indicate the teacher as speaker 

to indicate more than one student spoke at the same 
time 

to indicate a specific student by first letter(s) of 
name 

to indicate that a specific student 1S unidentifiable 

to indicate a short pause during an utterance where a 
breath is taken before the utterance resumes 

to indicate a pause with falling intonation where a 
definite break occurs between utterances by the same 
speaker or different speakers 

to indicate a pause with rising intonation where a 
definite break occurs between utterances by the same 
speaker or different speakers 

to indicate a long pause between utterances by the 
same or different speakers; occurs after rising or 
falling intonation; length of pause not indicated 

to indicate a non-verbal or non-linguistic response, 
such as «LAUGHTER), or a comment on the 
transcription, such as «OVERLAPPED SPEECH» 

to indicate another speaker's utterance which 
overlaps with the current speaker's utterance; in 
this case, two speakers share the same turn at talk 
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= to indicate no pause between two speakers utterances; 
occurs when a speaker begins a turn at talk before 
prior speaker has made a definite break; in this 
case, pr~or speaker does not continue utterance and 
no overlap occurs 

) 

(he could) 

to indicate that a word is not completely uttered 

to indicate that an utterance is unintelligible and 
cannot be transcribed 

to indicate that the transcription may not be 
accurate 

Additional points: 

1. Punctuation marks are not used as grammatical markers. For 
example, questions do not necessarily end with a question mark. 

2. Words are transcribed as close to their pronunciation as possible. 
For example, wanna for want to, cuz for because, gonna 
for going to. 

3. Non-words and sounds are transcribed as close to their 
pronunciation as possible. For example, uh, ~, mm-hmm, 
uh-uhh, uh-huh. 

4. Prolongated vowels are transcribed if they are noticeable. For 
example, nooo. 

5. False starts are transcribed whether they are parts of words or 
repeated words. For example, ••• that's a temp- that's what they 
call a temporary crown .••• 
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S~~PLE DATA ANALYSIS 

Tun.erlpt ~HB 

r:RS SPKR FO~~ 1-~eT TOPle~L TOPle~L EXC~~CE EXCHANCE Loe~L TOPIC 
~; ;~LK HOVE SEQ~ENe~ Nt~BER TYPE ENTITY 
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001 
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281 5 EO R COL 
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APPENDIX F 

DISCOURSE ANALYSIS SYSTEM: 
PRAGMATIC SUBSYSTEM 

Procedures for the Classification of 
Utterances as Instructional Acts 

1. Identify each utterance and categorize by grammatical form. 
a. Declarative (D) 
b. Elliptical Declarative (ED) 
c. Interrogative (Q) 

(1) Wh- word (WQ) 
(2) Inverted word order (YQ) 
(3) Alternative (AQ) 
(4) Declarative with rising intonation (nQ) 
(5) Imperative (1) 
(6) Elliptical (E-Q) 
(7) Empty slot (SQ) 
(8) Embedded (Em-Q 
(9) Nomination (NQ) 

( 10) Tag (TQ) 
( 11 ) Inverted Wh- (IQ) 

2. Identify substantive (topic-carrying) utterances. 

3. Categorize substantive utterances by type of instructional act. 
a. Code each utterance according to the following criteria: 

Predicting Predicted Initial Terminal 

Elicitation (E) + + 
Elicitation (e) + 
Reply (R) + +/-
Reply (r) + + 
Feedback (F) +/-
Informative (1) + 
Informative (i) a a 

333 
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b. Further categorize Elicitation (e) and Feedback (F) by type of 
information. If the utterance provides new information, code as new (+). 
If the utterance repeats old informa:ion, code as same (-). If the 
utt~rance does not provide new or old information, code as (0). Code each 
move accordingly: 

Elicitation (e) + 

Feedback Elicitation (eF) 
Feedback (F) 
Feedback Informative (FI) 
Feedback Evaluation (FE) 

c. Not all utterances are categorized by instructional act. 

+ 
o 

(1) False starts, i.e., utterances that are not completed or are 
repeated, are not coded as separate utterances. 

(2) Asides and interruptions by students which are not responses to 
elicitations or feedback are not coded unless they are acknowledged. 

4. Tabulate the number of each instructional act per lesson. 
a. total 
b. students 
c. teacher 

5. Determine the proportion of each instructional act per lesson. 
a. each act/total acts 
b. each teacher act/total teacher acts 
c. each student act/total student acts 
d. total teacher acts/total acts 
e. total student acts/total acts 

6. All examples in the following systems are taken from Transcript 2WB 
unless otherwise noted. Numbers in parentheses refer to the turns-at
talk. T refers to Teacher; S refers to student.) 

System for the Identification of 
Utterances as Substantive 

1. Utterances are substantive if they make reference to a topic 1n the 
lesson. The topic can be found in the story read (text), the prior 
knowledge of the teacher or students (script), or the discourse. 

Text-related: 

Script-related: 

Examples 

T: ••• Why is it time to pick his popcorn ••• ? (95) 

T: Have you ever popped corn or helped your mother pop 
corn? (157) 
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Discourse-related: T: •.• S said he popped some by putting it In the sun 
(258) 

2. Substantive utterances may be any structural form, interrogative, 
declarative, imperative, or elliptical. 

Examples 

Interrogative: T: Is popcorn good for you? (20) 

Declarative: 

Imperative: 

Elliptical: 

S: I always eat popcorn whenever I come home from school. 
(17) 

T: Give us the name of a knight. (2HB, 290) 

s: ... On Christmas (14) 
s: Yeah. (16) 

System for the Classification of 
Substantive Utterances as Instructional Acts 

1. Elicitations (E and e) 
a. Elicitations are requests for a linguistic response (or their 

non-verbal surrogate). 
b. They predict an utterance but are never predicted by one. 
c. They are usually initial but never terminal, i.e., they may begin 

an exchange but never end one. Elicitations which are not initial or do 
not result in an exchange are coded as Elicitation (e). However, 
elicitations which immediately follow an Informative (I) are coded as 
Elicitations (E) because they are initial in combination with the 
Informative. 

d. They can request either new information, agreement/disagreement 
with the proposition uttered, or a selection of alternative propositions. 

Examples 

New Information: T: ••• What IS this story going to be about ••. (3) 

Agreement/ 
Disagreement: 

Alternatives: 

T: ••• Does it ever stick in your teeth? (25) 

T: ••• Is it good for you or bad for you ••. ? (20) 

e. They are realized mainly by interrogatives, but other grammatical 
forms can elicit a reply. 
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Examples 

Inverted Word Order:T: ••• Will worrying help the situation ..• ? (230) 

Interrogative 
Word Order (WQ) 

T: ••. How many baskets of popcorn does he have. (250) 

Inverted T: ••• It's going to be about whose popcorn ••• (5) 
Interrogative (IWQ): 

Elliptical (EWQ) : T: • •• What else ••. (218) 

Nomination (NQ): T: • •. BR? (145) 

Final Rising T: On Christmas you ate a lot of popcorn? ( 15) 
Intonation (DQ): 

Empty Slot (SQ) T: • •• Store it for? ( 125) 

Imperative (IQ) : T: Give us the name of a knight. (2HB, 290 

Tag (TQ) : T: Now caramel popcorn is different, isn't it. (29) 

Embedded T: ... 1 wonder if that's telling us anything ••• ( 183) 
Declarative (EmWQ) 

Embedded T: .•• Does anybody know when corn 1S harvested ••• 
Interrogative (EmWQ): ( 108) 

e. Not all nominations are elicitations. If a nomination immediately 
precedes or follows an elicitation, it is coded as a procedural move 
rather than an elicitation. 

Examples 

Nomination Only: T: ••• Why did he go happily to bed? What had he done 
that made him feel good, feel happy. ~? (143) 

Nomination as 
Elicitation: 

T: ••. He's got all of his corn stored away. S? 
(146) 

2. Replies (R and r) 
a. Replies are linguistic responses (or non-verbal surrogates) to 

Elicitations. 
b. They are predicted by an utterance and usually do not predict one. 

Replies to elicitations which are interrogatives are both predicted by an 
utterance and predict an utterance. They are coded as Reply (r). 
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c. They are never initial but are optionally terminal, i.e., they 
never begin an exchange but sometimes end one. Replies (R) which do not 
predict utterances mayor may not be terminal. Replies (r) which do 
predict utterances are never terminal. 

d. They are realized by full sentences, elliptical sentences, or 
non-verbal surrogates. 

Examples 

Full Sentence: T: What would happen if you tried to do that ..• 
S: You'd fall 1n. (260-261) 

Partial Ellipsis: T: ••. Hhen is the hottest time of the year. 
S: Summer. (57-58) 

Complete Ellipsis: T: ••• could this be a true story? 

Non-verbal: 

S: No .•• (65-66) 

T: Does anybody here like to eat popcorn. 
S: «non-verbal yes» (11-12) 

e. Responses may occur after other instructional acts. These are not 
coded as Replies. Responses to Feedback Elicitations (eF) or Feedback 
Informatives (FI) may be coded as Feedback (F) or Feedback Informatives 
(FI) depending on whether the information is repeated or added. Refer to 
the following section on Feedback. 

f. When the teacher answers his/her own question (E or eF), it 1S 
coded as Feedback Informative (FI) rather than a Reply. Refer to the 
following section on Feedback. 

g. Replies which are incorrect are coded in the same way as correct 
replies. In addition, a response, such as "I don't know" is coded as a 
Reply. 

h. Replies to previous elicitations, i.e., not within the current 
exchange, are coded as 1nformatives (I or i). Refer to the section on 
Informatives. 

3. Feedback (F, eF, FI, and FE) 
a. Feedback 1S a linguistic response to an utterance other than an 

elicitation. 
b. Feedback which repeats an utterance made by the previous speaker 1S 

coded as Feedback (F). No new information is added to the discourse. 
Utterances can be repeated syntactically in different forms--an exact 
match, a partial match, an expanded form, an elliptical form, or a 
rephrased form. 



Exact Match: 

Partial Match: 

Expanded Form: 

Examples 

s: Popcorn. 
T: PORcorn •.• (4-5) 

S: He •.. harvested his, all of his corn. 
T: ••• He's harvested his corn. (146-147) 

S: Pop. 
T: It could pop. (156-157) 

Elliptical Form: S: We have the kind that urn, the alr popper. 
T: Mm-hmm ••• (174-175) 

Rephrased Form: S: Do it on a hot hot day. 
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T: It'd probably have to be a very hot day. (163-164) 

d. If new information is added to the discourse but without a change 
of topic, the Feedback is coded as a Feedback/Informative (FI). 

Examples 

T: Have you ever seen a giant sunflower? 
S: Yeah. 
T: I have. There are such things that probably this big, great huge 

things. (69-71) 

S: I eat 'm. 
T: ••• That might be a little hard on your teeth •.• (37-38) 

e. Elicitations which occur in response to a reply or an informative 
and do not add information to the discourse are categorized as Feedback 
Elicitations (eF). 

Examples 

S: I always eat popcorn whenever I come home from school. 
T: Do you? (17-18) 

S: He •.• harvested his, all of his corn. 
T: ••. He's harvested his corn. He's got it stored. His job 1S over now 

with his corn, isn't it •.• (146-147) 

f. Feedback which evaluates a reply and lacks informational content 1S 

coded as a Feedback Evaluation (FE). 
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Examples 

T: It comes from a corn seed. Good. (31) 

T: •.• 1 like the way you remembered that story and thought of a way it 
was like this one. That was real good thinking ••. (2HB, 113) 

g. Feedback (F, FI, FE) can never predict an utterance and is never 
predicted by one. Feedback (eF) is predicting because a reply is possible 
but it usually does not receive one and thus does not initiate an 
exchange. Further, Feedback (eF) is never predicted but it is always 
retrospective in that it only occurs in response to a reply whereas an 
Elicitation (E or e) is not necessarily retrospective. 

h. Feedback (F, FI, eF, FE) is never initial but is optionally 
terminal. Feedback/Elicitation (eF) is usually terminal, but if it is 
followed by a reply that response is coded as a Feedback/Informative (FI) 
rather than a Reply (R). 

4. Informatives (I and i) 
a. Informatives are utterances which are not linguistic responses to 

other utterances and do not require a response. 
b. They are never predicting and never predicted. 
c. They are optionally initial and optionally terminal. Informatives 

which initiate an exchange are coded as Informative (I) and informatives 
which do not initiate an exchange and occur outside an exchange are coded 
as Informative (i). Informatives which do not initiate an exchange and 
occur within an exchange are coded as Feedback Informatives (FI). 

Examples 

Initiate Exchange: S: But this story is not true. 
T: We don't know that yet ••• 
S: I know it. (86-88) 

Outside Exchange: T: •.• This story is gonna be about Mr. Picklepaw's 
and urn, Mr. Picklepaw ends up with an awful, lot, 
of popcorn ••• (29) 

Within Exchange: T: ••• Why do you say too much .•• 
S: Because that's too much. 
S: He'll be hogging out all winter. (118-120) 



System for the Classification of 
Sequences of Instructional Acts as Exchanges 
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1. An exchange begins with an Elicitation (E) or an Informative (I) and 
ends with any I-Act immediately preceding another Elicitation or 
Informative. 
2. The basic types of exchange are: 

E-R-F: 

E-R: 

I-F: 

E-R-F (Elicitation-Reply-Feedback) 
E-R (Elicitation-Reply) 
I-F (Informative-Feedback) 

T: 

S: 
T: 

S: 
S: 
T: 

Examples 

••• Can you think of one time when you ate so much popcorn 
you were stuffed • 
••• On Christmas. 
On Christmas you ate a lot of popcorn? 
Has anybody ever eaten ••• a giant ball of popcorn? 
Yeah. 
I always eat popcorn whenever I come home from school. 
Do you? (13-18) 

3. E denotes a single Elicitation (E), any number of elicitations (E 
followed by any number of e), or a combination of Informative (I) and 
Elicitation (E, e). 

(a) An Elicitation (E) and an Elicitation (e) which co-occur are part 
of the same exchange since a reply can be given to either elicitation. 

Example 

T: •.• What do you do with corn anyway. Do you build houses with it? 
S: No. (129-130) 

(b) An Informative (I) and an Elicitation (E) which co-occur are part 
of the same initiating move since the informative contributes information 
necessary to give a reply to the elicitation. 

Example 

T: ••. What's another word for that. She's talking about something that 
starts with b. 

S: Bold. 
T: Bold. (2HB, 65-67) 

4. An exchange may consist of any number of Replies (R,r) without an 
intervening elicitation. 
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Example 

T: ..• Is popcorn good for you? •. Is it good for you or bad for you, do 
you know? 

s: I like it. 
S: It's good for you, it said in the weekly reader. (20-22) 

5. F denotes any form of Feedback--F, FI, eF, FE. An exchange may consist 
of any number of Feedback in any form. 

Examples 

E-R-F: T: •.• What is this story going to be about ••• 
S: Popcorn. 
T: Popcorn. (3-5) 

E-R-eF: T: ••• Can you think of one time when you ate so much popcorn you 
were stuffed. 

S: ••• on Christmas. 
T: On Christmas you ate a lot of popcorn? .• (13-15) 

E-R-FI: T: What kind of popcorn poppers do you have ••• 
S: I have the air. 
T: That's fun to watch. (168-171) 

E-R-FE: T: Is there anything he could do to make it cooler ~n the shed? 
S: Water the top= 
S: (He could) put water on the top. 
T: OK. Good idea. Both of you thought of that ••. (214-218) 

E-R-F/FE/FI: 
T: ••• do you notice any difference in the temperature ~n there? 
S: It keeps it hotter in the iron. 
T: Good for you, BR. The iron absorbs the sunlight. It gets 

real hot. (153-155) 

6. Not all utterances will be part of an exchange. 
(a) Informatives (i) by definition are not part of exchanges. 
(b) Elicitations (E,e) which are not followed by a Reply (R) are coded 

as aborted exchanges (ABT). 
(c) Asides and interruptions which are not acknowledged are not part 

of exchanges. If they are acknowledged and provide informational content, 
they become part of an exchange. 



Examples 

Not acknowledged: T: Wonder what he would do with all that corn. 
S: He looks we i rd when hoe's in bed. 
T: What do people= 
s: That (couldn't be) true. 
T: Excuse me. What do people do when they ••• harvest 

their corps or corn... (121) 
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Acknowledged: T: ••. Have you all seen the seed that popcorn LS popped 
from. 

S: Uh-huh. 
T: So we're gonna find out= 
S: I eat 'me 
T: We're gonna find out, that might be a little hard 

on your teeth, S ••• (34-38) 

7. An exchange may occur within another exchange. These are coded as 
embedded sequences (EMB) and are not coded as separate exchanges. They 
occur when a response is made to a Feedback Elicitation (FE) or an 
interrogative Reply (r) and when an Elicitation (e) for clarification is 
made requesting repetition (procedural move), restatement (substantive 
move), or assistance (substantive move). 

Examples 

Response to Feedback Elicitation: 
T: What would happen if you tried to do that? 
s: You'd fall in. 
T: OK. You'd probably fall in. Probably popcorn's not very 

strong, is it. We're going to find out just how strong it 
LS. 

S: No, it isn't cuz look. (260-263) 

Response to Interrogative Reply: 
T: ••• What were they doing there and where was it ••• J. 
S: Wasn't it a spy system? •• 
T: That was one. That was it •• (6GB, 52-54) 

Elicitation for Clarification: 
Repeat: T: ••• Then what do they do with all of that do you think, 

S? 
s: They save 'm. 
T: They what? 
s: They store 'me (121-124) 



Restate: 

Assist: 
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T: ••. About how long ago or when was this when we talk 
about the Revolutionary War. S? 

S: Well ••• just a while after we ••• discovered England ••• 
they were getting our taxes and everything, so, we .•. 
didn't wanna= 

T: Discovered England? 
S: I mean we left England. And then they were taxing 

us and everything, and we just couldn't take anymore 
so= (6GB, 14-17) 

S1: ••• he came in and interrupted 'm and ••• they just 
said, oh we don't have to stick around. So they 
left ..• and then, what's his name= 

S2: Sam Adams. 
S1: Yeah, Sam Adams just said, I guess we should just 

go home, and have a good night's sleep before 
tomorrow. (6GB~ 150-152) 



APPENDIX G 

DISCOURSE ANALYSIS SYSTEM: 
SEMANTIC SUBSYSTEM 

Procedures for Classification of 
Topical Relationships between Utterances 

1. Categorize the topic of each utterance by the type of topical 
relationship. 

a. Code each topic according to the following criteria: 

Collaboration 
Incorporation 
Introduction 
Reintroduction 

+ Same Related 
Different Unrelated 

+ 
+ 

New 
Old 

+ 

For each I-Act identify whether the topic is the same as or different 
from the topic of the immediately preceding topic. 

(1) If the topics are the same, code it as collaboration. 
(2) If the topics are different, identify whether they are related 

or unrelated. 
(a) If the topics are related, code it as incorporation. 
(b) If the topics are unrelated, identify whether the second 

topic is new or old. 
(i) If the topic 1S new, code it as introduction. 
(ii) If the topic 1S old, code it as reintroduction. 

b. For collaborating topics, identify the type of collaboration. 
(1) Topic repetition 
(2) Topic addition 

c. For incorporating topics, identify the type of incorporation. 
(1) If the topic is the same, code it as a chaining sequence. 
(2) If the topic is related and dependent, code it as a probing 

sequence. 
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(3) If the topic is related and independent, code it as an 
extending sequence. 

2. Tabulate frequencies of each topical relationship per lesson. 
a. total 
b. teacher 
c. students 
d. I-acts 
e. teacher's I-acts 
f. students' I-acts 

3. Determine proportions of each topical relationship per lesson. 
a. each type/total I-acts 
b. teacher's/total teacher's I-acts 
c. students'/total students' I-acts 
d. teacher's/total I-acts 
e. students'/total I-acts 
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4. All of the examples in the following system are taken from Transcript 
2WB unless otherwise noted. Numbers in parentheses refer to turns at 
talk. T refers to Teacher, and S refers to Student.) 

System for Classification of 
Topical Relationships between Utterances 

1. Collaboration 
a. If the topic of an I-act is the same as the topic of an immediately 

preceding I-act, the topic is categorized as collaboration. 
b. Replies (R) and Feedback (F, eF, FI) collaborate by definition. 

Examples 

I-act: Reply 
T: •.• What do you do with corn anyway? Do you build houses with it? 
S: No. (129- 130) 

T: What do you do with it? 
S: You pop it. (131-132) 

I-act: Feedback 
T: What else do you do with corn. 
S: You eat it. 
T: You eat it. You eat corn ••• (133-135) 

I-act: Feedback/Elicitation 
S: I always eat popcorn whenever I come home from school. 
T: Do you? (17-18) 
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I-act: Feedback/Informative 
T: ••• See, it's right there. 
S: Well, that's a huge cavity. (42-43) 

c. Collaborating topics may repeat the current topic or may add to the 
current topic. Topics which are repeated may be syntactically expanded, 
partially elided, completely elided, or rephrased. Topics which add to 
current topics are usually "comments" which fill slots provided by WH 
words. 

Examples 

Topic Repetition 

Exact Match: 
T: When is the hottest time of the year. 
S: Summer. 
T: Summer ••. (57-59) 

Syntactic Expansion: 
T: •.. Where is Mr. Picklepaw right now. 
S: On the roof. 
T: He's on the roof. (248-250) 

Partial Ellipsis: 
T: BR? 
S: He ••• harvested his, all of his corn. 
T: ..• He's harvested his corn ••• (145-147) 

Complete Ellipsis: 
T: •.• could this be a true story? 
S: No. (65-66) 

S: I always eat popcorn whenever I come home from school. 
T: Do you? (17-18) 

Paraphrase: 
T: ••• What do you do with things that you grow. 
S: If they're gonna sell it ••• they have ta wash it. 
T: ••• They might want to sell it ••• (127-129) 

Topic Addition 

WH Slot: 
T: ••• How many baskets of popcorn does he have. 
S: Twenty-nine and a half. (250-251) 

Non-WH Slot: 
T: ••• if you put popcorn in a big, plastic bag ••• then could you ride 

your bike over it? 
S: The bag might pop. (267-268) 



2. Incorporation 
a. If the topic of an I-act is different from the topic of the 

immediately preceding I-act but is related to it, the topic is 
categorized as incorporation. . 

b. Syntactically, the relationship can be overt, elliptical, or 
paraphrastic. An overt relationship incorporates the current topic 
exactly. An elliptical relationship presupposes the current topic. A 
paraphr~stic relationship rephrases the current topic. 

Examples 

Overt Incorporation: 

Topic 1: T: ••• what is this story going to be about ••• 
S: Popcorn. 

Topic 2: T: •.• It's going to be about whose popcorn ••• (3-5) 

Elliptical Incorporation: 

Topic 1: T: ••• could this be a true story? 
S: No. 

Topic 2: T: Why not? •• (65-67) 

Paraphrastic Incorporation: 

Topic 1: T: ••• is there anything that couldn't be true? 
S: Not really. 
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Topic 2: T: Could there be pink and blue flowers growing wild? (73-75) 

c. Semantically, the sequence of topics can result in the chaining, 
probing, or extending of the topic. In a chaining topic sequence, the 
topics are the same. In a probing topic sequence, the topic is dependent 
upon the previous topic, i.e., it would not have been asked unless the 
previous topic had been introduced. In an extending topic sequence, the 
topic is independent from the previous topic, i.e., it could have been 
asked whether or not the previous topic had been introduced. 

Examples 

Chaining Topic Sequence: 

Topic 1: T: Could there be pink and blue flowers growing wild? 
S: Yeah. 
T: Sure there could be. 

Topic 2: T: ••• what else. (75-77) 

Probing Topic Sequence: 

Topic 1 : T: ••. Do you have any clues as to what time of the year 
the story is talking place. 

S: Spring. 
Topic 2: T: Why do you say Spring, BR? (44-47) 



Extending Topic Sequence: 

Topic 1 : T: 
S: 

••• Does anybody know when corn is harvested .••• 
Fall. 
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Topic 2: 

T: 

T: 

In the fall .••• the corn is almost ready to be cut down and 
the name for that is harvested. The harvest is in the fall. 
What happened a long time ago when lots of food was 
harvested after a good summer. (108-110) 

3. Introduction 
If the topic of an I-act is not related to the topic of the 

immediately preceding I-act or to the topic of any other preceding I-act, 
the topic is categorized as introduction. 

Examples 

Topic 1 : T: ••• Now to get back to the subject of Mr. Picklepaw' s ••• (44) 
Topic 2: T: ••• do you have any clues as to what time of the ~ear the 

stor~ 1.S taking place. (44) 

Topic 1 : T: Thanksgiving. We had our first Thanksgiving. ( 112) 
Topic 2: T: OK, Mr. Picklepaw 1.S going to have a problem now with 

corn ••• ( 112) 

4. Reintroduction 
If the topic of an I-act is not related to the topic of the 

immediately preceding I-act but is related to the topic of another 
preceding I-act, the topic is categorized as reintroduction. 

Examples 

Introduction: T: So far, 1.n reading this story, could this be a 
story? (65) 

Reintroduction: T: So far then 1.S there anything that couldn't be 
(3) 

Reintroduction: S: But this story 1.S not true. (86) 

his 

true 

true? 
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Table 1. Proportion and Frequency of Instructional Acts During Second 
Grade Basal (B) and Literature (L) Lessons Taught by Teachers 
2W and 2H 

-----------------------------------------------------------------------
Second Grade Reading Lessons 

-----------------------------------------------------------------------
2WB 2HB 2WL 2HL 

-----------------------------------------------------
% (0 % (0 % (0 % (0 

-----------------------------------------------------------------------

Elici tat ion (E) 23.9 (78) 29.4 ( 113) 29.3 (108) 29.0 (87) 
Teacher 22.7 (74) 29.4 ( 113) 29.3 (108) 29.0 (87) 
Students 1.2 (4) 0.0 (0) 0.0 (0) 0.0 (0) 

Elicitation (e) 6.7 (22) 6.0 (23) 15.0 (55) 6.7 (20) 
Teacher 6.7 (22) 6.0 (23) 15.0 (55) 6.7 (20) 
Students 0.0 (0) 0.0 (0) 0.0 (0) 0.0 (0) 

Informative (I) 6. 1 (20) 4.2 (16) 4.6 (17) 8.3 (25) 
Teacher 0.9 (3) 2.9 (11) 4.3 ( 16) 3.3 ( 10) 
Students 5.2 (17) 1.3 (5) 0.3 (1) 5.0 ( 15) 

Informative (i) 2.2 (7) 0.0 (0) 0.8 (3) 0.0 (0) 
Teacher 2.2 (7) 0.0 (0) 0.8 (3) 0.0 (0) 
Students 0.0 (0) 0.0 (0) 0.0 (0) 0.0 (0) 

Reply (R and r) 26.0 (85) 33.9 (130) 26. 1 (96) 28.7 (86) 
Teacher 0.6 (2) 0.3 (1) 0.0 (0) 0.0 (0) 
Students 25.4 (83) 33.6 ( 129) 26. 1 (96) 28.7 (86) 

Reply (r) 0.3 (1) 1.1 (4) 0.8 (3) 0.7 (2) 
Teacher 0.3 (1) 0.0 (0) 0.0 (0) 0.0 (0) 
Students 0.0 (0) 1.1 (4) 0.8 (3) 0.7 (2) 

Feedback (F) 10.7 (35) 14.8 (57) 13.3 (30) 12.7 (38) 
Teacher 10.4 (34) 14.3 (55) 13.3 (49) 7.7 (23) 
Students 0.3 (1) 0.5 (2) 0.0 (0) 5.0 ( 15) 

Feedback (FI) 19.6 (64) 8.3 (32) 8.2 (30) 12.7 (38) 
Teacher 13.8 (45) 6.3 (24) 6.8 (25) 7.7 (23) 
Students 5.8 ( 19) 2.0 (8) 1.4 (5) 5.0 (15) 

Feedback (eF) 4.9 ( 16) 3.4 ( 13) 2.7 ( 10) 6.6 (20) 
Teacher 4.9 (16) 3.4 ( 13) 2.7 (10) 6.3 (19) 
Students 0.0 (0) 0.0 (0) 0.0 (0) 0.3 (1) 

Total I-Acts (327) (384) (368) (300) 
Teacher 62. 1 (203) 62.5 (240) 72.3 (266) 61.0 (183) 
Students 37.9 (124) 37.5 (144) 27.7 ( 102) 39.0 ( 117) 

-----------------------------------------------------------------------
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Table 2. Proportion and Frequency of Instructional Acts During Sixth 
Grade Basal (B) and Literature (L) Lessons Taught by Teachers 
6G and 6S 

-----------------------------------------------------~-----------------

Sixth Grade Reading Lessons 
-----------------------------------------------------------------------

6GB 6SB 6GL 6SL 
-----------------------------------------------------

% (0 '" (0 % (0 % (0 h 

-----------------------------------------------------------------------

Elici tat ion (E) 26.2 (69) 30.3 (89) 19.9 (46) 27.2 (75) 
Teacher 25.5 (67) 28.9 (85) 18.2 (42) 26. 1 (72) 
Students 0.7 (2) 1.4 (4) 1.7 (4) 1.1 (3) 

Elicitation (e) 7.6 (20) 8.2 (24) 3.4 (8) 9.4 (26) 
Teacher 6.8 ( 18) 8.2 (24) 3.4 (8) 9.4 (26) 
Students 0.8 (2) 0.0 (0) 0.0 (0) 0.0 (0) 

Informative (1) 7.6 (20) 5.8 ( 17) 16.9 (39) 9.8 (27) 
Teacher 4.6 ( 12) 4. 1 ( 12) 13.0 (30) 9.4 (26) 
Students 3.0 (8) 1 .7 (5) 3.9 (9) 0.4 ( 1 ) 

Informative (i) 1.5 (4) 0.0 (0) 2.2 (5) 0.4 (]) 

Teacher 1.5 (4) 0.0 (0) 1.3 (3) 0.4 (j) 

Students 0.0 (0) 0.0 (0) 0.9 (2) 0.0 (0) 

Reply (R and r) 31.2 (82) 34.0 (100) 21.2 (49) 29.3 (8]) 
Teacher 0.0 (0) 0.7 (2) 1.7 (4) 0.8 (2) 
Students 31.2 (82) 33.3 (98) 19.5 (45) 28.5 (79) 

Reply (d 4.6 ( 12) 1.7 (5) 1.3 (3) 1.8 (5) 
Teacher 0.0 (0) 0.7 (2) 0.0 (0) 0.4 (]) 

Students 4.6 ( 12) 1.0 (3) 1.3 (3) 1.4 (4) 

Feedback (F) 3. 1 (8) 8.8 (26) 6.5 ( 15) 12.0 (33) 
Teacher 3. 1 (8) 8.S (25) 5.6 ( 13) 12.0 (33) 
Students 0.0 (0) 0.3 (j) 0.9 (2) 0.0 (0) 

Feedback (Fr) 21.3 (56) 12.2 (36) 29.0 (67) 9.4 (26) 
Teacher 14.5 (38) 7.8 (23) 16.9 (39) 6.2 ( 17) 
Students 6.8 ( 18) 4.4 ( 13) 12. 1 (28) 3.2 (9) 

Feedback (eF) 1.5 (4) 0.7 (2) 1.5 (4) 2.5 (7) 
Teacher 1.5 (4) 0.7 (2) 1.5 (4) 2.5 (7) 
Students 0.0 (0) 0.0 (0) 0.0 (0) 0.0 (0) 

Total I-Acts (263) (294) (231) (276) 
Teacher 57.4 ( 15]) 58.8 ( 173) 61.1 (14 ]) 66.7 ( 184) 
Students 42.6 ( 112) 41.2 ( 12 j) 38.9 (90) 33.3 (92) 

-----------------------------------------------------------------------
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Table 3. Proportion and Frequency of Exchanges During Second Grade 
Basal (B) and Literature (L) Lessons Taught by Teachers 2W 
and 2H 

Second Grade Reading Lessons 

2WB 2HB 2WL 2HL 

% (f) % (f) % (f) % (f) 

ER Exchanges 26. 1 (23) 36.0 (41) 33.3 (30) 49.5 (50) 
Teacher 26.1 (23) 36.0 (41) 33.3 (30) 49.5 (50) 
Students 0.0 (0) 0.0 (0) 0.0 (0) 0.0 (0) 

ERF Exchanges 59. 1 (52) 56.0 (64) 65.6 (59) 33.7 (34) 
Teacher 56.8 (50) 56.0 (64) 65.6 (59) 33.7 (34) 
Students 2.3 (2) 0.0 (0) 0.0 (0) 0.0 (0) 

IF Exchanges 14.8 (13) 8.0 (9) 1.1 (1) 16.8 ( 17) 
Teacher 0.0 (0) 2.7 (3) 0.0 (0) 1.9 (2) 
Students 14.8 (13) 5.3 (6) 1.1 (1) 14.9 ( 15) 

Total Exchanges (88) ( 114) (90) (10 j) 
Teacher 82.9 (3) 94.7 (108) 98.9 (89) 85. 1 (86) 
Students 17. 1 (15) 5.3 (6) 1.1 (j) 14.9 ( 15) 



Table 4. Proportion and Frequency of Exchanges During Sixth Grade 
Basal (B) and Literature (L) Lessons Taught by Teachers 6G 
and 6S 

Sixth Grade Reading Lessons 

ER Exchanges 
Teacher 
Students 

ERF Exchanges 
Teacher 
Students 

IF Exchanges 
Teacher 
Students 

6GB 

% (f) 

36.4 (24) 
34.9 (23) 

1.5 (1) 

53.0 (35) 
51. 5 (34) 

1.5 (1) 

10.6 (7) 
1.5 (1) 
9.1 (6) 

Total Exchanges (66) 
Teacher B7.9 (5B) 
Students 12.1 (B) 

6SB 

% (f) 

41.2 (35) 
40.0 (34) 

1.2 (1) 

54.1 (46) 
52.9 (45) 

1.2 (1) 

4.7 (4) 
0.0 (0) 
4.7 (4) 

(BS) 
92.9 (79) 

7.1 (6) 

6GL 

% (f) 

17.3 (9) 
15.4 (B) 
1.9 (1) 

63.5 (33) 
61.6 (32) 

1.9 (1) 

17.3 (9) 
3.B (2) 

13.5 (7) 

(52) 
BO.B (42) 
19.2 (10) 

6SL 

% (f) 

35.2 (25) 
35.2 (25) 
0.0 (0) 

60.6 (43) 
57.B (41) 

2.B (2) 

4.2 (3) 
2.B (2) 
1.4 (1) 

(1) 

95.B (6B) 
4.2 (3) 
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Table 5. Proportion and Frequency of Topical Moves During Second Grade 
Basal (B) and Literature (1) Lessons Taught by Teachers 2W and 
2H 

-----------------------------------------------------------------------
Second Grade Reading Lessons 

-----------------------------------------------------------------------
2WB 2HB 2WL 2HL 

-----------------------------------------------------
% ([) % (f) % ([) % (f) 

-----------------------------------------------------------------------

Introduction 8.2 (25) 8.7 (3]) 5.4 ( 16) 4.8 ( 13) 
Teacher 7.9 (24) 8.7 (3]) 5.4 ( 16) 4.8 ( 13) 
Students 0.3 (]) 0.0 (0) 0.0 (0) 0.0 (0) 

Incorporation 22. 1 (67) 25.3 (90) 31.0 (92) 33. 1 (90) 
Teacher 17.5 (53) 23.3 (83) 30.6 (9 ]) 27.6 (75) 
Students 4.6 ( 14) 2.0 (7) 0.4 (]) 5.5 (15) 

Reintroduction 3.7 ( 11) 0.6 (2) 1.3 (4) 0.3 (1) 
Teacher 1.7 (5) 0.6 (2) 1.3 (4) 0.0 (0) 
Students 2.0 (6) 0.0 (0) 0.0 (0) 0.3 (1) 

Collaboration 66.0 (200) 65.4 (232) 62.3 ( 185) 61.8 (168) 
Teacher 32.0 (97 ) 26.2 (93) 28.3 (84) 15.5 (42) 
Students 34.0 ( 103) 39.2 (139) 34.0 ( 10]) 46.3 (126) 

Total Topical 
Moves (303) (355) (297) (272 ) 

Teacher 59.1 ( 179) 58.9 (209) 65.7 ( 195) 47.8 (130) 
Students 40.9 ( 124) 41.1 ( 146) 34.3 ( 102) 52.2 ( 142) 
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Table 6. Proportion and Frequency of Topical Moves During Sixth Grade 
Basal (B) and Literature (L) Lessons Taught by Teachers 6G and 
6S 

Introduction 
Teacher 
Students 

Incorporation 
Teacher 
Students 

Reintroduction 
Teacher 
Students 

Collaboration 
Teacher 
Students 

Total Moves 
Teacher 
Students 

Sixth Grade Reading Lessons 

6GB 

% (f) 

5.2 
4.8 
0.4 

27. 1 
24.0 
3. 1 

2.2 
1.8 
0.4 

( 12) 
( 11) 

(1) 

(62) 
(55) 

(7) 

(5) 
(4) 
(1) 

65.5 (150) 
21.8 (50) 
43.7 (100) 

(229) 
52.4 (120) 
47.6 (109) 

6SB 

% (f) 

6.2 
5.8 
0.4 

30. 1 
27.0 

3. 1 

0.4 
0.4 
0.0 

( 16) 
( 15) 
(1) 

(78) 
(70) 
(8) 

(1) 
(1) 
(0) 

63.3 (164) 
20.1 (52) 
43.2 (112) 

(259) 
53.3 (138) 
46.7 (121) 

6GL 

% (f) 

9.4 
7.8 
1.6 

19.2 
15.6 
3.6 

2. 1 
1.6 
0.5 

( 18) 
( 15) 
(3) 

(37) 
(30) 
(7) 

(4) 
(3) 
(1) 

69.3 (133) 
30.2 (58) 
39.1 (75) 

( 192) 
55.2 (106) 
44.8 (86) 

6SL 

% (f) 

6.2 
5.3 
0.9 

29. 1 
27.8 

1.3 

0.0 
0.0 
0.0 

( 14) 
( 12) 
(2) 

(66) 
(63) 
(3) 

(0) 
(0) 
(0) 

64.7 (147) 
26.0 (59) 
38.7 (88) 

(227) 
59.0 (134) 
41.0 (93) 
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Table 7. Proportion and Frequency of Topical Sequences During Second 
Grade Basal (B) and Literature (L) Lessons Taught by Teachers 
2W and 2H 

Chaining 
Sequences 

Teacher 
Students 

Probing 
Sequences 

Teacher 
Students 

Extending 
Sequences 

Teacher 
Students 

Side 
Sequences 

Teacher 
Students 

Embedded 
Sequences 

Teacher 
Student 

Total Topical 
Sequences 

Teacher 
Students 

Second Grade Reading Lessons 

2WB 

% (f) 

11.9 (8) 
11.9 (8) 
0.0 (0) 

41.8 (28) 
41. 8 (28) 
0.0 (0) 

41.8 (28) 
23.9 (16) 
17.9 (12) 

4.5 (3) 
0.0 (0) 
4.5 (3) 

0.0 (0) 
0.0 (0) 
0.0 (0) 

(67) 
77.6 (52) 
22.4 (15) 

2HB 

% (f) 

24.4 (22) 
24.4 (22) 
0.0 (0) 

49.0 (44) 
49.0 (44) 

0.0 (0) 

22.2 (20) 
17.8 (16) 
4.4 (4) 

3.3 (3) 
1.1 (1) 
2.2 (2) 

1.1 (j) 
1.1 (j) 
0.0 (0) 

(90) 
93.3 (84) 

6.7 (6) 

2WL 

% (f) 

29.4 (27) 
29.4 (27) 
0.0 (0) 

55.4 (51) 
55.4 (51) 
0.0 (0) 

14.1 (13) 
13.0 (12) 

1.1 (1) 

1.1 (1) 
1.1 (j) 
0.0 (0) 

0.0 (0) 
0.0 (0) 
0.0 (0) 

(92) 
98.9 (9 j) 

1.1 (j) 

2HL 

% (f) 

25.5 (23) 
23.3 (2]) 
2.2 (2) 

47.8 (43) 
47.8 (43) 
0.0 (0) 

25.5 (23) 
13.3 (12) 
12.2 (11) 

1.1 (1) 
0.0 (0) 
1.1 (j) 

0.0 (0) 
0.0 (0) 
0.0 (0) 

(6) 
84.4 (6) 
15.6 (14) 
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Table 8. Proportion and Frequency of Topical Sequences During Sixth 
Grade Basal (B) and Literature (L) Lessons Taught by Teachers 
6G and 6S 

Chaining 
Sequences 

Teacher 
Students 

Probing 
Sequences 

Teacher 
Students 

Extending 
Sequences 

Teacher 
Students 

Side 
Sequences 

Teacher 
Students 

Embedded 
Sequences 

Teacher 
Students 

Total Topical 
Sequences 

Teacher 
Students 

Sixth Grade Reading Lessons 

6GB 

% (0 

20.9 (13) 
20.9 (13) 
0.0 (0) 

41.9 (26) 
41.9 (26) 
0.0 (0) 

22.6 (14) 
19.4 (12) 
3.2 (2) 

8.1 (5) 
1.6 (1) 
6.5 (4) 

6.4 (4) 
4.8 (3) 
1.6 (1) 

(62) 
88.7 (55) 
11.3 (]) 

6SB 

% (0 

20.5 (16) 
20.5 (16) 
0.0 (0) 

47.4 (3]) 
47.4 (3]) 
0.0 (0) 

25.6 (20) 
21.8(17) 

3.8 (3) 

2.6 (2) 
0.0 (0) 
2.6 (2) 

3.9 (3) 
0.0 (0) 
3.9 (3) 

(78) 
89.7 (70) 
10.3 (8) 

6GL 

% (0 

24.3 (9) 
24.3 (9) 
0.0 (0) 

27.0 (10) 
27.0 (10) 
0.0 (0) 

37.8 (14) 
27.0 (10) 
10.8 (4) 

8.1 (3) 
0.0 (0) 
8.1 (3) 

2.7 (1) 
0.0 (0) 
2.7 (1) 

(3]) 
78.4 (29) 
21.6 (8) 

6SL 

% (0 

16.7 (11) 
16.7 (1]) 
0.0 (0) 

63.6 (42) 
62.1 (4]) 

1.5 (J) 

16.7 (lJ) 
16.7 (11) 
0.0 (0) 

1.5 (]) 
0.0 (0) 
1.5 (J) 

1.5 (J) 
0.0 (0) 
1.5 (J) 

(66) 
95.5 (63) 
4.5 (3) 
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Table 9. Cross-Tabulation of I-Acts and Topical Moves by Lesson 

-----------------------------------------------------------------------
2WB 2HB 2WL 2HL 6GB 6SB 6GL 6SL Total 

-----------------------------------------------------------------------

COL R 84 126 93 84 
FI 64 32 30 38 
F 35 57 49 24 
eF 16 13 10 20 
r 1 4 3 2 

INC E 56 82 90 75 
I 11 8 1 15 
i 0 0 0 0 

INT E 21 30 15 12 
I 1 1 0 0 
l. 3 0 1 0 

REIN E 1 2 3 0 
I 6 0 0 1 
l. 4 0 2 0 

KEY: Topical Moves: COL = Collaboration 
INC = Incorporation 
INT Introduction 

REIN = Reintroduction 

I-Acts: E = Elicitation 

70 
56 

8 
4 

12 

53 
8 
1 

13 
0 
0 

2 
1 
2 

I = Informative within exchange 
l. = Informative outside exchange 
R = Reply 
r = Reply with rising intonation 
F = Feedback Repeat 

FI Feedback Informative 
eF = Feedback Elicitation 

95 46 76 674 
36 67 26 349 
26 15 33 247 

2 2 7 74 
5 3 5 35 

74 28 60 518 
4 5 3 55 
0 4 0 5 

14 16 10 131 
2 2 3 9 
0 0 1 5 

1 2 0 1 1 
0 1 0 9 
0 0 0 8 



Table 10. Comparison between Proportions of Instructional Acts in Second and Sixth 
Grade Basal .Lessons and Second and Sixth Grade Literature Lessons 

Grade Level Comparison 

Basal Literature 

Second Grade - Sixth Grade Second Grade - Sixth Grade 

2W-6G 2W-6S 2H-6G 2H-6S 2W-6G 2W-6S 2H-6G 2H-6S 

Elicitation (E) 
a 

6.4 > 3.2 0.9 < 9.4 2.1 < 9.1 < 1.8 < 2.3b < < < 
Teacher < 2.8 < 6.2 > 3.9 > 0.5 >11.1 > 3.2 >10.8 > 2.9 

Students > 0.5
c < 0.2 < 0.7 < 1.4 < 1.7 < 1.1 < 1.7 < 1.1 

Elicitation (e) < 0.9 < 1.5 < 1.6 < 2.2 >11.6 > 5.6 > 3.3 < 2.7 
Teacher < 0.1 < 1.5 < 0.8 < 2.2 >11.6 > 5.6 > 3.3 < 2.7 

Students < 0.8 < 0.8 

Informative (I) < 1.5 > 0.3 < 3.4 < 1.6 <12.3 < 5.2 < 8.6 < 1.5 
Teacher < 3.7 < 3.2 < 1.7 < 1.2 < 8.7 < 5.1 < 9.7 < 6.1 

Students > 2.2 > 3.5 < 1.7 < 0.4 < 3.6 < 0.1 > 1.1 > 4.6 

Informative (0 > 4.6 > 6.1 > 2.7 > 4.2 > 2.4 > 4.2 > 6.1 > 7.9 
Teacher < 0.6 > 0.9 > 1.4 > 2.9 > 3.0 > 3.9 > 2.0 > 2.9 

Students > 5.2 > 5.2 > 1.3 > 1.3 < 0.9 < 0.9 

Reply (R and r) < 5.2 < 8.0 > 2.7 < 0.1 > 4.9 < 3.2 > 7.5 < 0.6 
Teacher > 0.6 < 0.1 > 0.3 < 0.4 < 1.7 < 0.8 < 1.7 < 0.8 

Students < 5.4 < 7.9 > 2.4 > 0.3 > 6.6 < 2.4 > 9.2 > 0.2 

Reply (r) < 4.3 < 1.4 < 3.5 < 0.6 < 0.5 < 1.0 < 0.6 < 1. 1 
Teacher > 0.3 < 0.4 < 0.7 < 0.4 < 0.4 

Students < 4.6 < 1.0 < 3.5 > 0.1 < 0.5 < 0.6 < 0.6 < 0.7 

Feedback (F) > 7.6 > 1.9 > 11. 7 > 6.0 > 6.8 > 1.3 > 6.2 > 0.7 
Teacher > 7.3 > 1.9 >11.2 > 5.8 > 7.7 > 1.3 > 2.1 < 4.3 

Students > 0.3 0.0 > 0.5 > 0.2 < 0.9 > > 4.1 > 5.0 

Feedback (FI) < 1.7 > 7.4 <13.0· < 3.9 <20.8 < 1.2 <16.3 > 3.3 
Teacher < 0.7 > 6.0 < 8.2 < 1.5 < 10.1 > 0.6 < 9.2 > 1.5 

Students < 1.0 > 1.4 < 4.8 < 2.4 <10.7 < 1.8 < 7.1 > 1.8 

Feedback (eF) > 3.4 > 4.2 > 1.9 > 2.7 > 1.2 > 0.2 > 5.1 > 4.1 
Teacher > 3.4 > 4.2 > 1.9 > 2.7 > 1.2 > 0.2 > 4.8 > 3.8 

Students > 0.3 > 0.3 

Total I-Acts 
Teacher > 4.7 > 3.3 > 5.1 > 3.7 >11.2 > 5.6 < 0.1 < 5.7 

Students < 4.7 < 3.3 < 5.1 < 3.7 <11.2 < 5.6 > 0.1 > 5.7 
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-----------------------------------------------------------------------------------
a. 2.3% more elicitations (E) were carried out during the sixth grade basal 

lesson taught by Teacher 6G than during the second grade basal lesson taught 
by Teacher 2W. 

b. Teacher 6G carried out 2.8% more elicitations (E) during the sixth grade basal 
lesson than Teacher 2W during the second grade basal lesson. 

c. Students of Teacher 2W carried out 0.5% more elicitations (E) during the 
second ~rade basal lesson than students of Teacher 6G during the sixth grade 
basal lesson. 



Table II. Comparison between Proportions of Instructional Acts ln 
Second Grade Basal and Literature Lessons and Sixth Grade 
Basal and Literature Lessons 

Elicitation (E) 
Teacher 
Students 

Elicitation (e) 
Teacher 
Students 

Informative (1) 
Teacher 
Students 

Informative (i) 
Teacher 
Students 

Reply (R and r) 
Teacher 
Students 

Reply (r) 
Teacher 
Students 

Feedback (F) 
Teacher 
Students 

Feedback (FI) 
Teacher 
Students 

Feedback (eF) 
Teacher 
Students 

Total I-Acts 
Teacher 
Students 

Lesson Comparison 

Second Grade Sixth Grade 

Basal - Literature Basal - Literature 

Teacher 2W Teacher 2H Teacher 6G Teacher 6S 

a 
<15.6 b < 6.6 c > 1.2 

< 8.3 
< 8.3 

> 1.5 
< 3.4 
> 4.9 

> 1.4 
> 1.4 

< 0.1 
> 0.6 
< 0.7 

< 0.5 
> 0.3 
< 0.8 

< 2.6 
< 2.9 
> 0.3 

>11.4 
> 7.0 
> 4.4 

> 2.2 
> 2.2 

0.0 

<10.2· 
>10.2 

> 0.4 
> 0.4 

< 0.7 
< 0.7 

< 4.1 
< 0.4 
< 3.7 

> 5.2 
> 0.3 
> 4.9 

> 0.4 

> 0.4 

> 6.8 
> 6.3 
> 0.5 

< 4.4 
< 1.4 
< 3.0 

< 3.2 
< 2.9 
< 0.3 

> 1.5 
< 1.5 

> 6.3 
> 7.3 
< 1.0 

> 4.2 
> 3.4 
> 0.8 

< 9.3 
< 8.4 
< 0.9 

> 0.7 
> 0.2 
< 0.9 

>10.0 
< 1.7 
>11.7 

> 3.3 
0.0 

> 3.3 

< 3.4 
< 2.5 
< 0.9 

< 7.7 
< 2.4 
< 5.3 

0.0 
0.0 

< 3.7 
> 3.7 

> 3.1 
> 2.B 
< 0.3 

< 1.2 
< 1.2 

< 4.0 
< 5.3 
> 1.3 

< 0.4 
< 0.4 

> 4.7 
< 0.1 
> 4.8 

< 0.1 
> 0.3 
< 0.4 

< 3.2 
< 3.5 
> 0.3 

> 2.8 
> 1.6 
> 1.2 

< 1.8 
< 1.8 

0.0 

< 7.9 
> 7.9 

a. 15.6% more elicitations (E) were carried out during the basal 
lesson than during the literature lesson of Teacher 2W. 

b. Teacher 2W carried out 6.6% more elicitations (E) during the 
literature lesson than during the basal lesson. 

c. Students of Teacher 2W carried out 1.2% more elicitations (E) 
during the basal lesson than during the literature lesson. 
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Table 12. Comparison in Proportions of Instructional Acts in Second 
Grade Lessons Taught by Teachers 2W and 2H and in Sixth Grade 
Grade Lessons Taught by Teachers 6G and 6S 

Elicitation (E) 
Teacher 
Students 

Elicitation (e) 
Teacher 
Students 

Informative (I) 
Teacher 
Students 

Informative (i) 
Teacher 
Students 

Reply (R and r) 
Teacher 
Students 

Reply (d 
Teacher 
Students 

Feedback (F) 
Teacher 
Students 

Feedback (FI) 
Teacher 
Students 

Feedback (eF) 
Teacher 
Students 

Total I-Acts 
Teacher 
Students 

Teacher Comparison 

Second Grade Sixth Grade 

Teacher 2W--Teacher 2H Teacher 6G--Teacher 6S 

Basal 

< 5.5 a 
< 6.7 b 
> 1.2 c 

> 0.7 
> 0.7 

> 1.9 
< 2.0 
> 3.9 

> 2.2 
> 2.2 

< 7.9 
> 0.3 
< 8.2 

< 0.8 
> 0.3 
< 1. 1 

< 4. 1 
< 3.9 
< 0.2 

>11.3 
> 7.5 
> 3.8 

) 1.5 
) 1.5 

< 0.4 
> 0.4 

Literature 

> 0.3 
> 0.3 

> 8.3 
> 8.3 

< 3.7 
> 1.0 
< 4.7 

> 0.8 
> 0.8 

< 2.6 
0.0 

< 2.6 

> 0.1 

> 0.1 

> 5.3 
> 5.3 

< 4.5 
< 0.9 
< 3.6 

< 3.9 
< 3.6 
< 0.3 

>11.3 
<11.3 

Basal 

< 4.1 
< 3.4 
< 0.7 

< 0.6 
< 1.4 
> 0.8 

> 1.8 
> 0.5 
> 1.3 

> 1.5 
> 1.5 

< 2.8 
< 0.7 
< 2.1 

> 2.9 
< 0.7 
> 3.6 

< 5.7 
< 5.4 
< 0.3 

> 9.1 
> 6.7 
> 2.4 

> 0.8 
> 0.8 

< 1.4 
> 1.4 

Literature 

< 7.3 
< 7.9 
> 0.6 

< 6.0 
< 6.0 

> 7.1 
> 3.6 
> 3.5 

> 1.8 
> 0.9 
> 0.9 

< 8.1 
> 0.9 
< 9.0 

< 0.5 
< 0.4 
< 0.1 

< 5.5 
< 6.4 
> 0.9 

>19.6 
>10.7 
> 8.9 

< 1.0 
< 1.0 

0.0 

< 5.6 
> 5.6 

a. 5.5% more elicitations (E) were carried out during the basal 
lesson taught by Teacher 28 than during the basal lesson taught by 
Teacher 2W. 

b. Teacher 28 carried out 6.7% more elicitations (E) during the basal 
lesson than Teacher 2W. 

c. Students of Teacher 2W carried out 1.2% more elicitations (E) 
during the basal lesson than students of Teacher 2H. 

361 



Table 13. Comparison between Proportions of Exchange Types in Second and Sixth 
Grade Basal Lessons and Second and Sixth Grade Literature Lessons 

Grade Level Comparison 

Basal Literature 

Second Grade - Sixth Grade Second Grade - Sixth Grade 

2W-6G 2W-6S 2H-6G 2H-6S 2W-6G 2W-6S 2H-6G 2H-6S 

Exchanges a <15.1 < 0.4 < 5.2 >16.0 < 1.9 >32.2 >14.3 ER <IO.3b Teacher < 8.8 <13.9 > 1.1 < 4.0 >17.9 < 1.9 >34.1 >14.3 
Students < 1.5c < 1.2 < 1.5 < 1.2 < 1.9 < 1.9 

ERF Exchanges > 6.1 > 5.0 > 3.0 > 1.9 > 2.1 > 5.0 <29.8 <26.9 
Teacher > 5.3 > 3.9 > 4.5 > 3.1 > 4.0 ) 7.8 <27.9 <24.1 

Students > 0.8 > 1.1 < 1.5 < 1.2 < 1.9 < 2.8 < 1.9 < 2.8 

IF Exchanges > 4.2 >10.1 < 2.6 > 3.3 <16.2 < 3.1 < 0.5 >12.6 
Teacher < 1.5 > 1.2 > 2.7 < 3.8 < 2.8 < 1.9 < 0.9 

Students > 5.7 >10.1 < 3.8 > 0.6 <12.4 < 0.3 > 1.4 >13.5 

Total Exchanges 
Teacher < 5.0 <10.0 > 6.8 > 1.8 >18.1 > 3.1 > 4.3 <10.7 

Students > 5.0 >10.0 < 6.8 < 1.8 <18.1 < 3.1 < 4.3 >10.7 

Key: E • Elicitation R· Reply F a Feedback I a Informative 

a. 10.3% more ER exchanges were carried out during the sixth grade basal lesson 
taught by Teacher 6G than during the second grade basal lesson taught by 
Teacher 2W. 

b. Teacher 6G initiated 8.8% more ER exchanges during the sixth grade basal 
lesson than Teacher 2W during the second grade basal lesson 
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c. Students of Teacher 6G initiated 1.5% more ER exchanges during the sixth grade 
basal lesson than students of Teacher 2W during the second grade ba3al lesson 
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Table 14. Comparison between Proportions of Exchanges in Second Grade 
Basal and Literature Lessons and Sixth G~ade Basal and 
Literature Lessons 

Lesson Comparison 

Second Grade Sixth Grade 

Basal - Literature Basal - Literature 

Teacher 2W Teacher 2H Teacher 6G Teacher 6S 

ER Exchanges < 7.2 < 13.5 > 19. 1 > 6.0 
Teacher < 7.2 > 13.5 < 19.5 < 4.8 
Students < 0.4 > 1 .2 

ERF Exchanges < 6.~ > 22.3 <10.5 < 6.5 
Teacher < 8.8 > 22.3 < 10. 1 < 4.9 
Students > 2.3

c 
< 0.4 < 1.6 

IF Exchanges > 13.7 < 8.8 < 6.7 > 0.5 
Teacher > 0.8 < 2.3 < 2.8 
Students > 13.7 < 9.6 < 4.4 > 3.3 

Total Exchanges 
Teacher <16.0 > 9.6 > 7. 1 < 2.9 
Students > 16.0 < 9.6 < 7. 1 > 2.9 

KEY: E = Elicitation R = Reply F = Feedback I = Informative 

a. 6.5% more ERF exchanges were carried out during the literature 
lesson than during the basal lesson of Teacher 2W. 

b. Teacher 2W initiated 8.8% more ERF exchanges during the litera
ture lesson than during the basal lesson. 

c. Students of Teacher 2W initiated 2.3% more ERF exchanges during 
the basal lesson than during the literature lesson. 
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Table 15. Comparison between Proportions of Exchange Types in Reading 
Lessons Taught by Second Grade Teachers 2W and 2H and in 

.Reading Lessons Taught by Sixth Grade Teachers 6G and 6S 

Teacher Comparison 

Second Grade Six.th Grade 

Teacher 2W--Teacher 2H Teacher 6G--Teacher 6S 

Basal Literature Basal Literature 

ER Exchanges < 9.9 <16.2 < 4.8 <17.9 
Teacher < 9.9 <16.2 < 5. 1 <19.8 
Students > 0.3 > 1.9 

a 
>31.9 < > ERF Exchanges > 3. 1 b l.1 2.9 

Teacher > 0.8 >31.9 < l.4 > 3.8 
Students > 2. 3

c > 0.3 < 0.9 

IF Exchanges > 6.8 <15.7 > 5.9 > 13. 1 
Teacher < 2.7 < l.9 > l.5 > 1.0 
Students > 9.5 <13.8 > 4.4 >12.1 

Total Exchanges 
Teacher < 11.8 >13.8 < 5.0 <15.0 
Students >11.8 <13.8 > 5.0 >15.0 

KEY: E = Elicitation R = Reply F = Feedback I = Informative 

a. 3.1% more ERF exchanges were carried out during the ~asal lesson 
taught by Teacher 2W than during the basal lesson taught by 
Teacher 2H. 

b. Teacher 2W initiated 0.8% more ERF exchanges during the basal 
lesson than Teacher 2H. 

c. Students of Teacher 2W initiated 2.3% more ERF exchanges during 
the basal lesson than students of Teacher 2H. 
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Table 16. Comparison between Proportions of Topical Moves in Second and Sixth Grade 
Basal Lessons and Second and Sixth Grade Literature Lessons 

Introduction 
Teacher 

Students 

Incorporation 
Teacher 

Students 

Reintroduction 
Teacher 

Students 

Collaboration 
Teacher 

Students 

Total Topical 
Moves 

Teacher 
Students 

Grade Level Compariaon 

Baaal Literature 

Second Grade - Sixth Grade Second Grade - Sixth Grade 

2W-6G 2W-65 2H-6G 2H-65 2W-6G 2W-6S 2H-6G 2H-6S 

> 3.~ 
> 3.1c < 0.1 

< 5.0 
< 6.5 
> 1.5 

> 1.5 
< O. I 
> 1.6 

> 0.4 
>10.2 
< 9.7 

> 6.7 
< 6.7 

> 2.0 
> 2.1 
< 0.1 

< 8.0 
< 9.5 
> 1.5 

> 3.3 
> 1.3 
> 2.0 

> 2.7 
> 1l.9 
< 9.2 

> 5.8 
< 5.8 

> 3.5 
> 3.9 
< 0.4 

< 1.8 
< 0.7 
< I. I 

< 1.6 
< 1.2 
< 0.4 

< 0.1 
> 4.4 
< 4.5 

> 6.5 
< 6.5 

> 2.5 
> 2.9 
< 0.4 

< 4.8 
< 3.7 
< I. I 

> 0.2 
> 0.2 

> 2. I 
> 6. I 
< 4.0 

> 5.6 
< 5.6 

< 4.0 
< 2.4 
< 1.6 

> 1I.8 
>15.0 
< 3.2 

< 0.8 
< 0.3 
< 0.5 

< 7.0 
< 1.9 
< 5. I 

>10.5 
<10.5 

< 0.8 
> 0.5 
< 0.9 

> 1.9 
> 2.8 
< 0.9 

> 1.3 
> 1.3 

< 2.4 
> 2.3 
< 4.7 

> 6.7 
< 6.7 

< 4.6 
< 3.0 
< 1.6 

>13.9 
>12.0 
> 1.9 

< 1.8 
< 1.6 
< 0.2 

< 7.5 
<14.7 
> 7.2 

< 7.4 
> 7.4 

< 1.4 
< 0.5 
< 0.9 

> 4.0 
< 0.2 
> 4.2 

> 0.3 

> 0.3 

< 2.9 
<10.5 
> 7.6 

< ".2 
> 11.2 

a. 3.0% more introduction moves were carried out during the second grade basal 
lesson taught by Teacher 2W than during the sixth grade basal lesson taught by 
Teacher 6G. 

b. Teacher 2W carried out 3.1% more introduction moves during the basal lesson 
than Teacher 6G. 

c. Students of Teacher 6G carried out 0.1% more introduction moves during the 
basal lesson than students of Teacher 2W. 
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Table 17. Comparison between Proportions of Topical Moves in Second 
Grade Basal and Literature Lessons and in Sixth Grade Basal 
and Literature Lessons 

Introduction 
Teacher 
Students 

Incorporation 
Teacher 
Students 

Reintroduction 
Teacher 
Students 

Collaboration 
Teacher 
Students 

Total Topical Moves 
Teacher 
Students 

Lesson Comparison 

Second Grade Sixth Grade 

Basal - Literature Basal - Literature 

Teacher 2W Teacher 2H Teacher 6G Teacher 6S 

a > 2.8 b 
> 2.5 
> 0.3 c 

< 8.9 
<13. 1 
> 4.2 

> 2.4 
> 0.4 
> 2.0 

> 3.7 
> 3.7 

< 6.6 
> 6.6 

> 3.9 
> 3.9 

< 7.8 
< 4.3 
< 3.5 

> 0.3 
> 0.6 
< 0.3 

> 3.6 
>10.7 
< 7. 1 

> 11. 1 
< 11. 1 

< 4.2 0.0 
< 3.0 > 0.5 
< 1.2 < 0.5 

> 7.9 > 1.0 
> 8.4 < 0.8 
< 0.5 > 1.8 

> O. 1 > 0.4 
> 0.2 > 0.4 
> O. 1 > 

< 3.8 < 1.4 
< 8.4 < 5.9 
> 4.6 > 4.5 

< 2.8 < 5.7 
> 2.8 > 5.7 

a. 2.8% more introduction moves were carried out during the basal 
lesson than during the literature lesson of Teacher 2W. 

b. Teacher 2W carried out 2.5% more introduction moves during the 
basal lesson than during the literature lesson. 

c. Students of Teacher 2W carried out 0.3% more introduction moves 
during the basal lesson than during the literature lesson. 



Table 18. Comparison between Proportions of Topical Moves In Reading 
Lessons Taught by Second Grade Teachers 2W and 2H and in 
Reading Lessons Taught by Sixth Grade Teachers 6G and 6S 

Teacher Comparison 

Second Grade Sixth Grade 
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Teacher 2W--Teacher 2H Teacher 6G--Teacher 6S 

Basal Literature Basal Literature 

Introduction < a > 0.6 < 1.0 > 3.2 0.\ 
Teacher < 0.8 > 0.6 < 1.0 > 2.5 
Students > 0.3c > 0.7 

Incorporation < 3.2 < 2. 1 < 3.0 < 9.9 
Teacher < 5.8 > 3.0 < 3.0 <12.2 
Students > 2.6 < 5. 1 > 2.3 

Reintroduction > 3. 1 > 1.0 > 1.8 > 2. 1 
Teacher > 1.1 > 1.3 > 1.4 > 1.6 
Students > 2.0 < 0.3 > 0.4 > 0.5 

Collaboration > 0.6 > 0.5 > 2.2 > 4.6 
Teacher > 5.8 >12.8 > 1. 7 > 4.2 
Students < 5.2 <12.3 > 0.5 > 0.4 

Total Topical Moves 
Teacher > 0.2 > 17.9 < 0.9 < 3.8 
Students < 0.2 <17.9 > 0.9 > 3.8 

a. 0.5% more introduction moves were carried out by Teacher 2H during 
the basal lesson than by Teacher 2W. 

b. Teacher 2H carried out 0.8% more introduction moves during the 
basal lesson than Teacher 2W. 

c. Students of Teacher 2W carried out 0.3% more introduction moves 
during the basal lesson than students of Teacher 2H. 
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Table 19. Comparison between Proportions of Topical Sequences in Second and Sixth 
Grade Basal Lessons and Second and Sixth Grade Literature Lessons 

Chaining 
Sequences 

Teacher 
Students 

Probing 
Sequences 

Teacher 
Students 

Extending 
Sequences 

Teacher 
Students 

Side 
Sequences 

Teacher 
Students 

Embedded 
Sequences 

Teacher 
Students 

Total Topical 
Sequences 

Teacher 
Students 

Grade Level Comparison 

Basal Literature 

Second Grade - Sixth Grade Second Grade - Sixth Grade 

2W-6G 2W-6S 2H-6G 2H-6S 2W-6G 2W-6S 2H-6G 2H-6S 

< 9.0 
< 9.0 

< 0.1 
< O. 1 

>19.5 
> 4.5 
>14.7 

< 8.6 
< 8.6 

< 5.6 
< 5.6 

>16.2 
> 2.1 
>14.1 

< 3.6 > 1.9 
< 1.6 
< 2.0 > 1.9 

< 6.4 
< 4.8 
< 1.6 

< 11.1 
>11.1 

< 3.9 

< 3.9 

<12.1 
>12.1 

> 3.5 
> 3.5 

> 7.1 
> 7.1 

< 0.4 
< 1.6 
> 1.2 

< 4.8 
< 0.5 
< 4.3 

< 5.3 
< 3.7 
< 1.6 

> 4.6 
< 4.6 

> 3.9 
> 3.9 

> 1.6 
> 1.6 

< 3.4 
< 4.0 
> 0.6 

> 0.7 
> 1. 1 
< 0.4 

< 2.8 
> 1. 1 
< 3.9 

> 3.6 
< 3.6 

> 5.1 
> 5.1 

>28.4 
>28.5 

<23.7 
<14.0 
< 9.7 

< 7.0 
> 1.1 
< 8.1 

< 2.7 

< 2.7 

>20.5 
<20.5 

>12.7 
>12.7 

< 8.2 
< 6.7 
< 1.5 

< 2.6 
< 3.7 
> 1. 1 

< 0.4 
> 1. 1 
< 1.5 

< 1.5 

< 1.5 

> 3.4 
< 3.4 

> 1.2 
< 1.0 
> 2.2 

>20.8 
>20.8 

<12.3 
<13.7 
> 1.4 

< 7.0 

< 7.0 

< 2.7 

< 2.7 

> 6.0 
< 6.0 

a > 8.8b > 6.6 
> 2.2c 

<15.8 
<14.3 
< 1.5 

< 8.8 
< 3.4 
>12.2 

< 0.4 

< 0.4 

< 1.5 

< 1.5 

< 11.1 
> 11.1 

a. 8.8% more chaining sequences were carried out during the second grade litera
ture lesson taught by Teacher 2H than during the sixth grade literature lesson 
taught by Teacher 6S. 

b. Teacher 28 initiated 6.6% more chaining sequences during the second grade 
literature lesson than Teacher 6S during the sixth grade literature lesson. 

c. Students of Teacher 28 initiated 2.2% more chaining sequences during the 
second grade literature lesson than students of Teacher 6S during the sixth 
grade literature lesson. 



Table 20. Comparison between Proportions of Topical Sequences ~n 
Second Grade Basal and Literature Lessons and Sixth Grade 
Basal and Literature Lessons 

Lesson Comparison 

Second Grade Sixth Grade 

Basal - Literature Basal - Literature 
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Teacher 2W Teacher 2H Teacher 6G Teacher 6S 

Chaining Sequences 
Teacher 
Students 

Probing Sequences 
Teacher 
Students 

Extending Sequences 
Teacher 
Students 

Side Sequences 
Teacher 
Students 

Embedded Sequences 
Teacher 
Students 

Total Sequences 
Teacher 
Students 

<17 .5 
<17.5 

<13.6 
<13.6 

>27.7 
>10.9 
>16.8 

> 3.4 
< 1. 1 
> 4.5 

<21.3 
>21.3 

< a 
1. 1 b 

> 1. 1 c 
< 2.2 

> 1.2 
> 1. 2 

< 3.3 
> 4.5 
< 7.8 

> 2.2 
> 1. 1 
> 1.1 

> 1 • 1 
> 1.1 

> 8.9 
< 8.9 

< 3.4 > 3.8 
< 3.4 > 3.8 

>14.9 <16.2 
>14.9 <14.7 

< 1.5 

<15.2 > 8.9 
< 7.6 > 5. 1 
< 7.6 > 3.8 

0.0 > 1. 1 
> 1.6 
> 1.6 > 1.1 

> 3.7 > 2.4 
> 4.8 
< 1.1 > 2.4 

>10.3 < 5.8 
<10.3 > 5.8 

a. 1.1% more chaining sequences were carried out during the liter
ature lesson than during the basal lesson taught by Teacher 2H. 

b. Teacher 2H initiated 1.1% more chaining sequences during the basal 
lesson than during the literature lesson. 

c. Students of Teacher 2H initiated 2.2% more chaining sequences 
during the literature lesson than during the basal lesson. 
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Table 21. Comparison between Proportions of Topical Sequences in 
Second Grade Reading Lessons Taught by Teachers 2W and 2H and 
in Sixth Grade Reading Lessons Taught by Teachers 6G and 65. 

Chaining Sequences 
Teacher 
Students 

Probing Sequences 
Teacher 
Students 

Extending Sequences 
Teacher 
Students 

Side Sequences 
Teacher 
Students 

Embedded Sequences 
Teacher 
Students 

Total Sequences 
Teacher 
Students 

Teacher Comparison 

Second Grade Sixth Grade 

Teacher 2W--Teacher 2H Teacher 6G--Teacher 6S 

Basal 

< 12.5 
< 12.5 

< 7.2 
< 7.2 

> 19.6 
> 6. 1 
> 13.5 

> 1.2 
< 1.1 
> 2.3 

< 1.1 
< 1.1 

< 15.7 
> 15.7 

Literature 

> a 3.9
b > 6. 1 

< 2.2c 

> 7.6 
> 7.6 

< 11.4 
< 0.3 
< 11. 1 

0.0 
> 1.1 
< 1.1 

> 14.5 
< 14.5 

Basal Literature 

> 0.4 > 7.6 
> 0.4 > 7.6 

< 5.5 < 36.6 
< 5.5 < 35. 1 

< 1.5 

< 3.0 > 21. 1 
< 2.4 > 10.3 
< 0.6 > 10.8 

> 5.5 > 6.6 
> 1.6 
> 3.9 > 6.6 

> 2.5 > 1.2 
> 4.8 
< 2.3 > 1.2 

< 1.0 < 17. 1 
> 1.0 > 17. 1 

a. 3.9% more chaining sequences were carried out during the second 
grade literature lesson of Teacher 2W than during the second grade 
literature lesson of Teacher 2H. 

b. Teacher 2W initiated 6.1% more chaining sequences during the 
second grade literature lesson than Teacher 2H. 

c. Students of Teacher 2H initiated 2.2% more chaining sequences 
during the second grade literature lesson than students of Teacher 
2W. 



371 

Table 22. Average Frequencies of I-Acts per Topical Hove by Type of 
Lesson and Grade Level 

-----------------------------------------------------------------------. 
Lessons Basal Literature All 

-----------------------------------------------------------------------
Grades 2 6 total 2 6 total 2 6 Total 

-----------------------------------------------------------------------

COL R 105 82.5 93.8 88.5 
FI 48 46 47 34 
F 46 17 31.5 36.5 
eF 14.5 3 8.8 15 
r 2.5 8 5.5 2.5 

INC E 69 63.5 66.3 82.5 
I 9.5 6 7.8 8 
l. 0 0.5 0.3 0 

INT E 25.5 13.5 19.5 13.5 
I 1 1 1 0 
l. 1 .5 0 0.8 0.5 

REIN E 1.5 1.5 1.5 1.5 
I 3 0.5 1.8 0.5 
l. 2 1 1.5 1 

KEY: Topical Moves: COL Collaboration 
INC = Incorporation 
INT = Introduction 

REIN = Reintroduction 

I-Acts: E Elicitation 

61 
46.5 
24 
4.5 
4 

44 
4 
2 

13 
2.5 
0.5 

1 
0.5 
0 

I = Informative within exchange 
l. Informative outside exchange 
R = Reply 
r = Reply with rising intonation 
F = Feedback Repeat 

FI = Feedback Informative 
eF = Feedback Elicitation 

74.5 83 85.5 84.3 
40.3 47.5 40 43.6 
30.3 35 26.8 30.9 
9.8 9.5 9 9.3 
3.3 3.3 5.5 4.4 

63.3 75.8 53.8 64.8 
6 8.8 5 6.9 
1 0 1.3 0.6 

13.3 19.5 13.3 16.4 
2.3 0.5 1.8 1.1 
0.5 1 0.3 0.6 

1.3 1.5 1.3 1.4 
1 1.8 1 1.1 
0.5 1.5 0.5 1 
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